
 

Civilian Police Oversight Agency 
 
 

Finding Letters of the CPOA 
The CPOA Executive Director's findings in each case are listed below. The following 
notifications of the findings were provided to the citizen(s) during August 2026.  If 
applicable, these findings will become part of the officer’s file. 
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CITY OF ALBU UER

CTVILIAN POLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

August 3, 2026

Via Email

Re: CPC # 046-26

C4MPIAIITL

on 0311912026, B  submitted an online complaint to the civilian Police

Oversight Agency (CPOA) regarding an incident that occurred on 0712412025 at 0800

hours ai 2821 Mountain Road Northwest, Apartment 66. Ms. B indicated that

Officer F failed to appear in court on 0l/3012026 and 03119/2026' resulting in the

dismissal of the case against D  M

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

NM 87103

www.cabq.gov

EYIDENCT.BEYIEYEDT

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

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

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: OIIicer F

Other Materials: Email communications, NM Courts records, and APD time card

Date Investigation Completed: June 30,2026
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FINDINGS

l. Unfounded. Investigation classification uhen the investigator(s) determines. by clear ard conviocing
evidence. that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subjecl omcer.

PoliciesReviewed: 2.'16.4.F.1

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

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

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

procedures, or training.

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

investigator(s) determines. by a preponderance ofthe evidence. misconduct did occur that was not alleged in
the original complaint ($hether CPC or inl€mal complaint) but that other misconduct uas discovered during
the inv€stigation. and by a preponderance ofthe €vidence. that misconduct did occur.

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

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

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

Addilialatrconurr$i
2.7 6.4.F .l: It was determined that Officer F failed to appear for court on I13012026 and again

on3/1912026 as required. The CPOA recommends a written reprimand.

2046-26 Officer F

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

appeal hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the

CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque' NM 87103' or

by email to CPoA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the

communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Board's next regularly

scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt of the

request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modiff the Director's

findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

l) A poticy was misapplied in the evaluation ofthe conrplaint;

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.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

tu

Ifyou are not satisfied with the finat 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 Adminislrative officer by sending a letter

,o ih. Offi.. of the Mayor. i.O. Bo* 1293. Albuquerque, NM 87103. Your request must be in

writing and within 30 calendar days (inclusive of holidays and weekends) of receipt of the

OfficJof 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

.u*ey fo.n] at http://wrvrv.cabq.gov/cpoa/survey. Thank you for participating in the process of

"irili"n 
orersight ofth. polic"Snsuring officers and personnel ofthe APD are held

accountable, and improving the process.

Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(sDs) 924-3770

l

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

0^



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

NM 87101

www.cabq.gov

Cnrr-r,c.N PoI,IcB OwRSIGHT AGENCY

August 4, 2026

Via Email

Re: CPC # 053-26

EYUIENCI.BEYIEUEDT

Video(s): Yes APD RePort(s): Yes

Complainant Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee lnterviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Officer C

Other Materials: Email Communications

Date lnvestigation Completed: June 30,2026

CQMELAINL

Mr. A  indicated that he was involved in a crash and requested interpreter services.

The officer ignored him and walked away, never providing the requested services. He

reported that he had his one-year-old child with him, but no one inquired if they were

okay, and theyjust put them in an ambulance. Mr' A  indicated that no one

attempted to communicate with him or obtain his statement, resulting in the report being

skewid and him being deemed at fault for the crash. Mr. A  said that his rights

were denied and violated.

CAD Report(s): Yes

Witness(es) Interviewed: N/A

I

Albuquaqu - Making Hittory 1706-2006



FINI)INGS

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

PoliciesReviewed: 2.18.4.C.2.a

2. Sustrined. lnvestigation classificatioo when the investigato(s) determines, by a preponderrnce ofthe
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject ollicer.

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

PoliciesReviewed: 1.1.5.A.4

4. Exonerated. Investigation classification where the investigator(s) dete.mines. by a preponderance oflhe
evidencc. that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate A?D policies,
procedures, or training.

5. Susttined Viol8tion Not Eased on Original Complaint. Investigation classification where the
investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe evidence. misconduct did occur thal was not alleged in
the original complaint (whether CPC or inlemal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovered during
the inlestigation. and by a preponderance ofthe evidence. that misconduct did occur.

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

sanction. .the allegations arc duplicative; -the allegations, even iftrue, do noi constitute misconduct; or -the
investigalion cannot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complainl and lurther
investiBation uould be futile.

Addiliaulcoorcilri
I . 1.5.A.4: A review of the OBRD recordings showed that Officer C had communicared with
Mr. A  by writing on a notepad and typing messages on a cell phone. The necessary
information was obtained and his well being was addressed. It was determined that Officer C
made an effort to communicate with Mr. A , even though he didn't call for an ASL
interpreter.

2:18.4.C.2.a: It was determined that Officer C violated APD policy by failing to request an
ASL interpreter to assist in interviewing Mr. A  and did not tag the communication
they did have.

The CPOA recommends a written reprimand.

a

053-26 Officer C
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings and/or
recommendations of the cPoA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) ofreceipt of this letter, communicate your desire to have an
appeal hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.O, Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 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 Directorrs
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

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

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

of discretion; or

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

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

Ifyou are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision ofthe Office ofPolice Reform or
any matter relating to the Office of Police Refomr's handling of the complaint you may
r6quest 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.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(s0s) 924-3770

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

If you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at lrttp://*urv.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.

nl



UER UE

August 4, 2026

Via Email

Re: CPC # 053-26

PO Box 129-l

Albuq,.rerque

NN{ 87103

www.cabq.gov

CAD Report(s): Yes

Witness(es) Interviewed: N/A

AlbuqucrEu - Making Httory 1706-2006

CITY OF ALBU

CTVILIAN PoLICE OVERSIGIIT AGENCY

COMPIAINL

Mr. An  indicated that he was involved in a crash and requested interpreter services.
The officer ignored him and walked away, never providing the requested services. He
reported that he had his one-year-old child with him, but no one inquired ifthey were
okay, and theyjust put them in an ambulance. Mr. A  indicated that no one
attempted to communicate with him or obtain his statement, resulting in the report being
skewed and him being deemed at fault for the crash. Mr. A  said that his rights
were denied and violated.

EYIDENCLBEYIE$EDT

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

Complainant Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee lnvolved: TSO M

Other Materials: Email Communications

Date Investigation Completed: June 30,2026



FINDINGS

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

PoliciesReviewed: 2.18.4.C.2.a

2. Sustained. tnvestigation classification when the investigator(s) det€rmines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence. the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject officer.

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

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

Policies Reviewed: L 1.5.A.4

4. Eronertted. Investigatio[ classification where the iovestigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidenc€, that alleged colduct in the uoderlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies,
procedurcs, or training.

V

5. Sustained Violation Not Brsed on Originsl Complaint. Investigation classification where lhe
investigator(s) determines. by a prepondcrance oflhe evidence. misconduct did occur that was not alleged in
the original complaint (whether CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misconduct \r'as discovered during
the investigation. and by a preponderance ofthe evidence, that misconduct did occur.

6. Admioistrrtively Closed. lnvestigation 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 ?
sanclion, -the allegations are duplicative: -the allegations. even iftrue, do noi constitule misconduct: or -the
investigalion cannot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complaini, snd further
investigation would be futile.

AdditiqrllrCsDlrcIlri
1.1.5.A.4: A review of the OBRD recordings showed that TSO M had communicated with
Mr. An  by writing on a notepad and typing messages on a cell phone. TSO M became
the primary to the investigation after medical had already been on scene. The necessary
information was obtained and his well being was addressed. It was determined that TSO M
made an effort to communicate with Mr. A , even though he didn't call for an ASL
interpreter.

2:18.4.C.2.a: It was determined that TSO M violated APD policy by failing to request an
ASL interpreter to assist in interviewing Mr. A and did not tag the communication
they did have.

The CPOA recommends a written reprimand.

1os3-26 TSOM
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings and/or
recommendations of the cPoA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter, communicate your desire to have an
appeal hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103, or
by email to CPOA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Board's next regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt ofthe
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modify the Director's
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.

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

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

tu
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(s0s) 924-3770

3

0r'

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBU UER

PO Box 129-3

Albuquerque

NM 87103

www.cabq.gov

CTVILIAN PoLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

August 10, 2026

Via Email

  

Re: CPC # 054-26

CQMELAINL

On 0410712026,  P  submitted a telephone complaint CPOA regarding an
incident that occurred, on 0210212026. Mr. P  indicated that he went to the NM
Offices ofthe Public Defender to file an Inspection ofPublic Records Act (IPRA)
request, which they declined to accept. He indicated that officers responded and told him
he was trespassing. A second complaint was filed by   which it was
determined he would be a co-complainant. They both reported Officer W deactivated his
OBRD, did not send an evidence link or follow up with charges against Mr. A
M  for an assault, and unla*fully trespassed them.

EYIDENCI.BEYII,WEDi

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

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

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Officer W

Other Materials: Email Communications and YouTube video created by complainants

Date Investigation Completed: July 9, 2026

Albuqaaqut - Makiry Hittoty 1706-2006
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FINDINGS

Policies Reviewed: 2. 103.4.A.1.a; Criminal Trespass Notification

l, Unfounded. lnvestigalion classification \ ten the invesligalor(s) determines, by clea.r and convincing
evidence, that slleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subject ollicer.

PoliciesReviewed: 2.E.5.A.1.a;MandatoryRecording

2. Sustained. lnvestiSation classification whel the invesligato(s) determines, by a pteponderance ofthe
' evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject officer.

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

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

PoliciesReviewed: 2.60.4.C.1.e;Preliminarylnvestigations

4. Exonerrted. Investigation classificatior wherc the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence. that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur bul did not violate APD policies,

procedurcs, or &ailling.

Policies Reviewed: 2.t03.4.A.1.e; Criminal TrespassNotification

5. Sustrincd Violrtion Not Based on Original Comphint. Investigation classificatior where the

investigator(s) determines, by a prepondetance ofthe evidencc, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in

the original complaint (whether cPC or intemal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovered during

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

6. Administratively Closed. lnvestigation classilication where the investigator determines: The policy

violations ofa minor nature and do not constitute a pattem ofmisconduct (i.e. a violation subjecl to a class 7

sanction, -the allegations are duplicati!e; _the allegations, even iftue, do not constitute misconduct: or _the

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

investigation would be futile.

Addiliqlel,rco0D!$ri
2.8.5.A.1.a; It was determined that Officer W prematurely deactivated his OBRD in the

presence ofthree citizens. It appeared that he failed to capture a conversation with the person

who initiated the CT notice, which is preponderance ofevidence that this policy was

violated. The CPOA recommends a written reprimand.

2.60.4.C.1.e; It was determined that Officer W conducted a preliminary investigation into the

alleged assault by Mr. A  M  on Mr. P  and Mr. J  He interviewed all

partles involved and obtained a full confession from Mr. A  M  He sent an email

with the evidence link to the wrong address. Upon discovering the error, Officer W
immediately sent the link to them, as confirmed by Mr. J
2.103.4.A.1.a; Officer W did not violate policy when he issued two CT notices'

2.103.4.A.1.e; Officer W did not redact the birth dates of Mr. J  and Mr. P
before handing the documents to Mr. A  M  This is not only an APD SOP

violation but also a violation ofNM state statute. officer w did not write "Refuse" on the

subject line. The CPOA recommends a verbal reprimand.

z
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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  to have an

appeal hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103' or
by email to CPOA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Board's next regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt of the

request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modi$ the Director's
Iindings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more ofthe following:

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

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

of discretion; or

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

Administratively closed complaints 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

Office of Police Reform letter. lnclude your CPC number. The review by the Chief
Administrative Officer 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,wu,.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

ty
Diane McDernrott
Executive Director
(505) 924-3770

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

,9,^



UER UE

CnTLIAN POLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

August 10,2026

Via Email

 

Re: CPC # 054-26

COMPIAINL

  submitted a written complaint to the CPOA on 0511812026 regarding the

same incident that Mr. P  reported. On 0610112026, Mr, J  was added as a

co-complainant to an investigation originalty submitted by Mr. P  They reported

Officer W deactivated his OBRD, did not send an evidence link or follow up with
charges against Mr. A  M  for an assault, and unla*fully trespassed both ol
them.

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

r.-M 87103

www.cabq.gov

EYUIENCD.BEYIEIIEDT

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

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

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Officer W

Other Materials: Email Communications and YouTube video created by complainants

Date Investigation Completed: July 9, 2026
I

Albuquctque - Making Historl 17O6-2006

CITY OF ALBU



FINDINGS

Policies Reviewed: 2.103.4.A. l.a; Criminal Trespass Notification

l. Unfouoded. Investig.tion classification when the investigato(s) determines, by clear and convincing
evideoce, that alleged misconduct did oot occur or did not involve the subject oflice..

PoliciesReviewed: 2.8.5.A.[.a:MandatoryRecording

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

3. Not Sustaitrcd. Invesligation classilication when the investigato(s) is unable to dete.mine one \ tsy ot the

otier, by a preponderance ofthe evidencc, whether the alleged misconduct either occured or did not occur.

PoliciesReviewed: 2.60.4.C.1.e;Preliminarylnv€stigations

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

proce'durcs. or training.

V

a
Policies Reviewed: 2.103.4.A.1.e; Criminal TrespassNotification

5, Sustrined Violstion Not Based on Originrl Comphint. Investigation classification where the

investigato(s) determines. by a preponderance oflhe evidence. misconducl did occur that was not alleged in

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

6. Administrrtively Closed. Investigation classification whe.e the investigator determines: The policy

violations ofa minor nature and do not constitute a pattem ofmisconduct (i e. a violation subject to a class ?

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

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

AdrliliauLCaurcil$
2.8.5.A.1.a; [t was determined that Officer W prematurely deactivated his OBRD in the
presence ofthree citizens. It appeared that he failed to capture a conversation with the person

who initiated the CT notice, which is preponderance ofevidence that this policy was

viotated. The CPOA recommends a written reprimand.
2.60.4.C.1.e; lt was determined that Officer W conducted a Preliminary investigation into the

alleged assault by Mr. A  M  on Mr. P  and Mr. J  He interviewed all
parties involved and obtained a full confession from Mr. A  M  He sent an email
with the evidence link to the wrong address. Upon discovering the error, Officer W
immediately sent the link to them, as confirmed by Mr. J
2.103.4.A.1.a: Officer W did not violate any policy when he issued two CT notices.

2.103.4.A.1.e; Officer W did not redact the birth dates of Mr. J  and Mr. P
before handing the documents to Mr. A  M  This is not only an APD SOP

violation but also a violation ofNM State Statute. Officer W did not write "Refuse" on the

subject line. The CPOA recommends a verbal reprimand.

1
054-26 OfficerW
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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. lnclude your CPC number. The review by the Chief
Administrative Officer is independent of the Advisory Board.

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

survey form at http://www.cabq.govicpoa/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

tT
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(505) 924-3770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

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  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 Boardts next regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt of the
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modify the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

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

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.

o^



CITY OF AIBU UER UE

Crvrr,ux Por,rcr Ovrnsrcnr AGENCy

August 10, 2026

Via Email

 

Re: CPC # 054-26

PO Box 1293

COMEI.AINL

On 04/0712O26,  P  submitted a telephone complaint CPOA regarding an
incident that occuned, on 0210212026. Mr. P  indicated that he went to the NM
Offices ofthe Public Defender to file an Inspection ofPublic Records Act (IPRA)
request, which they declined to accept. A second complaint was filed by  
which it was determined he would be a co-complainant. Both indicated that officers
responded, told him he was trespassing. reported that Officer L did not intervene and stop
Officer W from unlawfully issuing a Criminal Trespass Notice to them, and he just stood
around and did nothing.

Albuquerque

NM 87103

EYIDENCE-BEYIEEEDi

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

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

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Officer L

Other Materials: Email Communications and YouTube video created by complainants

Date Investigation Completed: July 9, 2026

I

www. cabq. gov
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FINDINGS

Policies Reviewed: L1.5.A.3; Public Welfare

l. UDfoutrded. lnvestigation classification when the investigato(s) determines. by clear and convincing
evidence, that alleged misconduct did trot occur or did not involve the subject oflicer. a
2. Sustained. lnvestigation classification when the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject oIficer.

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

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

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

6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classilication where the investigator determines: The policy
violations of a 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 coostitute misconducti or -the
investigation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complain_L and further
investigation would be futile.

Addiliqlelcsnusrtri
1.1.5.A.3:lt was determined that Officer L did not violate any APD SOP by allegedly faiting
to intervene when Officer W issued two CT notices to Mr. P  and Mr. J  The
complainants alleged that they were unlawfully trespassed by Mr. A  M  who had
no authority to trespass anyone, as he was simply a maintenance man at the building and had
nothing to do with the Public Defender's office. APD SOP required Officer W to issue a
trespass notice when requested by the owner, lessee, proprietor, or any other person in lawful
possession ofreal property who lawfully denies or withdraws consent for an individual to
retum to or remain on the property. Based on the information available to Officer W at the
time, he understood that Mr. A  M  was the Chief Engineer of Lotus Property
Management. Officer W also observed that Mr. A  M  clearly had lawful
possession ofthe same real property. APD SOP required Officer W to issue the CT notice
based on the lawful request ofboth the lessees in the Public Defender's office and the
building engineer. Therefore, Officer L followed procedures and did not interfere with a
lawful trespass notice issued to the two complainants.

2054-26 Officer L
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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  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 numtrer. 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 of the following:

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

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

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 ofthe Office ofPolice Reform or

any matter relating to the OIIice 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://www.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

Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(s0s) 924-3770

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

n1



CITY OF AIBU UER UE

Crvrr,r,lx Por,rcE OvERSrcHr Acrncy

August 10, 2026

Via Email

Re: CPC # 054-26

PO Box 1293

COMEITAINL

  submitted a written complaint to the CPOA on 0511812026 regarding the
same incident that Mr. P  reported. On 06/01/2026, Mr, J  was added as a
co-complainant to an investigation originally submitted by Mr. P  Both
complainants reported that Officer L did not intervene and stop Officer W from
unlawfully issuing a Criminal Trespass Notice to them. and hejust stood around and did
nothing.

Albuquerque

NM 87103

www.cabq.gov

EYIDENCI.BEYIEICDDi

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

Complainant lnterviewed: Yes Witness(es) Intervi€wed: N/A

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Officer L

Other Materials: Email Communications and YouTube video created by complainants

Date Investigation Completed: July 9, 2026

I

Albuqucrqut - Mahiry Hittor! 1706)006



FINDI NGS

Policies Reviewed: 1.1.5.A.3; Public Welfare

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

2. Sustaincd. Investigation cl&lsification \r+rcn the investigato(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
eviderce, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subjed officet.

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

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

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

procedures, or lraining.

5. Sustsined Violstion Not Based on Originsl Complsint. Investigation classificalion ufiere the

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

the original complaint (whethe. CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovered during

the investigatiorL snd by a preponderance ofthe evidence. that misconduct did occur.

AddiliqrelcaEDr4lri
1.1.5.A.3:lt was determined that Officer L did not violate any APD SOP by allegedly failing
to intervene when Officer W issued two CT notices to Mr. P  and Mr. J  The

complainants alleged that they were unlawfully trespassed by Mr. A  M  who had

no authority to trespass anyone, as he was simply a maintenance man at the building and had

nothing to do with the Public Defender's office. APD SOP required Officer W to issue a

trespass notice when requested by the owner, lessee, proprietor, or any other person in lawful
possession ofreal prop€rty who lawfully denies or withdraws consent for an individual to

return to or remain on the property. Based on the information available to Officer W at the

time, he understood that Mr. A  M  was the Chief Engineer of Lotus Property

Management. Officer W also observed that Mr. A  M  clearly had lawful
possession ofthe same real property. APD SOP required Officer W to issue the CT notice

based on the lawful request of both the lessees in the Public Defender's office and the

building engineer. Therefore, Officer L followed procedures and did not interfere with a

lawful trespass notice issued to the two complainants.

2054-26 Officer L
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6. Administretive ly Closed. Investigation classification e,'here the investigator determines: The policy

violations ofa minor nafure and do not constitute a paftem ofmisconduct (i.e. a violation subjecr to a class 7

sanction. -the alleSations are duplicative; .1he allegations. even iftrue, do not constitute misconduct; or _the

investigatiol caflnot te conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complaint, and further
investigation would be futile.



If you are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision of the Office of Police Reform or

any matter relating to the OIfice 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://www.cabq.gov/cfroa/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

tu
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(sls) e24-3770

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

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  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 modi$ the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

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

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.

o^



UER

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

NM 87103

www.cabq.gov

CrvrLrAN PoLICE OvERsrcHT AcENCy

August 10, 2026

Via Email

  

Re: CPC # 055-26

COMILAINL

G  and G  C A  reported that Detective F told them there was little
that could be done because ofthe time that had passed. They reported that he incorrectly
stated that almost a year had passed. G  and G  C A  reported there
was a lack ofurgency in the handling oftheir case. They reported Detective F did not go
to their home to examine the scene, collect evidence, or attempt to recover fingerprints or
DNA. They reported that there was no evidence that the individuals were identified or
interviewed, that investigative leads were not pursued using accurate information, and
that correct evidence did not appear to have been reviewed or utilized. G  and
G  C A  reported that the individuals continued to operate as handymen.

CTTY OF AIBU UE

EYIDENCE.BEYID$EDI

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

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

APD Employee lnterviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Detective F

Other Materials: Email Communications, SOP 2-60, and complainant submitted evidence

Date lnvestigation Completed: July 14,2026

I

Albuquerqw - lltking Historl 1706)006



FINDINGS

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

l. Unfounded. lnvesriBalion classificarion when the invesligalor(s) determines. by clear and convincing fV
evidence, that alleged misconduct did notoccur or did not involve the subject oflicer. lV I

2. Sustained. lnvestigation classilication when the hvestigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occu. by the subject oflicer.

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

4. Exo[erated. Investigation classification where the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence. that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate ApD policies,
procedures, or training.

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

6. Administratively Closed. lnvestigation classificatior where the investigator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor nature and do not constitute a paftem ofmisconduct (i.e. a violation subiect to a class 7
sanction, -the allegations are duplicative; -the allegations. even iftrue, do not constitute misconductj or -the
investigation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complainl and further
investigation \aould be futile.

Additional Comments:

It was determined that Detective F was actively investigating the theft of Mrs.
C A  jewelry by interviewing the reported suspects and utilizing resources, such
as other detectives' input and assistance from an analyst. He acknowledged telling Mrs.
C A  that the case would be a challenge due to the time that had elapsed.
Detective F explained the reason an evaluation ofthe left jewelry would not be appropriate
due to the delay in reporting. Interviews would be completed once other steps within the case
were taken. Detective F provided multiple updates. Detective F would have no role in
affecting the individuals still performing handymenjobs; the case was being actively
investigated while balancing other cases.

2055-26 Detective F
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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  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 following:

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

of discretion: or

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

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

Ifyou are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision 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 Officer is independent ofthe Advisory Board.

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

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

-_?4-

Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(505) 924-3770

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

tx/



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

PO Box 129.1

Albuquerque

NM 87103

www.cabq.gov

CrvrLrAN PoLrcE OvERSIGHT AcENCy

 

Re: CPC # 055-26

EYIDENCF.BEYII,$EDI

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

Complainant Interviewed: {s5 Witness(es) Interviewed: N/A

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Officer W

Other Materials: Email Communications, complaiDant submitted evidence

Date lnvestigation Completed: July 14,2026

Albuqucrqrc - Mahing History 1706-20O6

August 10, 2026

Via Email

CAMEIAINL

G  and G  C A  reported that Officer W expressed frustration,
seemed upset, and was overexcited when they met with him at the police station. They
reported he told them they should have filed the report online. They reported he took their
report in a small entrance area ofthe station rather than a proper setting. G  and
G  C A  reported that a person had been actively yelling, further
highlighting a lack of professionalism. They reported that Officer W said he wasn't sure
whether the reported larceny would be investigated and misclassified the crime as a
larceny rather than a burglary. They reported he seemed in a hurry to leave.

I



FINDINGS

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

L Unfoutrded. Investigation classification $ten the investigator(s) determines, by clear ald convincing
evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subject officer.

PoliciesReviewed: 2.16.5.B.5(Reports)

2, Sustai[cd. Investigation classification when the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, the alleged misconducl did occur by the subject oflicer.

3. Not Sustsincd. Invesligation clsssificntion when the investigato(s) is unable to determine one way or the I

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

4. Exotreratcd. Investigation classification where the investigator(s) determines, by a prepondemnce ofthe
evidence, thal alleged conduct in the underlying c.mplaint did occur but did not violate APD policies,
procedures, or training.

5. Susteined Violstiou Not Brscd on Original Complaint. In!estigation classification where the
investigato(s) d€termines. by a preponderance ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in
the original complaint (wftether CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misconducl \ as discovercd during
the investigation, and by a preponderance ofthe evidence, that misconduct did occur.

6. Administritively Closcd. Investigation classification where the invesligator detemines: The policy
violations ofa minor nature and do not constitute a pattem ofmisconduct (i.e. a violatioo subject to a class 7

salctioo, -the allegations are duplicative: -the altegations. even iftrue, do nol constitute misconduct; or -the
investigation cannot be mnducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complaint and further
investigation would be fulile.

Adtli$araLrCannslu
l.l.5.A.l: A review ofthe OBRD showed Officer W was professional and did not conduct
himself as perceived. The area in the substation where Officer W took the report is the
location determined for the task. The interruption occurred toward the end of the contact.
Officer W was observed asking investigative questions and he explained the difference
between larceny and burglary.

2.16.5.B.5: lt was determined that Officer W had listed the incorrect information in his
police report, as reported by G  and G  C A  The CPOA recommends a
written reprimand.

V

1055-26 OfficerW
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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  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 g7103, 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 modify the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

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

of discretion; or

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

Administratively closed complaints maybe re-opened if additional 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://www.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

tu
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(s0s) 924-3710

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
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.



CITY OF AIBU UER UE

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

NM 87103

www.cabq.gov

CrvrLrAN PoLrcE OvERsrcHT AcENCy

August 10,2026

Via Email

Re: CPC # 055-26

(DMPI.AINT,

G  and G  C A  reported that Commander S advised them that
civilians were not allowed to "look over their shoulder" while they conducted their work.
They reported that the investigation had been stalled since its inception. G  and
G  C A  reported that during a phone call with Commander S, his tone
suggested irritation regarding the issue. They reported that he told them he would go to
his office to obtain a status update and return their call, but never received any follow-up.
G  and G  C A  reported a lack oftransparency by Commander S.

EVIITRNCE REVIRWXII:

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: Commander S

Other Materials: Email Communications and and complainant submitted evidence

Date Investigation Completed: July 14,2026

I
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FINDINGS

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

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

PoliciesReyiewed: 1.1.5.A.4(Conduct)

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

a

5. Sustsined Violation Not Based on Original Complaint. Investigation classification \rhere the
investigator(s) determines. by a preponderance ofthe evidenc€. misconduct did occur that rvas not alleged in
the original complaint (\'hether CIPC or internal complaint) but thal other misconduct was discovered during
the investigation. and by a preponderance ofthe evidence. that misconduct did occur.

6. Administratively Closed. lnvestigation classification where the investigator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor 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 mnstitute misconduc! or -the
investigation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complaint and further
investigation would be futile.

Additiautrcsursllsi
Insufhcient evidence was provided to support the allegation of Commander S lacked
transparency or that he failed to provide follow-up regarding their investigation. Commander
S explained to the complainants that civilians could not oversee the law enforcement system
with a detective as they requested. Commander S explained to the complainants the
investigation was ongoing. Commander S facilitated contacts with the detective. It should be
noted that Commander S had no active role in the investigation, which is open, and oversees
the entire Investigative Services Unit.

2055-26 Commander S

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

1
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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  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 of the following:

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

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.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

ru

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

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

Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(s0s) e24-3770

3



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

August 17, 2026

Via Email

SOMEI"AINL

On04/0912O26, Ms. T  submitted a complaint to the Civilian Police Oversight Agency
regarding an incident that occurred on O3/L012O26 aL1145 hours. She advised that she
had been involved in a crash. She indicated that PSA E and PSA A discriminated against,
mocked, and belittled her, threatened to lose their shit, treated her like a criminal,
refused to acknowledge issues regarding hearing, and failed to advise her that they were
unable to issue a citation, which required an officer. She indicated that PSA A pushed
her, and PSA E mocked and belittled her request not to be touched. PSA E copied her
accent twice in a derogatory manner, called her a witch, and used the F-word. PSA E

falsely informed Ms. T  that she had no right to the intersection and OBRD
recordings.

PO Box 1293

Nlr{ 87103

www. cabq.gov

CAD Report(s): Yes

Witness(es) Interviewed: N/A

CrvrLrAN PoLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

Re: CPC # 056-26

Albuquerque

EUIDENCT.BEYIEYID

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

Complainant Intewiewed: Yes

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: PSA E

Other Materials: Email Communications

Date Investigation Completed: August 6,2026
I

Albuqrcrque - .lllaking History 1706-2006



FINDINGS

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

5. Sust{iled Viol8tion Not Based on Original Comphina. Investigation classification where the
investigator(s) determines. by a prepond€rance ofthe evidencc. misconduct did occur that was not alleged in
the original complaint (whether CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovcred during
the investigation. and by a preponderance ofthe evidence, that misconduct did occur.

6. Administrstively Closed. Investigation classification where the investigator dete.mines: The policy
violaiions 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 rlot constitute misconduct or -the
investigation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complaint, atld further
investigation would be futile.

Addil&BLCqnar,$li
The investigation determined that although most of PSA E's remarks were not made in front
of Ms. T  they were about her and unprofessional. Any recorded comments made by
APD personnel are part ofthe public record and can be obtained by the public through an
IPRA request, as was the case here by Ms. T  In this case, Ms. Timar's perception and
interpretation of PSA E's comments was negatively received, which resulted in allegations of
physical violence, discrimination, mocking, belittlement, being treated like a criminal, and
other allegations. The CPOA recommends a written reprimand.

056-26 PSA E

l. Unfounded. Investigation classification \ ten the investigato(s) determioes, by clear and convincing
evidence, thal alleged misco[duct did not occur or did not involve lhe subject officer.

Policies Reviewed: I .l .5.A.1

3. Not Sustained. Investigation classificatiotr \r,lrcn the hvestigato(s) is unable to detennine one way or the
other, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, whether the alleged misconduct either occurred or did not occur.

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

a
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tr

tr



You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings and/or
recommendations of the CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) ofreceipt ofthis letter, communicate your  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 modi$ the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

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

2) That the findings or 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 lener
to the Office of the Mayor, P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87'103. 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,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

l

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

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

0* ryO*-*
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(s0s) 924-3770



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

l'( ) tiox 129.1

Albuqucrque

www.cabq.gov

Crvn r,c.N Por,rcE OvERSIGHT AcENCy

August 17,2026

Via Email

 

Re: CPC # 056-26

COMEIAINL

On0a/O912O26, Ms. T  submitted a complaint to the Civilian Police Oversight Agency
regarding an incident that occwrcd on03/10/2026 at 1145 hours. She advised that she
had been involved in a crash. She indicated that PSA E and PSA A discriminated against,
mocked, and belittled her, threatened to lose their shit, treated her like a criminal,
refused to acknowledge issues regarding hearing, and failed to advise her that they were
unable to issue a citation, which required an officer. She indicated that PsA A pushed
her, and PSA E mocked and belittled her request not to be touched. PSA E copied her
accent twice in a derogatory manner, called her a witch, and used the F-word. PSA E

falsely informed Ms. T  that she had no right to the intersection and OBRD
recordings.

EYIDENCI.BEYII,EED.i

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

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

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Officer M

Other Materials: Email Communications, TraCS screen-shots, and citations

Date lnvestigation Completed: Augusr 6,2026

Albuqrcrqrc - Making Hittory I70G20O6

NM 87103

I



FINDINGS

l. Unfounded. Investigation classification when the i[vestigator(s) d€termines, by clea, and convincing
evidence, that alleged mis.onduct did not occur or did not involve the subject officer.

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

4. Exonerated. tnvestigation classification whe.e the investigalo(s) determines. by a preponderance ofthe
evidenc!, thst alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies,
procedures. or training.

Policies Reviewed: l.l.6.C.l

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Originrl Complaillt. Inrestigation classificarion where rhc
investigator(s) detennines. by a preponderance ofthc evidence. misconduct did occur that was not alleged in
the original complaint ($,hether CPC or intemal complaint) bul that other misconduct was discovered during
the investigation. and by a preponderance ofthe evidence. that misconduct did occur.

2056-26 Officer M

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

tr

tr

tr
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6. Administr8tively Closed. Investigation classification where the invesligator determines: l he policy
violations ofa minor nature aod do not constitute a pattem ofmisconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7
sanction. -lhc allegations are duplicative; -the allegations, even iftrue. do not mnslilute misconduct: or -lhe Ll
investigation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complaint and further
investigation would be futile.

Additional Comments:

A review ofthe citation showed several errors, including citing the wrong subject, the wrong
date and time ofthe incident, the wrong case number, and an improper email address. The
investigation determined that Officer M, though her own admission, made several erors on
the citation due to inattention to detail. These errors resulted in an incorrect individual having
to respond to court, among other issues, which does not uphold the department's functions,
objectives, or standards of efficiency. The CPOA recommends a written reprimand.



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 of this letter, communicate your  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 modiff the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

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

of discretion; or

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

Administratively closed complaints maybe re-opened if additional 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. lnclude your CPC number. The review by the Chief
Administrative Officer is independent of the Advisory Board.

lf you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at http://wrl'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 Oversight Agency by

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

J

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

Cn,ILIAN POLICE OYERSIGHT AGENCY

August 17,2026

Via Email

Re: CPC # 056-26

COMELAINL

OnOa/09/2O25, Ms. T  submitted a complaint to the Civilian Police Oversight Agency
regarding an incident that occurred onO3/10/2026 at 1145 hours. She advised that she
had been involved in a crash. She indicated that PSA E and PSA A discriminated against,
mocked, and belittled her, threatened to lose their shit, treated her like a criminal,
refused to acknowledge issues regarding hearing, and failed to advise her that they were
unable to issue a citation, which required an officer. She indicated that PSA A pushed
her, and PSA E mocked and belittled her request not to be touched. PSA E copied her
accent twice in a derogatory manner, called her a witch, and used the F-word. PSA E

falsely informed Ms. T  that she had no right to the intersection and OBRD
recordings.

PO Box 1293

Albuquetque

www.cabq.gov

EYIDENCT.BEYIEE,DT

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

Complainant Intewiewed: Yes

APD Employee Interviewed: N/A

APD Employee Involved: Sergeant B

Other Materials: Email Communications

Date Investigation Completed: August 6,2026

CAD Report(s): Yes

Witness(es) Interviewed: N/A

Albaqucrquc - Maliag Hirtory 17062006

NM 87103

1



FINDINGS

PoliciesReviewed: l.l.5.A.l

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

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

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

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

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

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

6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classification $'her€ thc investigator determines: The policy
vio lations o f a minor nature and do not constitute a pattem of misco nduct ( 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 furth€r
investigation would be futile.

Addiliaulrcarrc$li
It was determined that Sergeant B treated Ms. T  with respect, courtesy, and
professionalism throughout their interaction.

z056-26 Sergeant B

a
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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  to have an
appeal hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103, or
by email to CPOA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Board's next regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt of the
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modify the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

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

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

of discretion; or

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

Administratively closed complaints maybe re-opened if additional information becomes

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

listed above.

Ifyou are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision 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 ofthe Advisory Board.

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

accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

t1/
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(50s) e24-3770

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

l



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

PO Box 121)f

Albuquerque

NM 87103

www.cabq.gov

Crvrr,rtrt Por,rcp OvrnsrcHT AcENCy

August 17, 2026

Via Email

Re: CPC # 056-26

CAMEIiAINL

On O4/O9lZO25, Ms. T  submitted a complaint to the Civilian Police Oversight Agency
regarding an incident that occurred on 03/1012026 a|1145 hours. She advised that she
had been involved in a crash. She indicated that PSA E and PSA A discriminated against,
mocked, and belittled her, threatened to lose their shit, treated her like a criminal,
refused to acknowledge issues regarding hearing, and failed to advise her that they were
unable to issue a citation, which required an officer. She indicated that PSA A pushed
her, and PSA E mocked and belittled her request not to be touched. PSA E copied her
accent twice in a derogatory manner, called her a witch, and used the F-word. PSA E

falsely informed Ms. T  that she had no right to the intersection and OBRD
recordings.

CAD Report(s): Yes

Witness(es) Interviewed: N/A

 

EYIDENCT.BEYEICED

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

Complainant Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: PSA A

Other Materials: Email Communications

Dale Investigation Completed: August 6,2026
I

Albuqacrqw - Mahing History I7N-2006



FINDINGS

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

PoliciesReviewed: 1.1.5.A.1

2. Sustai[ed. Investigation classification when the investigator(s) determines. by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, the alleged miscorrduct did occur by the subject officer.

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

4. Exonerttcd. Investigation classification where the investigator(s) determines. by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did rlot violate APD policics,
procedures, or training.

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

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

AdditiqlslCanrellli
The investigation determined that although most of PSA A's remarks were not made in front
of Ms. T  they were about her and unprofessional. Any recorded comments made by
APD personnel are part ofthe public record and can be obtained by the public through an
IPRA request, as was the case here by Ms. T  lt is understood frustrations occur and
venting is a coping mechanism, but there is a time and a place. In this case, Ms. Timar's
perception and interpretation of PSA A's comments was negatively received, which resulted
in allegations ofphysical violence, discrimination, mocking, belittlement, being treated like a

criminal, and other allegations. Note: Ms. T  alleged she was pushed by PSA A. This was
not treated as a use of force allegation, however, as Ms. T  did not allege excessive force,
just that the PSA had no reason to touch her. The OBRD showed that Ms. T  was not
paying attention to her surroundings, as she was on the phone and was dangerously close to
backing into traffic. PSA A guided her away from the traffic lane and there was no push. The
CPOA recommends a written reprimand.

2

{

056-26 PSAA
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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  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 Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more ofthe following:

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

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

of discretion; or

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

Administratively closed complaints 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 Refoml'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://wr w.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

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

J

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBU UER

Crvrlnx PoLrcE Ovnnsrcnr AcExcv

August 17, 2026

Via Certified Mail

  
 

Re: CPC # 060-26

COMPIAINL

On0411712026,  C  submitted a telephone complaint to the CPOA regarding
an incident thal occurred on 0612512025 regarding T-4-CR-2023006666. Mr. C
indicated that his case had been reassigned to Officer F' but was later dismissed. He spoke

with Officer F via telephone and was informed that either Officer F or the district
attorney had failed to notify him about the hearing on 0612512025. Officer F apologized

for the case being dismissed and Mr. C  not being notified. Officer F advised Mr.
C  that he would check with the district attomey to see if the case could be reopened,

as it had been dismissed without prejudice. Officer F informed him that the district
attorney said they would not reopcn the case.

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

NM U7103

wwrr.cabq.gov

EYIDENCE BEYII,I4EDr

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

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

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Officer F

Other Materials: Email Communications & Court Records.

Date Investigation Completed: July 15,2026

Albxqurquc - blaking Hitory 170&2006
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FINNINGS

l. Unfounded. lnvestigation cl.ssification when the investigator(s) derermines, by clea. alrd convincing
evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subjecl officer.

PoliciesReviewed: 2.?6.4.F.1 (Court)

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

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

other, by a preponderdnc€ ofthe evidence, Mether the alleged misconduct either occurred or did nol occur.

4. Exonerrted. tnvestigation classilication where the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, that alleged conduct in the unde.lying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies,
procedures. or taaining.

5. Sustained Violstion Not Besed on Original Complai[t. Investigation classification where lhe

investigator(s) determines. by a preponderance ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur tha( lvas not alleged in

the original complaint (whether CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misconduct \Yas discovered during

the investigatioo, and by a preponderance ofthc evidence. that misconduct did occur'

6. Administrstively Closed. lnvestigation classification where the invesligator determines: The policy

violations ofa minor nafure and do not constitute a pattem ofmisconduct (i e. a violation subiect to a class 7

sanction. -the allegations arc duplicatite: -the allegations. even iftrue. do not constitute miscooduct; or'the
investigation crnnot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complsinl and further
investigation would b€ futile.

AdditiqElrcaED$fsr
It was determined that Officer F failed to prepare for trial, where he was the prosecutor for
T-4-CR-2023006666, and the case was dismissed because the witness was never notified of
the trial. Officer F acknowledged to thejudge thal it was his responsibility to notify his
witnesses of pending court hearings/trials and to ensure they were prepared to testifo. There
was no evidence submitted, discovered, or reviewed that would indicate that Officer F had

any prior relationship with Mr. Peake or Pamell Law Firm.
The CPOA recommends a written reprimand.

2060-26 Officer F
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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  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 modify the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

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

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

of discretion; or

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

Administratively closed complaints 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

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

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

t1/
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(sls) 924-3770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

Cruulx PoLICE OVERSTGHT AGENCY

August 31, 2026

  
 

Re: CPC # 062-26

PO Box 1293

NM 87103

www.cabq.gov

COMPJ.AINL

On 0412012026,  C  filed an online complaint with the Civilian Police

Oversight Agency (CPOA) about an incident on 0210812026, at 8:00 PM at UNM
Hospital. Mr. C  stated that Officer S, in the presence of Officer M took his wedding
ring, watch, gold necklace pendant, and blue rosary during his arrest. He noted that these

items were neither retumed nor documented as Property or evidence. Despite multiple
requests for contact, only Officer S responded, telling him, "It should be in your
property, and this will be the last time I communicale. "

EYIDENCE.BDYIEYEDT

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

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

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Officer S

Other Materials: Sharebase evidence & email communications

Date tnvestigation Completed: August 8,2026

Via Email

Albuquerque

Albugurrquc - MaLiry Hittory 170&2006



EINDING:

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

3. Not Sust{ined. Investigation classification when the investigator(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. Investigatiol classilication where the investigator(s) determines, by a prcponderance ofthe
evidenc€, that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies,
procedures, or training.

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

2.73.5.A.1The evidence showed that Officer S removed Mr. Coho's wedding ring at UNMH,
placed it in a hospital property bag, and later combined it with additional property belonging
to Mr. C  that he retrieved from his police vehicle. OBRD footage confirmed that Officer
S placed the property bag on the floor outside the hospital room and that Officer M directed
Olficer P to the bag when custody of Mr. C  was transferred to Officer P. Officer S did
not transport Mr. C  to PTC or MDC and therefore was not responsible for tagging the
items into evidence or ensuring their arrival at the detention facility. No evidence indicated
that Officer S mishandled the property prior to transfer or failed to meet his custodial
obligations. l.l.5.A.l It was determined Officer S received a message 3129126, which he

responded to same day. Other attempts may not have been received. Officer S explained the
sequence of events, where his responsibility ended, he would not have further information,
and possible next steps. The call disconnected, but it did not appear Officer S hung up on
Mr. C  and instead Officer S perceived Mr. C  hung up on him.

2062-26 Officer S

PoliciesReviewed: 2.73.5.A.1& l.l.5.A.l

L Unfounded. Investigation classification wh€n the investigator(s) determines, by clear and convincing [-V
evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subject oflicer. l

itr

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

AddilialelrcaD[r{Ili



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  to have an

appeal hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the

CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103, or
by email to CPOA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the

communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Board's next regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt of the

request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modi$ the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

I ) A policy was rnisapplied 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.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

lfyou are not sarisfied 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 ih" Offi"" 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

suivey form at http://www.cabq.gov/cpoa/survey. Thank you for participating in the process of

"iriliun 
or"rright ofth. poli".'.nsuring officers and personnel ofthe APD are held

accountable, and improving the process.

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

3
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cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

CrvrLrAN POLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

August 31,2026

Via Email

 
 

Re: CPC # 062-26

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

Nt!( 87103

www.cabq.gov

COMPJ,AINL

On 0412012026,  C  filed an online complaint with the Civilian Police

Oversight Agency (CPOA) about an incident on 0210812026, at 8:00 PM at UNM
Hospital. Mr. C  stated that Officer S, in the presence of Officer M took his wedding

ring, watch, gold necklace pendant. and blue rosary during his arrest. He noted that these

itei-rs were neither returned nor documented as property or evidence. Despite multiple
requests for contact, only Officer S responded, telling him, "lt shoultl be in your
properly, and this v'ill be the last lime I communicale. "

DYIDENCEIEYIEIYEDT

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 lnvolved: Officer P

Other Materials: Sharebase evidence & email communications

Date Investigation Completed: August 8, 2025

Albuqucrquc - lvtahing Hitrory 1706'2006

1



EINDING:

PoliciesReviewed: 2.13.5.A..1

l. Unfou[ded. Investigatio[ classification wheo the iDvestigator(s) determioes, by clear and corvincing

evidence, that alleged misconduct did .lot occur or did not involve the subject omcer.

2. Sustained. Investigatioo clsssification when the investiSato(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject officet.

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 eithet occuned or did not occur'

4. Exonented. Investigation classificatioo \ tlerc the i[vestigato(s) determines, by a preponderanc. ofthe

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

procedures, or training.

5. Sustsined Violrtion Not Based on Original Complaint. Investigation classification u'here the

investigator(s) determines. by a preponderance ofthe evidence. misconduct did occur that was not alleged in

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

the investigation. and by a prepondetance ofthe evidence. thal misconduct did occur.

6. Admilistrstively closed. Investigation classification where the investigator determines: The policy

violations ofa minor nature and do not constitute a pattem ofmisconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7

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

iovestigation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complainl alrd further

investigation would be futile.

AdditiqlelrCanrcllg
2.73.5.A.1 - It was determined that officer P was not the primary investigating officer, did

not collect, handle, possess, transport, or transfer Mr. Coho's property, and did not violate

ApD SOP 2.73.5.A.1, which requires officers who collect property, evidence, or found items

to maintain custody until those items are properly transferred or tagged. The evidence

showed that officer S removed Mr. coho's wedding ring at UNMH, placed it in a hospital

property bag, and later combined it with additional property belonging to Mr. C  that he

i.tri"r"a from his police vehicle. OBRD footage confirmed that Officer S placed the

property bag on the floor outside the hospital room and that Officer M directed Officer P to

itr.'Uug *n* custody of Mr. C  was transferred to Officer P, who was later relieved by

Officei C. Officer P did not transport Mr. C  to PTC or MDC and therefore was not

responsible for tagging the items into evidence or ensuring their arrival at the detention

fac ility.

2062-26 Officer P

a
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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  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 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.

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 of holidays and weekends) of receipt of the

Office of Police Reform letter. lnclude 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

suivey form at http://www.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

tT
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(s0s) e24-3770

J

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF AIBU UER UE

CIVILIAN POLICE OVERSIGIIT AGENCY

August 31,2026

Via Email

Re: CPC # 062-26

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

NM 87103

www.cabq.gov

COIIIEIAINf,.

on 0412012026,  c  filed an online complaint with the civilian Police

Oversight Agency (CPOA) about an incident on 0210812026, at 8:00 PM at UNM
Hospitil. Ur. C  stated that Oflicer S, in the presence of Officer M took his wedding

ring, watch, gold necklace pendant, and blue rosary during his arrest. He noted that these

iteir's were n-either returned nor documented as property or evidence. Despite multiple

requests for contact, only Officer S responded, telling him, "lt should be in your
priperty, and this *ill be lhe last time I communicale."

EYIDINCEBEYIEICEDT

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 lnvolved: Officer M

Other Materials: Sharebase evidence and email communications

Date Investigation Completed: August 8, 2026
I

Albuqrcrqut - lvlaking Hitror! l706-2006



FINNINGS

PoliciesReviewed: 2.'13.5.L.1

l. Unfounded. Investig&tion classification \ fien the investigato(s) determines, by clear and convincing

evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subject officer.

2. Sustained. Investigation classification when the invesligato(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe

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

3. Not Sustain€d. Ilvestigation classification uhen the ilvestigato(s) is unable to determine one way or the

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

a

4. Exonerated. Investigation classificalion whete the investigator(s) determines, by a prepondemnce ofthc

evidence. that alleged conduct in the underlying complainl did occur but did not violate APD policies.

procedures, or training.

5. Sustsitred violrtion Not Based on originrl coEplaint. lnvestigation classification lvhere the

investigator(s) determines. by a preponderance ofthe evidence. misconducl did occur that was not alleSed in

the oriiinal complaint lwhetirer CPC or intemal complaint) but that othet misconduct was discovered during

the invistigation, and by a preponderance ofthe evidencc. that rnisconduct did occur'

6. Administretively closed. lnvestigation classification where the investigator determines: The policy

violations ofa minor nature 8nd do nol constitute a pattem ofmisconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a clsss 7

sanltion. -the allegations are duplicative; -the allegations. even iftrue, do not constitute misconduct: ot'the

investigation caanot be conductid because ofthe lack of information in the complain! and further

investigation would be futile.

ArlditialrLtceD0frlr.
2.73.5.A.1- It was determined that officer M was not the primary investigating officer, did

not collect, handle, possess, transport, or transfer Mr. coho's property, and did-not violate

ApD SOp 2."13.5.A.i,which requires officers who collect property, evidence, or found items

to maintain custody until thosi items are properly transferred or tagged. The evidence

showed that Officei S removed Mr. Coho's wedding ring at UNMH, placed it in a hospital

property bag, and later combined it with additional property belonging to Mr' C  that he

ietrieved frim his police vehicle. OBRD footage confirmed that Officer S placed the

property bag on the hoor outside the hospital room and that Officer M directed Officer P to

it 
"'Uug 

*t,.=n custody of Mr. C  was transferred to Officer P. Officer M did not transport

ur. C-oho to PTC or MDC and therefore was not responsible for tagging the items into

evidence or ensuring their arrival at the detention facility'

)
062-26 Officer M

tr



You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings and/or
recommendations of the CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter, communicate your  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 Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more ofthe following:

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

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 rvriting to the CPOA Director as

listed above.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

11/

lfyou are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision ofthe Office ofPolice Reform or

any matter relating to the Office ofPolice Refornl'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 ih" Offic. of the Mayor. p.O. Box 1293. Albuquerque, NM 87103. Your request must be in

writing and within 30 calendar days (inclusive of holidays and weekends) of receipt of the

Office of Police Reform letter. Include your CPC number. The review by the Chief

Administrative OtIcer is independent of the Advisory Board.

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

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

accountable, and improving the process.

Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(sos) 924-3770

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

o^



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

CnrLrAN Poncn OwnslcHT AGENCY

August 24, 2026

Via Email

 
 

Re: CPC # 062-26

PO Box 129-1

Albrrquerquc

NM 87 r 0.1

w,rw.cabq. gov

EYIDENCE BEYIDYEDT

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 lnvolved: Officer C

Other Materials: Sharebase evidence, payroll records, and email communications

Date lnvestigation ComPleted: August 8, 2026

COMEI,AINL

on 0412012026,  c  frled an online complaint with the civilian Police

Oversight Agency (CPOA) about an incident on 0210812026, at 8:00 PM at I-INM

Hospital. Mr. c  stated that officer S, in the presence of officer M took his wedding

ring, watch, gold necklace pendant, and blue rosary during his arrest. He noted that these

iteiis were ;either returned nor documented as property or evidence. Despite multiple

requests for contact, only Officer S responded, telling him, "It should be in your
priperty, and this v'ill be the last time I communicate."

I

Albuquaqu - Ma[ing Hirorl 170G2006



EINDINES

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

PoliciesReviewed: 2.'73.5.4.1

2. Sustsined. Investigation classificatioo when the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject ollicer.

3. Not Sustained. [nvestigation classification when the inv€stigator(s) is unable to determine one way or the

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

4. Exonerated. Investigation classification where the investigator(s) determines. by a preponderance ofthe
evidedce, 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. lnvestigation classification where the
investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in
the original complaint (whether CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovered during
the investigation. and by a preponderance olthe evidence, that misconduct did occur.

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

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

Addilionalcsnrsrlri
2.?3.5.A.1 - It was determined that Officer C violated 2.73.5.A.'1, which required officers
who collect property, evidence, or found items to maintain custody until those item are
properly transferred or tagged. Officer P reported he had informed Officer C of Mr. Coho's
property, and that Officer C was made aware of Mr. Coho's property when he transported
Mr. C  to PTC, where Officer C told Mr. C  that he would collect his property from
Officer P and tag it into evidence. Officer C asked Mr. C  follow-up questions about
which officer had his ring, whether the officer had a beard, and whether the officer was the
one who was there before Officer C arrived at UNMH. Officer C again assured Mr. C
that he would "Get that for you quick." Therefore, Offtcer C was responsible for following
up on Mr. Coho's inquiries and following through with what he told Mr. C  he would do,
which was to tag his property into evidence. The CPOA recommends a written reprimand.

2062-26 Officer C
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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 J0 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter, communicate your  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 of the following:

l) A policy was rrrisapplied in the evaluation ofthe cornplaint:

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

of discretion: or

3) that the findings and recommendations were not consisterrt 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 th" offi"e 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

suivey form at http://www.cabq.gov/cpoa/survev. Thank you for participating in the process of
civiliin 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
(s05) 924-3770

J

tll

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

Crur-rrul POLICE OVERSTGHT AGENCY

August 31,2026

Via Certified Mail

  

  
  

Re: CPC # 063-26

I'O Box 1293

Albuquerquc

NM 87103

ECIDENCEaEYIEEEDI

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

Complainant lnterviewed: Yes Wirness(es) Interviewed: No

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Officer H

Other Materials: Email Communications and NM Courts Website

Date Investigation Complaed: June 16,2026

COMPJ.AINL

 G  reported that officer H stereotyped him because he lived on 3rd Street,

even though she knew he didn't live there. He reported she did not contact him because of
his appearance and that she was a female and Mr. G  was not. Mr. G
reported officer H assumed he was homeless by his appearance and antagonized him. He

reported she didn't obtain or verify his address, wtich resulted in the summons being sent

to the wrong address. Mr. G  reported Officer H had his current phone number and

could have iontacted him for an interview. He reported she failed to do herjob by not

verifuing his address.

www.ca\.gov

I

Albuqroqtc - Mahing Hirtory 1706-2006



FTNDINGS

poticies Reviewed: General Order 1.4.4.A.2.a

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

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

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

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

procedures. or training.

6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classilication whete the investigator determines: The policy

violations ofa minor nature aod do nol 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 further

investigation would b€ futile.

ArldiliqrltcqEucll$
1.4.4.A.2.a: It was determined that there was no evidence observed or found to show Officer
H's reported actions or behaviors to support  G  claims, nor was there

supporting evidence provided by him.

2.60.4.C.1.e: It was determined, based on the evidence, that Officer H did not verify 
G  address, which resulted in a summons being sent to the wrong address. The

evidence showed that Officer H did not attempt to interview Mr. G  and did not

document why she did not complete an interview with him. Furthermore, there was evidence

that showed Officer H had Mr. Conzales' current address, including his phone number. The

CPOA recommends a written reprimand.

?063-26 Officer H

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

policies Reviewed: Procedural Order 2.60.4.C.1 .e

a
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5. Sustained Violstion Not Based on Original Complaint. lnvestigation classilication where the

investigator(s) determines, by a prepondemnce ofthe evidence. misconduct did occur lhal was not alleged in l-'l
the original complaint (whether CPC or intemal complaint) but that othcr misconducl rvas dismvcred during I I

the investigstion, and by apreponderance ofthe evidence. that misconduct did occur.

tr



You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings and/or
recommendations of the CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter, communicate your  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@Jcabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt ofthe
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:

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

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

of discretion; or

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

Administratively closed complaints maybe re-opened if additional information becomes

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

listed above.

Ifyou are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision ofthe Office ofPolice Reform or

any matter relating to the Office of Police Reform's handling of the complaint you may

request a review of the complaint by the City's Chief Administrative Officer by sending a letter

to the Office of the Mayor, P.O. Box 1293. Albuquerque, NM 87103. Your request must be in

writing and within 30 calendar days (inclusive of holidays and weekends) of receipt of the

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

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

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

accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

tT
Diane McDemrott
Executive Director
(sls) 924-3770

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

0^



CTTY OF ALBU UER UE

CTVILIAN POLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

August 31,2026

Via Email

Re: CPC # 065-26

COMPJ.AINL

Ms. G  indicated that officers responded because she got into an argument with her

boyfriend. She advised that a female officer was aggressive with her, pushed her to the

ground, and did not ask for her name. The female officer told her she could not stay in the

apartment and took Ms. G  to jail. In addition, while transporting Ms. G  downtown, the

female officer was driving while utitizing her telePhone to text, access social media, and

play games.

PO Box 1293

Albuquctque

NM 87 r03

www,cabq.gov

EYIDENCEnEYIEIEDT

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

Complainant Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Officer S

Other Marerials: Email Communications.

Date Investigation Completed: August 23,2026

CAD Report(s): Yes

Witness(es) Interviewed: N/A

I
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FINT)INGS

Policies Reviewed: Procedural Order 2.52.4.C

l. U[found€d. Investigation classification $ten the investigsto(s) determines, by clear and convincing

evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subject ofncer'

Policies Reviewed: General Order 1.1.5.E.4

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

V

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Originel Complaint. Invcstigation classification rvhere the

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

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

the investigation. and by a prcponderance ofthe €vidence. that misconduct did occu..

6. AdminiStratively Clos€d. Investigation classification where the investigator determines: The policy

violations ofa mi[or natuae and do not constitute a pattem ofmisconducl (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7

sanction, -the allegations arE duplicative; -the allegations, even if true, do not constitut€ misconduct: or -the

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

investigation would be futile.

AddilialrlcaEDr,rl$
1.1 .5.E.4: lt was determined that Officer S violated APD policy by texting, talking on her

cell phone, and working on her computer while driving her patrol vehicle during the

transport of Ms. G  to the Prisoner Transport Center.

2.52.4.C: lt was determined that Officer 5 did not violate APD policy, as she did not use

force against Ms. G  or push Ms. G  to the ground, as reported in the complaint'

The cPoA recommends a presumptive discipline of written Reprimand for first class 6

driving related offense.

')

065-26 Officer S

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

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

V

tr

4. Exonerstcd. lnvestigation classification where the investigato(s) determines. by a prepondelance ofthe

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

procedures, or ttaining.



You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings ofthe
CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of holidays and weekends) of
receipt of this letter, communicate your  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. Please note that the Advisory Board is

working towards completing older appeals filed when the Board was being reconligured.
Ifyour appeal request is filed in a timely manner, you will be notified when your appeal
will be scheduled, and more information will follow. Once normal procedures resume, the

appeal hearings will proceed as specified in the Oversight Ordinance 9-4-l-10. In order for
the Advisory Board to modify the Director's Iindings' your appeal must demonstrate one

or more of the following:

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

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

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

lf you are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision of the Chief of Police or any matter

relating to the Chiefs handling ofthe complaint you may request a review ofthe complaint by

the City's Chief Administrative Officer. Your request must be in writing and within 30

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

number. The review by the Chief Administrative Officer will not delayed as it is not dependent

upon the Advisory Board.

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

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

accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

rl
+p-fir-

oi belalf of Aore tlouftott

J

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(s0s) 924-3770

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

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

listed above.



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

P() Box 1293

Albuquerque

NM 87103

www.cabq,gov

Crvrlmx PoLrcE OVERSTGHT AGENCY

August 31,2026

Via Email

 

Re: CPC # 066-26

COMPJ.AINL

On O4l27l2026,  B  submitted an online complaint to the CPOA regarding an
incident that occurre d on0412512026 at I 129 hours on Gibson Boulevard. The incident
involved a traffrc stop initiated by Officer M. Mr. B  alleged that Officer M was

unprofcssional, used profanitics while speaking with him, and was angry, aggressive, and
hostile throughout the intcraction.

EYIDENCEnEYIEIYLDI

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

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

APD Employee lnterviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Officer M

Other Materials: Email Communications & Subway Surveillance Materials'

Date lnvestigation Completed: August 26, 2026
I
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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 omcer.

2. Sustained. tnvestigation classification when the investigator(s) determines. by a prcponderance ofthe

L:9"r8 "'="d.::*: t'i:"*"r -1::1"":""i
PoliciesReviewed: 1.1.5.A.I (Conduct)

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

4. Exonerated. Investigation classification whele the investigator(s) determines. by a preponderance ofthe
evidence. that alleged conduct in the underlyirg complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies.
procedur€s, or tmining.

Policies Reviewed: 2.8.5.A (OBRD) & 2.40.5.8.1.b (Traffic Stops)

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Original Complaint. Investigation classification uhere the
investigato(s) determines, by a preponderance oIthe 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 preponderancc ofthe evidence. that misconduct did occur.

Z

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

Additional Comments:

1.1.5.A.1: lt was determined that, because Officer M did not record his interaction with Mr
B  we cannot make a determination regarding the conduct and professionalism for
Officer M during the traffic stop.

2.8.5.A: Officer M failed to activate his OBRD prior to contacting Mr. B  while conducting
a traffic stop, and no emergency situation existed that would have prevented him from
doing so. Officer M did not document his failure to capture the entire interaction in either
the CAD or report.

2.40.5.8.1.b: Officer M failed to request or document a valid phone number and email
address for Mr. B  on the issued citations as required by policy.
The CPOA recommends a written and verbal reprimand for the policy violations.

2
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings ofthe
CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of holidays and weekends) of
receipt ofthis letter, communicate your  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 E7103, or by email to
CPOA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number, Please note that the Advisory Board is
working towards completing older appeals filed when the Board was being reconfigured.
Ifyour appeal request is filed in a timely manner, you will be notified when your appeal
will be scheduled, and more information will follow. Once normal procedures resume, the
appeal hearings will proceed as specified in the Oversight Ordinance 9-4-l-10. In order for
the Advisory Board to modify the Director's findings, your appeal must demonstrate one
or more of the following:

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.

If you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at http://wu'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

rlIWff ah bal$Jf af Aqhe !4.:lknttott

Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(s0s) 924-3770

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

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

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



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

August 31, 2026

Via Email

 

Re: CPC # 068-26

PO Box 1293

COMEIAINL

On 05/04t2026,  G  submitted an online complaint to the CPOA regarding an

incident that occu red on 03123/2026 at I 108 hours at 320 Yale Boulevard Southeast. Ms.

G  indicated that she was involved in a crash, that she did not rear-end the other

vehicle, and that the report contained false statements from the officer.
Albuquerque

NM 87103

www.ca\.gov

EYIDENCI,.BEYIEWEDT

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

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

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Sergeant T

Other Materials: Emails, complainant submitted items & APD Payroll Records.

Date Investigation Completed: June 25, 2026

Albuqucrqrc - MaLhg Histotl 1706-2006

CTVTLIAN PoncE OvBRSIGHT AGENCY
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policiesReviewed: 2.16.5.C.1.b (Reports)

5. Sustained Violrtion Not Based on Origi[al Complsint. Investigation classification where the

investigato(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe evidence. misconduct did occur lhat $as oot alleged in lv
the original complaint (whether CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misconduq was discovered during I

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

EINDING:

L Unfounded. Investigation classification \tr'hen the investigato(s) determines, by clear and convincing

evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subject officer.

2. Sust8itlcd. tnvestigation classification \ fien the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject officer.

4. Exonerated. Investigation classification where lhe investigator(s) detemines. by a preponderance ofthe

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

6. Administratively closed. Investigation classillcation rvhere the investigato. 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 duplicativel -the allegations, even iftru€. do not constitute misconduct: or -the

investigation cannot bc conducted because ofthe lack ofinformalion in the complaint. and futther

investigation would be futile.

Atldiliwl,,rCo0uf'il$
2.16.5.C.1.b: It was determined, based on the evidence, that Sergeant T approved the

associated crash report beyond the three-work day time frame as required by SOP.

The CPOA recommends a written reprimand.

2

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

other, by a preponderalce of the evidence, wfiether the alleged misconduct either occuned or did not occur.

tr

tr

tr
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings and/or
recommendations of the cPoA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter, communicate your  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 g7103, 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 Ieast 14 business days between the receipt of the
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modiff the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

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

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.

lfyou 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 of holidays and weekends) of receipt of the
Office of Police Reform letter. Include your CPC number. The review by the Chief
Administrative Officer is independent of the Advisory Board.

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

tu
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(505) 924-3770

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

3



CITY OF AIBU UER UE

t'O &:x 1293

Albuquerque

NM 87IO]

www.cabq.gov

CTvILIAN POLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

August 3 l, 2026

Via Email

 
 

Re: CPC # 068-26

COMELAINL

On 05104/2026,  G  submitted an online complaint to the CPOA regarding an

incident thal occirned on 0312312026 at I108 hours at 320 Yale Boulevard Southeast. Ms.
G  indicated that she was involved in a crash, that she did not rear-end the other
vehicle, and that the report contained false statements from the officer.

WIDENCT.BEYIEWD.

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

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

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: PSA S

Other Materials: Emails, complainant submitted items & APD Payroll Records.

Date Investigation Completed: June 25,2026

Albuquoquc - Makirg Hi*oty 1706-2N6
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EINDING:

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

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

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

3. Not Sustrined. Investigrtion classification when the investigator(s) is unable to determine one way or lhe

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

4. Exonerrted. lovestigation classilication wher€ the investigato(s) dete.mines. by a prcponderance ofthe
evidence, that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies,
procedures, or training.

5. Sustrined Violstion Not Based on Original Comphint. Invesligation classilication u'here the

investigator(s) determines. by a preponderance ofthe evidence. misconduct did occur that was not alleged in
the ori8inal 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. Administrstively Closed. lnvestigation classification whe.e the investigator detemines: 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 all€gations, even iftrue. do not constitute misconduct; or _the

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

AdditialdrcsErcIlri
I .1-6.C. I : It was determined, based on the evidence, that Police Service Aide (PSA) S
inaccurately documented a crash report, which was contrary to the drivers' statements. The

evidence did not show that PSA S had checked the vehicles for damage. Additionally, a

witness and surveillance footage were available as part ofthe crash investigation. PSA S did
not attempt to interview the witness or collect the surveillance footage, nor did he document

in his report the reason for not doing so. PSA S violated the policy in question as he did not
meet the role and responsibilities required by his position in order to maintain the

Department's functions, objectives, and standards ofefficiency. The CPOA recommends a
written reprimand.

2068-26 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 letter, communicate your  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 modifu the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more ofthe following:

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

of discretion; or

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

Administratively closed complaints 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://wu,rv.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

n/
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(50s) 924-3770

l

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 of holidays and weekends) of receipt of the
Office of Police Reform letter. Include your CPC number. The review by the Chief
Administrative Officer is independent of the Advisory Board.

0r'

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

CTVILIAN PoLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

August 3I, 2026

Via Email

 

COMEIAINL

on 0510412026,  G  submitted an online complaint to the civilian Police

oversight Agency (cPoA) regarding an incident that occurred on 04/15/2026 at l0l4
hours a:t the interiection of Unser and Arenal. Ms. G  indicated that she was involved

in a crash and that the officer lied about her statement and the damage to her vehicle. Ms.

G  indicated that she sought a correction to the report and compensation'

PO Box 1293

Albuqucrque

NM 87103

wr,vw. cabq.gov

EYIDENCE.BEYI[,]U[,Dr

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

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

APD Employee lnterviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: PSA I

Other Materials: Email communications, TraCS evidence, and citizen's evidence'

Date Investigation Completed: August 10, 2026
I

Albuqutrquc - Maling Hittory 1706-2006

Re: CPC # 069-26



EINDING,:

l. Unfounded- Invesigation classification when the investigator(s) determines, by clea! 6nd convincing
evidence, that alleged misco[duct did not occr.tr or did not involve lhe subject oflicer.

Policies Reviewed: 2.16.5.8.5 & 2.46.4.A.1.8

2. Sustrined. lnvestigation classification when the investigator(s) determines, by a prepondetance ofthe
evide[ce, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject oflice..

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

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

4. Exonerated. Investigation classificatiotr whe.e the investigato(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe

evidencr. that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies.

procedutes. or training.

ArlrliliolslcrEEf,$E
2.8.5.A: It was determined that PSA I failed to activate his oBRD at the initiation of this

investigative encounter and failed to activate his OBRD during his telephone conversation

with Ms. G

PoliciesReviewed: 2.8.5.A

5. Sustained Violstion Not Based on Originsl Complsint. Investigation classification where the

investigato(s) determines. by a preponderance oftie evidence. misconduct did occur lhal \ras not alleged in f-V
the ori;inal complaint (whether CPC or intemal complainl) but that other misconducl was discovered during lY I

the investigation. and by a pteponderance ofthe evidence. that misconduct did occur.

6. Administratively closed. Investigation classification where the investigator d€termines: The policy

violations ofa mi[or nature and do not coostitute a pattem ofmisconduct (i.€. a violation subject to a class 7

sanction, -the allegations 8re duplicative: -the allegations. even iftrue. do not constitute misconducl: or -the

investigation cannot b€ conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complaint, and funher

investigation would be futile.

2.16.5.8.5: It was determined that there was no evidence that PSA I intentionally lied on the

crash report. still, he did fail to accurately document the details ofthe crash thloughout the

original crash report, the diagram, and the crash report supplemental narrative. Although

corrections were made to the crash report, it was still missing supplemental occupant

information for vehicle I and was inaccurately listed as a non-injury crash.

2.46.4.A.1.g..It was determined that PSA I faited to conduct a complete and thorough crash

investigation. Per the APD disciplinary matrix the CPoA recommends a *ritten reprimand.

'l
069-26 PSA 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 Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter, communicate your  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 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 modis the Director's

findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

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

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

of discretion; or

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

Administratively closed complaints maybe re-opened if additional information becomes

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

listed above.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

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

."quest u.eri"w olthe complaint by the City's Chief Administrative Officer by sending a letter

,o ih" Offi"" of the Mayor, ir.O. Bo* 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103. Your request must be in

writing and within 30 calendar days (inclusive ofholidays and weekends) of receipt of the

OfficJof 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

,rru"y fo.nl at http://www.cabq.gov/cpoa/survey. Thank you for participating in the process of

ciuilian ou"rsigh-t ofthe police;nsuring officers and personnel ofthe APD are held

accountable, and improving the process.

tu
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(sos\ 924-3770

3

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

PO Box 1293

NM 87103

www.cabq.gov

Cn,ILIAN POLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

August 3,2026

Via Email

Re: CPC # 070-26

COIEIiAINL
on05105/2026,  R  submitted a telephone complaint to the civilian Police

Oversight Agency (CPOA) regarding an incident that occurred on 0510512026 at 0845

hours at Atrisco and Central. Mr. R  stated Officer P contacted him. officer P

advised him that he was detained for trespassing on private property, which Mr. R
objected to because he was on the sidewalk. He was then told he was obstructing the

sidewalk and was not free to leave. He was made to sit on the sidewalk in the rain while

his information was checked and then released. Mr. R  reported that the officer's

actions were unjust and uncalled for. He said that he felt like he was being harassed due

to the officer,s unfriendly demeanor and treatment of him like he had committed a felony.

EYIDENCT.BEYIT.WD,

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

Complainant Interviewed: No

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Officer P

Other Materials: Email Communications

Date Investigation Completed: July 14,2026

CAD Report(s): Yes

Witness(es) Interviewed: N/A

Albtquerquc - Makiry Hittory 1706-2006

Albuquerque



EINDINGI

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

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

3. Not Sust8ined. Investigation clalsification when the investigator(s) is unable to deteftnine one way or the
. other, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, whether the alleged misconduct either occurred or did not occur.

Policies Reviewed: l.l 5 A 4

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

a

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

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

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

Addi$qelrcanry,rlri
Mr. R  did not participate in the investigative process.
Officer P was engaged in proactive enforcement; based on the evidence available, Officer P
had a good-faith belief that Mr. R  was trespassing when he made initial contact with
him. He was early in his training phase. He was corrected by Mr. R  and Officer V
upon further examination. However, upon contact, it was still observed that both Mr.
R  and his belongings were on the sidewalk, causing a partial obstruction. Officer P
advised Mr. R  that he could not obstruct the sidewalk, issued him a verbal waming,
and informed him that he was free to leave. The video evidence showed Officer P
maintained professionalism and did not treat Mr. R  as a felon as he alleged.

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 Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter, communicate your  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 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.

lfyou 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 Officer is independent ofthe Advisory Board.

If you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at http://www.cabq.gov/cpoa/survey. Thank you for participating in the process of
civilian oversight 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

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

nl



CITY OF AIBU UER UE

Cn'rLrAN PolIcr Ow,nsIGHr AcENCY

August 31,2026

Via Email

 

Re: CPC # 073-26

PO Box 1293

Albuquerquc

NM 87r03

www.ca\.gov

EYDENCF.BEYIEEDDT

Video(s): Yes APD RePort(s): Yes

Complainant Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee lnterviewed: Yes

APD Employee lnvolved: PSA S

Orher Materials: Email Communications

Date lnvestigation ComPleted: August 14, 2026

COMPI.AINT:

on 0510912026,  B  submitted an online complaint to the cPoA regarding an

incident that occu rred on 0410412026 a|2350 hours on westbound I-40. Ms. B

son was traveling on I-40 and struck a [arge tire that was in his lane oftravel. The tire

became lodged ulndemeath the vehicle. Ms. B  was on the scene within 30 minutes

ofthe incidfnt. A pSA was already there and called a tow truck to impound her vehicle.

Ms. B  informed the PSA that she had her own roadside assistance and was in the

process of requesting it. Mr. B  noted that her children had also told the PSA the

iame thing. fie PSA totd her, "l{elt' this guy's already here he's gonna take .it'" Ms' 
.-

B  pTeaded with the PSA and he told her, "Your insurance should reimburse you."

CAD Report(s): Yes

Witness(es) lnterviewed: No

Albaqutrquc - lvtakiag Hitror! 170G2006
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FINDINGS

PoliciesReviewed: 2.48.4.A.1.d

l. Unfounded. lnvestig8tioo classification when the investigato(s) determines, by clear and convincing
evidence, that alleged miscooduct did not occur or did not involve lhe subject omcer.

' 
2. Sustained. Investigation classification when the investigato(s) detennines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occut by the subjed omcer.

3. Not Sustain€d. Investigation classification *ten the investigato(s) is unable to determine one way or the

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

Policies Reviewed: 2.48.4.8.1 .i

4, Exoner8ted. tnvestiga(ion classification \rtere the investiSator(s) determines, by a prepondemnce ofthe

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

procedures, or training.

policies Reviewed: 2.48.4.A.2 & 2.48.4.B.1 .c

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Original Complaint. Ir\estigation clalsification \+'here the

investigato(s) determines. by a preponderance ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur thal was not alleged in lf1
the original complaint (lv,hether CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovered during l!-J
the investigation, and by a preponderance ofthe eviden.e. that misconducl did occut.

6. Admioistratively closcd. Investigation classification where the investigator determines: The policy

violations ofa minot nature and do nol constitute a patiem ofmisconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7

sanction. -lhe allegations are duplicativei -the allegations. even iftnre, do not constitute misconduct: or _the

invesrigation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complaint' and further

investigation would be futile.

AddiliqleLtcenrflsr
2.48.4.A.1.d: It was determined that PSA S was within policy when he requested that Ms.

B s 2019 Ford Fusion be towed. The vehicle was involved in a collision with an object

on westbound I-40, which became lodged underneath the vehicle. The vehicle also sustained

a flat tire, rendering it inoperable because it did not have a spare tire.

2.48.4.B.1.i: Though PSA S said, "So, because he's already here, we can't do that," Ms'

Brenner's son had 22 minutes to discuss the situation with her during which time that info

could have been communicated to PSA S upon his arrival. Ms. B  anived at 0013

hours, about 43 minutes after the call. Despite being parked on westbound I-40's left

shoulder, fast-moving traffic created safety concems.

2.48.4.A.2: It was determined that PSA S failed to complete a Uniform Incident Report, per

policy, when a vehicle was towed under $ 8-5-2-4 ofthe City's ordinances.

i.48.4.g.t."' It was determined that PSA S failed to complete an inventory of Ms. B

vehicle before it was towed.
The CPOA recommends an 8 hour suspension.

2
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073-26 PSA S
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings and/or
recommendations ofthe CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter, communicate your  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 modify the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

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

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

of discretion; or

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

Administratively closed complaints maybe re-opened if additional 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 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. lnclude your CPC number. The review by the Chief
Administrative Officer is independent of the Advisory Board.

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

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

Diane McDermott
Executive Director
{sDs) 924-3770

J

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

CTVILIAN POLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

August 3 l, 2026

Via Email

Re: CPC # 075-26

l'() Box 1291

Albuquerque

Nt\,t 87103

www.cabq.gov

EYIDENCF.BEYU,YEDT

Video(s): Yes APD RePort(s): Yes

Complainant Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee [nterviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Sergeant M

Other Materials: Email Communications.

Date Investigation Completed: August 18' 2026

COMPI.AINT:

on 0511812026,  G  submitted an online complaint to the CPoA regarding an

incident that occurred on 04/18/2025. Ms. C  indicated that Officer R was dispatched

to her apadment, but did not advise her ofthe reason for the contact. officer R giggled

and told her to have a good day when he [eft. Offrcer R documented in his report that Ms.

G  had been reporting people's movements, which was untrue. Ms. G  had been

reporting threats, harassment, and intimidation.

CAD Report(s): Yes

Witness(es) Interviewed: Yes

I
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IINDINGS

PoliciesReviewed: t.l.6.C.l (Corduct)

l. Unfounded. Investigation classification when the investigato.(s) determines, by clear and convincing

evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subject omcer.

2. Sustained. Investigation classific{tio[ \ 'hen the investigato(s) determines, by a prepondela[ce ofthe

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

3. Not Sust8ined. Investigation classification *'hen the investigator(s) is unable to determine one way ot the

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

4. Exonersted. lnvestigation classification whe.e the investigato(s) dete.mioes, by a prcponderance ofthe

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

procedures. or training.

her and Sergeant M.

075-26 Sergeant M

6. Administrstiyely Closed. Investigation classification *,here the investigator determines: The policy

violations ofa minor nature atld 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 canriot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complaint, and futther

investigation would be futile.

AIdIIiaIlLCAE[fTSi
It was determined that there was no evidence provided or noted to confirm Ms. G

allegations that sergeant M did not write the police report correctly, and it favored the

apartment manager. A review of the OBRD video and Sergeant M's incident report

clnfirmed that Sergeant M documented in her report what was told to her by the apartment

manager. Ms. G  alleged Sergeant M did not interview Ms. G  and only spoke to the

apartrirent manager, which was a factual statement, however Sergeant M did not violate the

policy in question as sergeant M met the roles and responsibilities as required by her

po.ition u. Ms. G  did not need to be interviewed during the incident in question as no

"hurga, 
*"r" filed and the apartment manager was the one who requested the call for service.

Additional Information- After a review of the CADs, Reports, OBRD video, and interview

statements, there was no evidence to suggest that Lt. R was at the scene or had any

interaction with Ms. G  at the time of the incident. The onty mention of Lt. R in relation

to this incident was that he was the supervisor who signed offon Sergeant M's lncident

Report. Ms. G  could not provide a date to further review the alleged phone call between

a

tr

5. Sustri[ed violrtion Not Based on Originsl complsint. Investigation classification where the

investigator(s) determines, by a prePonderance ofthe evidence. misconduct did occur that was not alleged in T-l
the orilinal complaint (\a,hether CPC ot intemal complaint) but that other misconduct rvas discovered during I I

$e inr;stgation, and by a preponderance ofthe evidence. that misconduct did occur'

1



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 of this letter, communicate your  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 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
lindings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

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

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

of discretion; or

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

Administratively closed complaints maybe re-opened if additional information becomes

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

listed above.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

tu

Ifyou are not satisfied with the final disciptinary decision ofthe Offrce of Police Reform or

any matter relating to the OfTice of Police Reform's handling of the complaint you may

request a review of the complaint by the City's Chief Administrative Officer by sending a letter

to the 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://urvu,.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.

Diane McDemrott
Executive Director
(50s) 924-3770

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

0,,
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UER UE

PO Box 1293

A.lbuque rque

NM 87IO]

Cn,ILIAN POLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

August 20, 2026

Via Email

Re: CPC # 082-26

EYIDENCT..BEVIEICTD,

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

Complainant lnterviewed: !s5 Witness(es) lnterviewed: N/A

APD Employee lnterviewed: N/A

APD Employee Involved: Not applicable

Other Materials: Email communications and NM courts materials'

Date Investigation Completed: August 19, 2026

COMEIdINL

On 0512112026,  B  submitted an online complaint to the Civilian Police

oversight Agency (cPoA) regarding incidcnt 260043325 that occurred on 05/2112026 at

0738 hours    . Ms. B  reported that the incident

was a civil matter and despite this the detective abused police authority, violated SOP and

New Mexico statc law, and refused to provide a supervisors information. she reported

that APD was threatening her and violated the fourth and fourteenth amendment'

Albuqucryuc - Making Hittor! l706-2006

CTTY OF ALBU

www.cabq.gov
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EINDINGI

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

2. Sustained. Investigation classification \rhen the investigator(s) determines. by a prepolderance ofthe
evideoce, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject officer'

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

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

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Original Comphint. lnvestigation classilication wherc the

investigato(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, miscohduct did occur that was not alleged in

the original complaint (whether cPC or intemal complaint) but thal other misconduct was discovered during

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

6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classification where the investigdtor 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 arc duplicative: _the allegations, even iftrue, do not constitute misconduct: or _the

investigation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complainl" and further

investigation would b€ futile.

Addiliqelrceu$,$ri
This case was Administratively Closed as the complaint was withdrawn, and no evidence of
misconduct in reference to this complaint was discovered during a review ofthe available

evidence. when contacted the complainant believed someone else filed the complaint in her

name, with inaccurate information as she had only praises for the APD detective involved.

a

1
082-26 Not applicable

4. Exo[ented. Investigation classification where the investigato(s) determines, by a pteponderance ofthe
evidence, that alleged conduct ir the underlying complaint did occur bul did not violate APD policies.

procedures. or training.

tr

tr

tr



Ifyou are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision ofthe Office ofPolice Reform or

any matter relating to the Office of Police Reforn'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. lnclude your CPC number. The review by the Chief

Administrative Officer is independent of the Advisory Board.

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

survey form at http://www.cabq.gov/cpoa/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

Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(sOs) e24-3770

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  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 modiry the Director's
Iindings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

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

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

of discretion; or

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

Administratively closed complaints maybe re-opened if additional information becomes

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

listed above.

0r' n1
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cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

PO Box 1293

Albuquerquc

NM 8710-l

wvw.cabq.gov

CTVILIAN POLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

August 31,2026

Via Email

   

Re: CPC # 083-26

E]IIDENC&BEYIE.ED,

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

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

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee lnvolved: Officer P

Other Materials: Email communications, RTCC and APS videos

Date Investigation Completed: June 24,2026

COMSIAINL

On 0512212026, a 3 I I complaint from  D   was forwarded to the

civitian Potice oversight Agency (cPoA) regarding an incident that occurred on

05/2112026 at 1350 hours at Quincy street southeast and silver Avenue Southeast. Mr.

D    reported, .'APD (846) surpassed the stop sign, almost hitting the caller, then

the officer fliiped offthe caller and proceeded to keep driving at high speeds'"

I
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FINNINGS

l. Unfounded. Investigation classification when the investigatot(s) determines, by clear and convincing

evidence. that alleged misconduct did not occur or did rlot involve the subject officer.

2. Sustained. Investigation classificatio[ when lhe investiSator(s) determines, by a prcponderancc ofthe
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject oflicet.

V

5. Sustained Violrtion Not Based on Origi[tl Complaint. Ifl!€stigation classification where the

investigato(s) determines. by a preponderance ofthe evidence. misconduct did occua that was not alleged in

the original complaint (*.hether CPC or internal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovered during

thc investigation, and by a prcponderance ofthe evidence, that misconduct did occur'

6. Administr8tively closed. Investigation classification where the investigator determines; The policy

violations ofa minor nature 6nd do oot constitute a paftem ofmisconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7

sanction, -the allegations 8re duplicative: -lhe allegstions. even iftrue, do not constitute misconduct or -the

investigation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the comPlaint' and further

investigation would be futile.

AdrliliqelrcaE[rilsr
l.l.5.A.l: It was determined that there was not enough evidence located or provided to

determine whether the report ofmisconduct did or did not occur.

2.5.4.A.3: It was determined that there was not enough evidence located or provided to

determine whether the report ofmisconduct did or did not occur.

z083-26 Officer P

Policies Reviewed: Gcneral Order 1.1.5.A.I & Procedural Older 2,5.4.A.3

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

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

tr

tr

4. Exonerrted. lnvestigation classilication 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. Ll
procedures. or training.

tr



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
hotidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter, communicate your  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 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 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 appeat 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 discretioni 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

Iisted above.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

lfyou are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision ofthe Office ofPolice Reform or

any matter relating to the Office of Police Refomr'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. Atbuquerque, 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.

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

survey form at http://www.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.

tu
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(s0s) e24-3770

J

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

0r'



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

CTvILIAN PoLICE OvERSIGHT AGENCY

August 31,2026

Via Certified Mail

 

 
  

  

Re: CPC # 084-26

COMELAINL

On 512612026,  L  submitted an online complaint to the Civilian Police

Oversight Agency (CPOA) staffregarding an incident that occurred on 1/28/2026 at 1000

hours. Mr. L  reported that

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

Nr.,t 87103

wwwcabq.gov

On January 28th I appeared in court via video call regarding the harassment case

in'volving P T . While waiting online for the judge, an officer identified as

Officer M pulled me into a separate virtual meeting room. During that conversation, the

ofcr informed me that the case had been dismissed. I asked why the case was being

dismissed, and the ofcr stated that he did not know and simply told me to "have a good

day." Based on the info the offcr provided, I ended the video call. I contacted the DA's

ofc & leamed the case had been dismissed because I allegedly failure to appear.

EYIDENCE BEYII,EEDi

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

Complainant Interviewed: Yes Witness(es) Interviewed: No

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee lnvolved: Officer M

Other Materials: Email Communicatiotrs, photos, court audio recording

Date Investigation Completed: June 26, 2026
I
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FTNDINGS

PoliciesReviewed: 1.1.6.,4.6

l. Unfounded. tnvestigation classification when the investigator(s) determines, by clear and convincing

evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subject omcer.

2. Sustrined. Investigation classificatiofl when the investigator(s) determines, by a prcpodde'ance ofthe

evidence, the alleged misconduct did occu! by the subject officer.

3. Not Sustrined. Investigation classification \Ifien the investigato(s) is unable to determine one way ol the

other, by a preponderaoce ofthe evidence, whether the alleged misconduct either occured ot did not occur.

V

5. Sustaincd violrtio[ Not Based o[ original compleint. lnvestigation classification where the

investigatof(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe evidence. misconduct did occul that lvas not alleged in

the orilinal complaint (rrhether CPC or internal complaint) but that other misconduct t,"as discovered during

the invistigation, and by a preponderance ofthe evidence. that misconduct did occur'

6. Administrrtively closed. lnvestigation classification where the investigalor dete.mines: 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 duplicalivel -the allegations, even iftrue' do not constitute misconducL or -the

investigation canriot be conducted because ofthe lack of information in the complaint, and further

investigation would be futile.

AdditiqrelceEDf,IlL
It was determined that, based on a review of the Bernalillo Metropolitan court audio

recording ofthe January 28th,2026, court hearing, Officer M dismissed the case for lack of
(harassment) evidence, not for failure to appear. Even_though the court order dismissing the

criminal complaint had the incorrect box checked as the reason for dismissal, the court's

audio recording corroborated what officer M said during his interview and at the court

hearing. The ciurt made an error in the documentation. Officer M informed Mr. L  that he

had iniufficient evidence to link the number used in the texts to the alleged offender. Mr.

L  could call olTicers to refile charges if he could provide more evidence that the number

used to harass him belonged to the alleged offender.

.,

084-26 OfficerM

4. Exonerlted. lnvestigation classification where the irvestigato(s) dete.mines, by a preponderalce ofthe

evidence, thst alleged conduct in the underlyilg complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies. Ll
procedures, or training.

tr

tr

tr



You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings and/or
recommendations of the CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter, communicate your  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 modifo the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

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

of discretion; or

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

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

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

Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(sos) 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
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 requesr 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,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

tl/
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