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The CPOA Executive Director's findings in each case are listed below. The following
notifications ofthe findings were provided to the citizen(s) during February 2024. The
findings become part ofthe officer's file, ifapplicable.
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February 12,2024

Via Certified Mail

70t7 2680 0000 5951 9747

 

Re: CPC # 238-23

COMEI.AINL
Mr. M reported that officers contacted him twice in one day regarding a
neighbor dispute over parking on a public roadway and said he couldnt park his vehicle
on the street in front ofhis neighbor's residence. The officers advised Mr.
M  that he wasn't breaking any laws but to move his vehicle or he would be
reported as hostile. The officers made Mr. M  feel like he was guilty. The
officers made Mr. M  feel like he was violated and that they sided with the
neighbor. Mr. M  felt like the officers were rude, that the conversation
wasn't nice, and that they shouldn't have gone to his residence the second time.
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EYUIENCEAEYIEI{EDT

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

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

APD Employee lnterviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Officer C

Other Materials: Email Communications

Date tnvestigation Completed: January 29,2024
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FINDINGS

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

PoliciesReviewed: 1.1.5.A.4(Conduct)

2. Sustrined. Inv€stigation classification when the investigato(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidcnce, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject officer.

3. Not Sustoincd. 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 occuned or did not occur.

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

5. Sustained Violation Not Bssed on Original Complainl. 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 ofthe evidence, that misconduct did occur.

6. Administratively Clos€d. tovestigation classification where the investigator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor nature and do not constitute a pattem of misconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7
sanction, -the allegations are duplicalive: -the allegations, even if true, do not conslitute misconduct: or -the
investigation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complainl and further
investigation would be futile.

ArldiliqrllcsueelEi
1.1.5.A.4: Through the review ofthe available evidence, to include lapel videos, O{ficer C
did not order Mr. M  to move his car or call him hostile, but the conversation
was tense and escalaled between the officer and Mr. M  The officers were
responding to calls for service, but they were for a non-law enforcement situation. Officers
to some extent mediate neighbor disputes, but Officer C was scolding and argumentative.
Oflicer C should have deescalated the situation. The CPOA recommends an 8 hour
suspension.

V

2238-23 Officer C
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings of the
CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of holiday and weekends) of
receipt ofthis letter, communicate your desire to have an appeal hearing before the CPOA
Advisory Board ina signed writing addressed to the CPOA Director. Please send your
request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103 or by email CPoA@cabq.gov. Include
yow CPC number. Please note, at this time the Advisory Board is being reconfigured so no
hearings wiII take place until regularly scheduled meetings occur. Ifyour appeal request is

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

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

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

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

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

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

do not address the issues in your complaint.

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

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

If you have a computer available, we would lreatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at htto://url'.cabo. pov/c anaJsur\,e\,

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

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police

P
ersight Agency by

l*,1,, \,fu1
Diane McDermott
Interim Executive Director
(s0s) 924-1?70

3
cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CTTY OF AIBU UER UE

CTvILIAN PoLICE Ownsrcnr AGENCY

February 12,2024

Via Certified Mail

701'7 2680 0000 5951 9747

Re: CPC # 238-23

COMELAINL
Mr. M  reported that officers contacted him twice in one day regarding a
neighbor dispute over parking on a public roadway and said he couldn't park his vehicle
on the street in front of his neighbor's residence. The officers advised Mr.
M  that he wasn't breaking any laws but to move his vehicle or he would be
reported as hostile. The officers made Mr. M feel like he was guilty. The
officers made Mr. M  feel like he was violated and that they sided with the
neighbor. Mr. M  felt like the officers were rude, that the conversation
wasn't nice, and that they shouldn't have gone to his residence the second time.

Albuquerque

N IVI 8710,1

wwwcabq.gov

EYIDENCEBEYIE}{ED:

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

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

APD Employee lnterviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Officer S

Other Materials: Email Communications

Date Investigation Completed: January 29,2024
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FINTIINGS

PoliciesReviewed: 1.1.5.A.4(Conduct)

l. Unfounded. Invcsligation classification when the iovestigato(s) determines, by clear and convincing
evidencc, that allcgcd miscondud did not occur or did not involve the subje€t ofticer.

2. Sustained. Investigatiofl classi{ication when the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject officer.

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

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

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

PoliciesReviewed: 2.8.5.D.1(OBRD)

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

6. Admirtistratively Closed. Invcstigation classification where the investigator detcrmines: The policy
violations ofa minor naturc and do not constitute a pattem of misconduct (i.e. a viola(ion subject to a class 7
sanction, -the allegations are duplicativet -the allegations, even if true, do not constitute misconduct; or -thc
investigation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformatiol in the complain! and further
investiSation would be futile.

AdditiqrsLcoeerr$i
1.1.5.A.4: It was determined that the officers had no control over Mr. M
feelings. There were no indicators that the officers sided with anyone, only that they
responded to two calls for service and attempted to mediate the neighbor dispute. The
situation could not be handled unolficially once the reporting party called and generated a

call for service. The olficers didn't create the situation; Mr. M  and the
reporting party did. Officer S was professional in his interactions with Mr. M
and the reporting party and attempted to mediate a dispute between neighbors peacefully.

2.8.5.D.1 : It was determined that Offrcer S did not activate his OBRD as mandated during
his second law enforcement encounter with Mr. M  The entire interaction was
captured on another other officers OBRD. The available evidence showed that Officer S had
the intention ofrecording, but made an error, so he should have documented the absence of
recording. The CPOA recommends a written reprimand.

7238-23 Officer S
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings ofthe
CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive ofholiday and weekends) of
receipt ofthis letter, communicate your desire to have an appeal hearing before the CPOA
Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the CPOA Director. Please send your
request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103 or by email CPOA@cabq.gov. Include
yow CPC number. Please note, at this time the Advisory Board is being reconfigured so no
hearings will take place until regularly scheduled meetings occur. Ifyour appeal request is

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

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

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

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

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

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

do not address the issues in your complaint.

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

If you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at http://urrs'.cabq.goly'crrca/survev.

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

Sincerely,
The Civilian Policeioyersight Agency by

^ 
ll -

,ll, I tl
)[tt'q'fif t U/wtf'.z'

Diane McDermott
Interim Executive Director
(s05) 924-3770

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

Ifyou are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision ofthe Chief of Police or any matter
relating to the Chiefs handling of the complaint you may request a review of the complaint by
the City's Chief Administrative Offrcer. Your request must be in writing and within 30 calendar
days (inclusive ofholidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter. Include your CPC number.
The review by the Chief Administative Offrcer will not delayed as it is not dependent upon the
AdvisoryBord.
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CITY OF ALBU UER UE
CTvTLT,c.N PoLICE OWRSIGHT AGENCY

February 29,2024

Via Email

Re: CPC # 239-23

CAMPI.AINL
Mr. K  reported that without evidence nor any suspicion ofa crime, Detective J threw
Mr. K  into a police vehicle in handcuffs and sent Mr. K  to a mental hospital for 2.5
hours simply to be released as healthy or without concem. Mr. K  reported that
Detective J put him in a cop car for speaking his mind, and Mr. K  believed that was
unlawful. Mr. K  reported that Detective J's justification for detaining Mr. K  in
handcuft's and sending Mr. K  to the mental hospital was because of the fact of Mr.
K  demeanor and the delivery of his honest words. Mr. K  reported that Detective J
took i1 as Mr. K  potentially having mental problems, therefore tkowing Mr. K  into a
police cruiser with handcuffs for no reason and taking him to a hospital to be discharged
with no issue.

Albuquerqur

NNI 8710.3

EYIDENCI.BIYIDIEDI

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

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

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Detective J

Other Materials: N/A

Date Investigation Completed: February 1, 2024

I

PO Box 1293

www.cabq. gov
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l. Unfounded. Investigation classification when the investigator(s) dctcrmines, by clear and convincing
evidence. that allegcd misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subject otficer.

2. Sustained. Investigation classification \\hen the investigato(s) dctermines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence. the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject oflicer.

3 - Not Sustained. Investigation classilication when th6 investigato(s) is unable to determine one way or the
other, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, whether the alleged misconduct either occuEed or did not occu..

Policies Reviewcd: Procedural Order 2.19.10.A.3 and Procedural Order 2.19.10.E

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

a

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Original Complairt. Investigation classification where the
investigato(s) dctermines, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur that uas not allcged in
the original complaint (whether CPC or internal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovered during
the investigation, and by a preponderance ofthe evidence, lhat misconduct did occur.

6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classification where the investigator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor naturc and do not constitute a pattem of misconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7
sanction, -the allegations arc duplicative; -the allegations, even iftrue. do not constitute misconduct; or -lhe
investigation cannot be conductcd because ofthe lack of information in the complaint ard funher
investigation uould be futile.

AtldiliqlalCorur.rtri
2.19.10.A.3-After a review of the OBRD Videos, while on the scene, Detective J was
advised that Dr. K, through his own assessment, was going to wdte up a certificate for
evaluation for Mr. K  Even though it was reported that Dr. K completed a certificate of
evaluation, Detective J's reasoning provided both during the interview and in his incident
report, was valid as to why he felt it was necessary to enact NM State statute 43-l -10 based

on the totality of his assessments with Mr. K
2.19.1O.EJn reference to the SOP in question, Detective J followed procedure based on his
assessment during the time of the incident.

Additional complaint not addressed via SOP:

A review of the OBRD Videos conhrmed that Mr. K  was not thrown into the police
vehicle per the complaint as he walked into the back seat ofthe police vehicle on his own

2239-23 Detective J
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings of the
CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive ofholiday and weekends) of
receipt ofthis letter, communicate your desire to have an appeal hearing before the CPOA
Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the CPOA Director. Please send your
request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103 or by email CPOA@cabq.gov. lnclude
your CPC number. Please note, at this time the Advisory Board is being reconfigured so no
hearings will take place until regularly scheduled meetings occur. Ifyour appeal request is
liled timely you will be notilied of when your appeal will be scheduled and more
information will follow. Once normal procedures resume the appeal hearings will proceed
as specified in the Oversight Ordinance 9-4-l-10. Iu order for the Advisory Board to
modify the Director's lindings your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

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

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

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

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

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

do not address the issues in your complaint.

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

Ifyou have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at htlp://uuu'.cabq.qov/cpoa/survey.

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

Sincerely,
ivilian Polic versight Agency by

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

3

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.

The



CITY OF ALBU UER UE
Cnrr,r,c.x Polrcn Ownsrcnr AcENCy

February 12,2024

Via Email

Re: CPC # 240-23

CAMEI.AINL
Ms. M  reported that it did not look like anyone had done anything on her case.

Albuquerque

NM 87103

www. cabq.gov

EYIDEI{CEAEYU.}IIEDi

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

Complainant Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Detective P

Other Materials:  43 and emails

CAD Report(s): Yes

Witness(es) lnterviewed: N/A

I

Date lnvestigation Completed: lanrary 31,2024

PO Box 129-l



EINDINGI

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 slbject olllcer.

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

3. Not Sustained. Investigation classification !vhen thc investigato(s) is unable to determine one way or the
other, by a preponde.ance ofthe evidence, whether the alleged misconduct either occuned or did not occur.

PoliciesReviewed: ProceduralOrder2.60.6.B.l

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.

Policies Reviewed: Procedural Order 2.8.5.A

5. SustsiDed Violation Not Based on Original Complaint. Investigation classificarion where the
investigator(s) dctermines, by a preponderance ofthe evidence. misconduct did occur that was not alleged in
the original complaint (uhether CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misconduct $as discovered during
the investigation. and by a preponderance ofthe evidence, lhat misconduct did occur.

6. Administratively Closed. Invesligation classification where the investigator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor nature and do not constitute a pattem of misconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7
sa[ction. -the allegations are duplicative; -the allegations, even iftrue, do not constitute misconduct; or -the
investigation cannot be conducted because ofthc lack ofinformation in the complaint, and funher
investigation would bc futile.

AdditiolalCqsratu
2.60.6.B.1-Although the CPOA Investigator could not locate the recordings of Detective P's
calls to Ms. M  and the property manager (this was addressed via SOP below), the
CPOA Investigator could corroborate that Ms. M  phone number does not offer a
voicemail; per Detective P's statement.
Detective P did attempt to make contact with Ms. M  and appeared to try to obtain
evidence (camera footage.) The CPOA Investigator did provide Ms. M  with Detective
P's name in the event Ms. M  did have additional information about the incident in
question due to the case being closed via "pending further leads."
2.8.5.A-After a review ofevidence.com which included searching for deleted videos, the
CPOA Investigator could not locate any recordings from Detective P regarding the incident
in question. The CPOA recommends a written reprimand.

z
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240-23 Detective P



You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings ofthe
CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of holiday and weekends) of
receip ofthis letter, communicate your desire to have an appeal hearing before the CPOA
Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the CPOA Director. Please send your
request toP.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103 or by email CPoA@cabq.gov. lnclude
your CPC number. Please note, at this time the Advisory Board is being reconfigured so no
hearings will take place until regularly scheduled meetings occur. Ifyour appeal request is
filed timely you will be notilied of when your appeal will be scheduled anil more
information will follow. Once normal proceilures resume the apperl hearings will proceed
as specifieil in the Oversight Ordinance 9-4-1-10. In order for the Advisory Board to
modify the Director's findings your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

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

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

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

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

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

do not address the issues in your complaint.

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

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

If you have a computer avallable, we would greatly appreciate your completing oui client
survey form at http://s"sr'.cabq.gov/cpoa/survey.

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

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police ight Agency by

l^,?n, \,1\"/
Diane McDermott
Interim Executive Director
(50s) 924-3770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CTTY OF ALBU UER UE
CIVILIAN PoLICE O!,E,RSIGHT AGENCY

February 12,2024

Via Email

Re: CPC # 240-23

COMEI.AINL
After a review of Officer C's incident report, it was noted that Officer C's report was not
approved by a supervisor within 5 business days per policy.

PO Box 129.]

Albuquerque

NN,l 87103

www.cabq.gov

EYIDENCE-BUCIEEEDT

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

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

APD Employee Interviewed: N/A

APD Employee Involved: Former Sergeant R

Other Materials: Emails

Date Investigation Completed: January 31,2024
I



EINDINGI

l. Unfounded, Investigation classilication when the invcstigator(s) detcrmincs, by clear and convincing
evidence, that all€ged misconduct did not occur or did not iovolve the subject officcr.

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

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

other, by a prepondcrance oflhe evidcncc, whether the alleged misconduct either occurred or did not occur.

4. Exonerated. Invesligation classilication where the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderdnce ofthe
evidence. that allegcd conduct in ths underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies,
procedures. or training.

Policies Reviewed: Procedural Order 2.16.5.C.2

Procedural Order 2.16.5.C.2- Former Sergeant R, did not approve Officer C's Incident report
within 5 days of submission, per policy. The CPOA recommends an 8 hour suspension. The
discipline cannot be imposed due to the employee having already resigned from the

department.

2240-23 Former Sergea

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

6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classification where the investigator dctcrminesr The policy
violations ofa minor nature alld do not constitute a pattem of misconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7
sanction, -the allegations arc duplicative; -the allegations, even if true, do not constitute misconduct: or -the
investigation cannot be conductcd because ofthe lack ofinformation in thc complain( ard funher
invcstigation would be futile.

AddiliqrrlCouuslEi
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings of tbe
CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive ofholiday and weekends) of
receipt ofthis letter, communicate your desire to have an appeal hearing before the CPOA
Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the CPOA Director. Please send your
request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103 or by email CPoA@cabq.gov. Include
your CPC number. Please note, at this time the Advisory Board is being reconfigured so no
hearings will take place until regularly scheduled meetings occur. Ifyour appeal request is
frled timely you will be notified of when your appeal will be scheduled and more
information will follow. Once normal procedures resume the appeal hearings will proceed
as specified in the Oversight Ordinance 9-4-l-10, In order for the Advisory Board to
moilify the Director's findings your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

A) The frrdings by the Director had no explanation that would lead to the conclusion made; o1
B) The fndings by the Director were not suppo(ed by evidencc that was available at the time of

the investigation; or,

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

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

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

do not address the issues in your complaint.

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

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

Ifyou have a computer avallable, we would greatly appreciate your completing oui client
survey form at htto://rrrr's'.cabq qov/cooa/ urveYS

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

Sincerely,
The Civilian Policepyersight Agency by

:lnnht,^),,"'*'
Diane McDermott
Interim Executive Director
(sos) 924-3770

3
cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBU UER
Crvrr-r,lN Por,rcr Ownsrcnr AcENcy

February 12,2024

Via Email

PO Box 1293 COMEI.AINL
Ms. M  reported that she called 9l I because her vehicle was covered in paint and
eggs. Ms. M  reported that the oflicer told her that he spoke with one of the men
named Dave in her complex. Ms. M  reported that there are two men named Dave in
her complex and that the Officer did not talk to the other Dave. Ms. M  reported that
the officer advised that he would investigate. Ms. M  reported that the officer never
called her back or followed up with her. Ms. M  reported that she repeatedly called
the officer and eventually contacted him about l5 days after the incident. Ms. M
reported that when she questioned the officer about her investigation, he responded,
"They have more important things to do, like solving murders."

A.lbuquerque

NN{ 87101

www.cabq.gov

I

UE

Re: CPC # 240-23

EYIDENCE.BEYIIIEDI

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: Offrcer C

Other Materials:  43 and emails

Date Investigation Completed: January 31,2024



EINDINGI

Policies Reviewed: General Order 1.1.5.A.4

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

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

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

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

4. Exon€rated. Investigation classification where thc invesligator(s) determines. b1'a preponderance ofthe
evidence, that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies,
procedures, or training.

5. Suslained Violation Not Based or Original Complaint. Investigation classification wher€ the
investigator(s) determines, by a prepondera[ce ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in
the original complaint (whether CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovered during
the investigation. and by a preponderance ofthe evidence. that misconduct did occu..

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

Addiliorstcsugsrt!:
General Order 1.1.5.A.4-After a review of OBRD Videos, it was confirmed that while on the
scene, Officer C advised Ms. M  that he would have Ms. M  vehicle
photographed, then he would go to the third floor, count four down, and make contact with
the male in question. Officer C stated that he would call management or maintenance and try
and get camera footage, but that was the extent ofwhat he could do. The CPOA Investigator
did not observe Officer C advising Ms. M  that he would be conducting any further
fol low-up investigation.
After a review of the OBRD Videos, it was confirmed that the CPOA Investigator did not
observe Officer C advising Ms. M  that they (officers) had more important things to do,

like solve murders, per the complaint.
During the interview with Ms. M  she advised the CPOA Investigator that the "D "
that Oflicer C spoke with at the complex was initially who she thought vandalized her car.

Ms. M  stated that it was not until later that she found out it was another "D " who
vandalized her car in which she stated she told Oflicer C about during their phone call which
was approximately I 5 days later.

V

2240-23 Officer C
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the fmdings ofthe
CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of holiday and weekends) of
receipt ofthis letter, communicate your desfue to have an appeal hearing before the CPOA
Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the CPOA Director. Please send your
request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103 or by email CPOA@cabq.gov. Include
your CPC number. Please note, at this time the Advisory Board is being reconligured so no
hearings will take place until regularly scheduled meetings occur. Ifyour appeal request is
filed timely you will be notified of when your appeal will be scheduled and more
information will follow. Once normal procedures resume the appeal hearings will proceed
as specilied in the Oversight Ordinance 9-4-l-10. Iu order for the Advisory Board to
morlify the Director's findings your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

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

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

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

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

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

do not address the issues in your complaint.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Policepyersi8ht ABency by

ih,,r'ittt lJr,"^ft,'
Diane McDermott
Interim Executive Director
(s1s)924-1770

3

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

Ifyou are not satisfied with the 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 of holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter. Include your CPC number.
The review by the Chief Administative Ofticer will not delayed as it is not dependent upon the
Advisory Board.

If you have a computer avallable, we would greatly appreciate your completing oui client
surveyformat@.
Thank you for participating in the process of civilian oversight ofthe police, ensuring ofiicers
and personnel ofthe APD are held accountable, and improving the process.

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



UER UE

CTvILIAN PoLICE OvERSIGHT AGENCY

February 12,2024

Via Certified Mail

7017 2680 0000 5951 9778

 
 

 

Re: CPC # 243-23

COMPI,AINT:

On 1010212021,  P  submitted a complaint online regarding an incident that
occuned on 09/28/2023 at 0930 hours. Mr. P  reported that the APD arrested him at
Circle K, located at 13401 Lomas Boulevard Northeast, on 09/28/2023 and released him
from custody on 0912912023. Mr. P  contacted Circle K and 242-COPS regarding his
vehicle; the vehicle was not located. Mr. P  filed a report because he believed his
vehicle was stolen after officers abandoned il with the keys lefl in it at Circle K.

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

N[4 87103

www.cabq.glov

EYIDENCEAEYLEUEDT

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

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

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Officer M

Other Materials: Evidence.com Information & Email Communications

Date lnvestigation Completed: February 5,2024
I

CTTY OF ALBU



FINI)INGS

l. Unfounded. Invesligation classification when the investigator(s) determincs, by clear and convincing
evidencc, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subjecl omcer.

2. Sustei[ed. lnvestigation classilication whcn the investigato(s) determines, by a prrpondcrance ofthe
cvidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject officer.

3. Not Sustained. lnvestigation classification wh€n lhe investigato(s) is unable to determine one way or the
olher. b) a preponderance ofthe evidence, whether the alleged misconduct either occurred or did not occur.

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

Policies Revicwed: 2.8,4.G (OBRD)

5. Sustained Violation Not Bas€d on Original Complaint. Investigation classification where the
investigato(s) detcrmines, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in
the original complaint (whcther CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovered during
the investigation, and by a preponderance ofthe evidence. that misconduct did occur.

6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classification vhere the inv€stigator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor nature and do not constitute a pattem of misconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7
sanction, .(he allegations are duplicative: -thc allegations, even iftrue. do not constitute misconduct: or -the
investigation cannot be conducted bccause ofthe lack ofinformation in the complaint and further
investigation would be futile.

AddiliqIrlcqnusrfsi
2.8.4.G: It was determined that Officer M did not assign an "lD" or "Category" to the OBRD
recordings associated to the incident related to the reported misconduct. The CPOA
recommends a verbal reprimand.

2243-23 Officer M
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Administratively closed complaints may be re-opened if additional information becomes
available. Please provide your additional information in writing to the CPOA Director as listed
above.

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

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

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

Sincerely,
ivilian Polic versight Agency by

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

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings ofthe
CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive ofholiday and weekends) of
receipt of this letter, communicate your desire to have an appeal hearing before the CPOA
Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the CPOA Director. Please send your
request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103 or by email CPOA@cabq.gov. Include
your CPC number. Please note, at this time the Advisory Board is being reconfigured so no
hearings will take place until regularly scheduled meetings occur. If your appeal reque.rt is
filed timely you will be notified of when your appeal will be scheduled and more
information will follow. Once normal procedures resume the appeal hearings will proceed
as specified in the Oversight Ordinance 9-4-1-10. In order for the Advisory Board to
modify the Director's lindings your appeal nust demonstrate one or more of the following:

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

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

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

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

do not address the issues in your complaint.

The



CTTY OF AIBU UER UE
CIVILIAN POLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

February 12,2024

Via Certified Mail

7017 2680 0000 5951 9778

 

 

Re: CPC # 243-23

PO Box 129.1

Albuqr.rerque

NN,l 8: I03

wurw.cebq.gov

EYIDENCEXIYIEWEDI

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

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

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Offrcer S

Other Materials: Evidence.com Information & Email Communications

Date Investigation Completed: February 5,2024

COMEIAINf,
On 1010212023,  P  submitted a complaint online regarding an incident that
occurred on 09/2812023 at 0930 hours. Mr. P  reported that the APD arrested him at
Circle K, located al 13401 Lomas Boulevard Northeast, on 09/28/2023 and released him
from custody on 09129/2023. Mr. P  contacted Circle K and 242-COPS regarding his
vehicle; the vehicle was not located. Mr. P  filed a report because he believed his
vehicle was stolen after officers abandoned it with the keys left in it at Circle K.

I



EINDINCS

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

3. Not Sustained. Investigation classification when the investigato(s) is unable to determin€ onc way or the

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

Policies Reviewed: 2.73.5.K.3 (Disposition of koperty)

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

a

5. Sustained Violation Not Based or Original Complaint. lnvestigation classification where the
investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe evidence. misconduct did occur that was not allcged in
the original complaint (\!hether CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misconduct $'as discovercd during
the investigation, and b1'a preponderance ofthe evidence. that misconduct did occur.

6. Administratively Closed. tnvestigation classification where the investigator dctemines: The policy
violations of a minor nature and do not constitute a pattem of misconduct ( i.e. a violation subj€ct to a class 7
sanction, -the allegations are duplicative; -the allegations, even iftrue, do not constitute misconduct: or -the
investigation carnot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complaint, and further
investigation would be futile.

AdditiollLcqeryllli
2.73.5.K.3: It was determined that the vehicle occupied by  P  at the time of his
arest was not evidence and, therefore, was secured at the scene, with his property inside, at
the time ofthe incident and the direction of the sergeant on the scene.

2243-23 Officer S

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

tr

tr

tr

tr



You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings ofthe
CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive ofholiday and weekends) of
receipt ofthis letter, communicate your desire to have an appeal hearing before the CPOA
Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the CPOA Director. Please send your
request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103 or by email CPOA@cabq.gov. Include
your CPC number. Please note, at this time the Advisory Board is being reconligured so no
hearings will take place until regularly scheduled meetings occur. Ifyour appeal request is
filed timely you will be notifred of when your appeal will be scheduled and more
information will follow. Once normal procedures resume the appeal hearings will proceed
as specified in the Oversight Ordinance 9-4-1-10. In order for the Advisory Board to
modify the Director's findings your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

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

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

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

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

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

do not address the issues in your complaint.

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

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

If you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at http://*rrrv.cabq.por'/cpoa/surve)'

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

Sincerely,
The ivilian Polic versight Agency by

lh'
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(s05) 924-3770

3
cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBU UER UE
Cn'rLrAN PoI,rco OvsnsrcHr Acrxcy

February 12,2024

Via Certified Mail

701't 2680 0000 59sl 9778

Re: CPC # 243-23

PO Box l29l

Albuquerque

NM 87r03

www.cabq.gov

EYIDENCEBEYIEWEDI

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

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

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Sergeant A

Other Materials: Evidence.com Information & Email Communications

Date Investigation Completed: February 5,2024
I

COMEI.AIND,
On 10/0212023,  P  submitted a complaint online regarding an incident that
occurred on 09/28/2023 at 0930 hours. Mr. P  reported that the APD arrested him at
Circle K, located at 13401 Lomas Boulevard Northeast, on 09/28/2023 and released him
from custody on 09129/2023. Mr. P  contacted Circle K and 242-COPS regarding his
vehicle; the vehicle was not located. Mr. P  filed a report because he believed his
vehicle was stolen after officers abandoned it with the keys left in it at Circle K.



l. Unfounded. lnvestigation classification $hen the investigator(s) dete.mines, by clear ard convincing
evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subject oflicer.

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

Policies Reviewed: 1.1.5.C.3 (Conduct) & 2.73.5.K.3 (Disposition of Property)

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

Policies Reviewed: 2.8.5.D (OBRD)

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Original Complaint. Invesrigation classification \r'here rhe
investigato(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in
thc original complaint (Ehether CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misconduct was discov€red during
the investigation, and b) a preponderance ofthe evidence. that misconduct did occur.

6. Administratively Closed. Invesligation classification rvhcre the investigator determines: The policy
!iolations ofa minor nature afld do not constitute a pattern of misconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7
sanction, -the allcgations are duplicative; -the allegations, even iftruc, do not constitute misconduc(; or -the
investigation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complaint, and funher
investigation would be futile.

Addiliqralcanur,rtrl
I .l .5.C.3: It was determined that a comment made by Sergeant A on the scene and
discovered upon a review ofthe OBRD evidence was not made with the intent to act
officiously, abuse his lawful authority, or permit his personal feelings, animosities, or
friendships to influence his official decisions.

2.8.5.D: It was determined that Sergeant A did not utilize his OBRD to record the entire law
enforcement-related encounter with  P  specifically the second search of Mr.
P  which Sergeant A was present for and witnessing. The CPOA recommends an 8 hour
suspension.

2.73.5.K.3: It was determined that the vehicle occupied by Mr. P  at the time of his
arrest was not evidence and, therefore, was secured at the scene, with his propefi inside, at

the time ofthe incident and the direction of Sergeant A.

a

2243-23 Sergeant A

FI NNINCS

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

tr

a

tr



You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings ofthe
CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive ofholiday and weekends) of
receipt ofthis letter, communicate your desire to have an appeal hearing before the CPOA
Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the CPOA Director. Please send yow
request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103 or by email CPOA@cabq.gov. Include
your CPC number. Please note, at this time the Advisory Board is being reconfigured so no
hearings will take place until regularly scheduled meetings occur. Ifyour appeal request is
filed timely you will be notified of when your appeal will be scheduled and more
information will follow. Once normal procedures resume the appeal hearings will proceed
as specified in the Oversight Ordinauce 9-4-1-10. In order for the Advisory Board to
modi$ the Director's fmdings your appeal must demonstrate otre or more of the following:

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

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

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

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

do not address the issues in your complaint.

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

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

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

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

Sincerely,
The ivilian Poli versight Agency by

lh'
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(sls) 924-3770

3
cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

February 12,2024

Via Email

Re: CPC # 245-23

CAMEIAINL
Mr. G  reported he loved the video of Sergeant B illegally seizing a bag from the
hands ofa citizen and then throwing it on the sidewalk and then illegally seizing a bottle
ofroot beer from the citizen because the sergeant claims that he thought it could be
alcohol. He added that the citizen was assaulted by the sergeant for simply drinking root
beer and eating rice while he was filing a police officer.

PO Box l29l

Albuqucrque

NN4 87103

www.cabq.gov

IJIDENCE.B,EYIEWED.

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

Complainant Interviewed: No Witness(es) Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee lnterviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Sergeant B

Other Materials: YouTube Video

Date Investigation Complaed: February 5,2024
I

CrulHN PoLICE Ol,rnsrcnr AcENCy



FINNINGS

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

Policies Reviewed: Procedural Order 2.7 t.4.A.l

2. sustained. lnvestigation classification whe[ the investigaror(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence. the alleged miscooduct did occur by the subject officer.

3. Not Sustain€d. Investigation classification when the investigato(s) is unable to determine one way or the
other. b)' a preponderance ofthe evidence. \rhether the alleged misconduct either occurred or did not occur.

4. Exon€rated. lnvestigation classilication where the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderancc ofthe
evidence, that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate ApD policies,
proccdures. or training.

5. Sustained Violation Not Based oll Original Complaint. tnvestigation classification where rhe
investigator(s) detcrmines, by a prcpondcrance ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur that $as not alleged in
the original complaint (whether CPC or intemal complaint) but lhat other misconduct was discovered during
thc investigation, and by a preponderance ofthe evidence. that misconduct did occur.

6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classification lvhcre 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 duplicativei -the allegations, even if true, do not constitute misconduct; or -the
investigation cannot be conducted because ofthc lack ofinformation in the complainl. afld further
invcstigation would be futile.

AdditiqlElCsnasrtli
2.7l.4.A.l-A rcview of all of the OBRD Videos confirmed that prior to the incident between
C  and Sergeant B, the CPOA Investigator did not observe C  being combative
verbally or physically toward any ofthe o{ficers on the scene or observe Sergeant B telling
C  to leave the area on several occasions. OBRD Video confirmed that Sergeant B
grabbed at C  within 5 seconds of talking to C  then Sergeant B pulled the plastic
bag that C  was holding out o  hands and then threw the plastic bag to the floor.
Approximately I 7 seconds later, Sergeant B walked around the fence, walked up to C
grabbed C  left hand, and then took the brown bag(with the bottle inside) away from
C  right hand. OBRD Video confirmed that after Sergeant B saw the bottle was root
beer, he then advised C  that all C had to do was tell Sergeant B what it was, and
then Sergeant B walked away.
A review ofthe OBRD Videos confirmed that Sergeant B violated the policy in question as

he searched and seized C  and C  property prior to completing a proper investigation
to know if C  had violated any laws. The CPOA recommends an 8 hour suspension.

a
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245-23 Sergeant B



You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings ofthe
CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive ofholiday and weekends) of
receipt ofthis letter, communicate your desire to have an appeal hearing before the CPOA
Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the CPOA Director. Please send yow
request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103 or by email CPOA@cabq.gov. Include
your CPC number. Please note, at this time the Advisory Board is being reconfigured so no
hearings will take place until regularly scheduled meetings occur. Ifyour appeal request is
filed timely you will be notified of when your appeal will be scheduled and more
information will follow, Once normal procedures resume the appeal hearings will proceed
as specilied in the Oversight Orilinance 9-4-1-10. In order for the Advisory Board to
modi$ the Director's findings your appeal must demonstrate otre or more of the following:

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

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

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

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

do not address the issues in your complaint.

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

Ifyou have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survev form at http://*rwr'.cabq. gor'/cpoa/surve]'

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

Sincerely,
The ivilian Polic versight Agency by

lh,
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(s05) 924-3770

l
cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

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



UER UE
CTVILIAN PoLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

February 12,2024

Via Email

Re: CPC # 245-23

PO Box 1293 COMEI.AINL
Mr. G  reported he loved the video of Sergeant B illegally seizing a bag from the
hands ofa citizen and then throwing it on the sidewalk and then illegally seizing a bottle
ofroot beer from the citizen because the sergeant claims that he thought it could be
alcohol. He added that the citizen was assaulted by the sergeant for simply drinking root
beer and eating rice while he was filing a police officer.

Albuquerque

NM 87IOJ

www.cabq.gov

EYIDENCLBEYII.UEDr

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

Complainant Interviewed: Yes Witness(es) lnterviewed: Yes

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Sergeant H

Other Materials: YouTube Video

Date Investigation Completed: February 5,2024

o

CITY OF ALBU
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EINDINGI

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

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

Policies Reviewed: Administrative Ord et 3.41.4.8.2

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

Policies Reviewed: AdministrativcOrder3.41.5.B.6.a.iii

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Original Complaint. Investigation classification where the
investigato(s) determines, by a prcponderance ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur that $as not alleged in
the original complaint (uhether CPC o. intemal complaint) but lhat other misconduct was discovered during
the investigation. and by a preponderancc ofthe evidence, that misconduct did occur.

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

Atldilialelconnr,ilri
3.41.4.8.2-Areview of the OBRD Videos confirmed that Sergeant H did advise C  that
he would not w te out his complaint for him; however, Sergeant H did provide C  with
the different options C  had in order to submit the complaint. At no point during their
interaction did C  advise Sergeant H that he was unable to write out the complaint
himself.

3.41.5.B.6.a.iii-Sergeant H did not complete a thorough supervisory review regarding C
allegations ofbeing battered by Sergeant B as Sergeant H failed to review the video from the
incident in question. Without gathering and reviewing the available evidence, Sergeant H
was not able to fully determine if "apparent criminal conduct" did occur or at minimum a

force incident occurred as Sergeant H was advised by C  ofthe allegation of battery by
Sergeant B toward C  The CPOA recommends a written reprimand.

V

2245-23 Sergeant H

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. tr

tr
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings of the
CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive ofholiday and weekends) of
receipt of this letter, communicate your desire to have an appeal hearing before the CPOA
Advisory Board in a signed writiag addressed to the CPOA Director. Please send your
request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103 or by email CPOA@cabq.gov. Include
your CPC number. Please note, at this time the Advisory Board is being reconfigured so no
hearings will take place until regularly scheduled meetings occur. Ifyour appeal request is
frled timely you will be notified of when your appeal will be scheduled and more
information will follow. Once normel procedures resume the appeal hearings will proceed
as specified in the Oversight Orilinance 9-4-1-10. In order for the Advisory Board to
modiff the Director's findings your appeal must demomtnte otre or more of the following:

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

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

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

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

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

do not address the issues in your complaint.

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

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

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

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

The ivilian Polic versight Agency by

Diane McDemrott
Executive Director
(50s) 924-3770

3

Sincerely,

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

CwrLr.lN Poltco Ovnnsrcnr Acnxcy

February 12,2024

COMEI"AINL
Mr. B  reported that "this kind of behavior needs to stop." Mr. B  then
provided the the following link:

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

Nl!.I 87103

www. cabq.gov

hltos://r' or(u. [re/skn nhzdARrv?si=9JKobaKOtIoSk Ev4( ),
which takes you to a YouTube video labeled "Albuquerque Police Bodycam Sergeants
Lies. Probable cause is just a hunch."

Mr. B  later reported that he believed the video spoke volumes and asked why that
type of behavior was tolerated/encouraged was beyond him.

EYIDENCI..BEYID}4EDI

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

Complainant lnterviewed: No Witness(es) lnterviewed: Yes

APD Employee lnterviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Sergeant B

Other Materials: YouTube Video

Date Investigation Completed: February 5, 2024

Via Email

Re: CPC # 245-23

I



f,INDINGS

l. Unfounded. lnvestigation classification when the invcstigato(s) determines, by clear and convincing
evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not irvolve fte subjelt officcr.

PoliciesReviewed: ProceduralOrder2.Tt.4.A.t

2. Sustrined. Inv€stigation classificatioo when the investigato(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject officer.

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

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

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Original ComplriDt. Investigation classification where rhe
in!cstigator(s) dctermines, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur that ivas nol allegcd in
the original complaint (whether CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovcred during
the invcstigation. and by a prcponderance ofthe evidence, that misconduct did occur.

6. Administralively Closed. Investigation classification rvhere the investigator dctermines: The policy
violations ofa minor nature and do not constitute a panern of misconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7
sanction, -the allegations arc duplicative; -the allegations, even if true, do not constitute misconduct or -the
investigation cannoa be conductcd bccause ofthe lack ofinformation in the complain! and fu(her
investigation would be futilc.

AdldiliuatCqoqls
2.71.4.A.1-A review olall of the OBRD Videos confirmed that prior to the incident between
C  and Sergeant B, the CPOA Investigator did not observe C  being combative
verbally or physically toward any ofthe officers on the scene or observe Sergeant B telling
C  to leave the area on several occasions. OBRD Video confirmed that Sergeant B
grabbed at C  within 5 seconds oftalking to C  then Sergeant B pulled the plastic
bag that C  was holding out o ands and then threw the plastic bag to the floor.
Approximately l7 seconds later, Sergeant B walked around the fence, walked up to C
grabbed C  left hand, and then took the brown bag(with the bottle inside) away from
C  right hand. OBRD Video confirmed that after Sergeant B saw the bottle was root
beer, he then advised C  that all C  had to do was tell Sergeant B what it was, and
then Sergeant B walked away.
A review ofthe OBRD Videos confirmed that Sergeant B violated the policy in question as

he searched and seized C  and C  property prior to completing a proper investigation
to know if C  had violated any laws. The CPOA recommends an 8 hour suspension.

V

7245-23 Sergeant B
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings of the
CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive ofholiday and weekends) of
receipt of this letter, communicate your desire to have an appeal hearing before the CPOA
Advisory Board in a signed writing ad&essed to the CPOA Director. Please send your
request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103 or by email CPOA@cabq.gov. Include
your CPC number. Please note, at this time the Advisory Board is being reconfigured so tro
hearings will take place until regularly scheduled neetings occur. Ifyour Nppeal request is
filed timely you will be notilied of when your appeal will be scheduled and more
information will follow Once normal procedures resume the appeal hearings will proceed
as specified in the Oversight Ordinance 9-4-1-10. In order for the Advisory Board to
modiS the Director's findings your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

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

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

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

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

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

do not address the issues in your complaint.

Administratively closed complaints may be re-opened if additional information becomes
available. Please provide your additional information in vriting 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. Yrrur request must be in writing and within 30 calendar
days (inclusive ofholidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter. Include your CPC number.
The review by the Chief Administative Offrcer will not delayed as it is not dependent upon the
Advisory Board.

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

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

Sincerely,
The ivilian Polic versight Agency by

Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(s05) 924-3770

3
cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CTTY OF ALBU UER UE
Crulux Por,rcp Ownsrcnt Acrxcy

February 12,2024

Via Email

Re: CPC # 245-23

COMEI.AINL
Mr. B  initially reported that "this kind of behavior needs to stop!" Mr. B

Albuquerque

NM 8710.1

www.cabq.gov

provided the following link ( httos://r'outu.he/skn nhzdARrv?si=9JKobaKOl-lo8k Ev4 ),
which takes you to a YouTube video labeled "Albuquerque Police Bodycam Sergeants
Lies. Probable cause is just a hunch."

Mr. B  later reported that he believed the video spoke volumes and asked why that
type of behavior was tolerated/encouraged was beyond him.

EYIDENCE BEYIIYEDI

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

Complainant Interviewed: Yes Witness(es) Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Sergeant H

Other Materials: YouTube Video

Date Investigation Completed: February 5,2024
I

PO Box 1293



FINT)INGS

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

2. Sustained. In'!estigation classification when the investigato(s) determines, by a prepondcrance ofthe
evidence. the alleged misconduct did occur by lhe subjed omcer.

4. Exonerlted. Invcstigation 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 policics,
procedures, or training.

Policies Reviewed: Administrative Order 3.41.5.8.6.a.iii

5. Sltslained Violation Not Based on Original Complairlt. Investigation classification where the
investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur that uas not allcged in
the original complaint (whether CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misconduct $as discovered during
the investigation, and b1 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 pattem ofmisconduct (i.e. a violation subjecl to a class 7
sanction. -the allegations are duplicative: -the allegations. even iftru€, do not constitute mixonduct: or -the
investigation canoot be conducted becausc ofthe lack ofinformation in the complain! and further
investigation would be futile.

ArldiliqlnlCseryllli
3.41.4.B.2-A review of the OBRD Videos confirmed that Sergeant H did advise C  that
he would not wdte out his complaint for him; however, Sergeant H did provide C  with
the different options C  had in order to submit the complaint. At no point during their
interaction did C  advise Sergeant H that he was unable to write out the complaint
himself.

3.41.5.B.6.a.iii-sergeant H did not complete a thorough supervisory review regarding C
allegations ofbeing battered by Sergeant B as Sergeant H failed to review the video from the
incident in question. Without gathering and reviewing the available evidence, Sergeant H
was not able to fully determine if "apparent criminal conduct" did occur or at minimum a

force incident occurred as Sergeant H was advised by C  ofthe allegation of battery by
Sergeant B toward C  The CPOA recommends a written reprimand.

a

2245-23 Sergeant H

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

Policies Reviewed: AdministrativeOrder3.4l.4.B.2

V
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings of the
CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive ofholiday and weekends) of
receipt ofthis letter, communicate your desire to have an appeal hearing before the CPOA
Advisory Board in a siped writing addressed to the CPOA Dtector. Please send your
request toP.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103 or by email CPOA@cabq.gov. Include
yow CPC number. Please note, at this time the Advisory Board is being reconfigured so no
hearings will take place until regularly scheduled meetings occur. Ifyour appeal request is
Iiled timely you will be notified of when your appeel will be scheduled and more
information will follow. Once normal procedures resume the appeal hearings will proceed
as specified in the Oversight Ordinance 9-4-1-10. In order for the Ailvisory Board to
modify the Director's findings your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

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

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

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

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

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

do not address the issues in your complaint.

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

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

If you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at http://$"$1v.cabq.pov/cpoa/survey

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

Sincerely,
The ivilian Polic ersight Agency by

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

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

3



UER UE

Crvn rnt Por,rcE OvERsrcHT AcENCY

February 22,2024

Via Certified Mail

7017 2680 0000 59sl 97s4

Re: CPC # 246-23

COMEI.AINL
On 101512023,Ms.  C  called in a complaint over the phone regarding an
incident that occuned, on 912412023 at 1715 hours. Ms. C  alleged that a report
written by Offrcer D was not completed in time about a truck threatening her on behalf of
her enemies. The case number the officer wrote doun was inconect by a digit.

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

NM 87103

www.cabq.gov

EYIDENCEAEYIEWEDi

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: Offrcer D

Other Materials: email communication

Date Investigation Completed: February 9, 2024

CITY OF ALBU

I
Albaqucrqrc - Mating Hittor! 1706-2006



l. Unfoutrded. Investigalion classification when the investigator(s) determinss, by clear and convincing
evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subjcct officer.

Policies Reviewed: 2.16.5-C. t

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

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

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

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

AddiliqeLrcaunr,rlu
The investigation determined that Officer D violated policy when the officer failed to
complete and submit the incident report for supervisory approval by the end of shift on
912412023. Officer D explained the reason for not submitting the incident report by the end
ofshift was a verbal understanding with supervisors that non-mandatory reports do not have
to be completed by the end of the shift. While Officer D may have potentially have had an
understanding with acting supervisors about submitting reports, the offtcer's actual
supervisor did not agree it was a standing, allowable practice. The policy implies express
permission is required on a case by case basis, which was not obtained this time. The ofltcer
did not have the "understanding" in writing. The CPOA recommends a verbal reprimand.

2246-23 Officer D

EINDINGS

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

tr

tr
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings ofthe
CPOA Executive Dtector within 30 calendar days (inclusive ofholiday and weekends) of
receipt ofthis letter, communicate your desire to have an appeal hearing before the CPOA
Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the CPOA Director. Please send your
request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103 or by email CPOA@cabq.gov. Include
your CPC number. Please note, at this time the Advisory Board is being reconligured so no
hearings will take place until regularly scheduled meetings occur. Ifyour appeal request is
filed tinely you will be notified of when your appeal will be scheduled and more
information will follow. Once normal procedures resume the appeal hearings will proceed
as specilied in the Oversight Ordinance 9-4-1-10. In order for the Advisory Board to
modify the Director's fmdings your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

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

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

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

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

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

do not address the issues in your complaint.

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

Ifyou have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at htlp://ilurv.cabq.gor'/cpoa,/surver'.

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

Sincerely,
The ivilian Poli versight Agency by

lh'
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(s1s) 924-3'.770

3
cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

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



CITY OF ALBU UER
CN,ILIAN POLICE OvERSIGHT AGENCY

February22,2024

Via Email

Re: CPC #250-23

CAMEI.AINf,
On 10/0612023,  F  submitted a complaint online regarding an incident that
occuned on 09/20/2023 al1430 hours. Mr. F  reported being stopped at a red light
at Eubank Boulevard and I40. The light turned green, and Mr. F  proceeded straight
in the center lane when a patrol vehicle merged into his lane, sideswiping him. A PSA
created report number 23-0075856 (711093442), but no information was provided to
identifr the involved officer or insurance information. Mr. F  wanted to know when
the issue would be resolved because the report had not been completed and/or signed, and
he wanted to resolve the tort claim filed against the City ofAlbuquerque to his
satisfaction before contacting a lawyer.

Albuquerque

N t!'l 87101

www,ca\.gov

ECIDENCEAEYIEUIDi

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

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

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Sergeant H

Other Materials: Email Communications

Date Investigation Completed: February 8,2024
I
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PO Box 1293



EINDINGI

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

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

2. Sustained. lnvestigation classilication rvhen the investigato(s) detcrmines, by a preponderance ofthc
evidence, ihe alleged misconduct did occur by the subject officer. a
3. Not Sustained. Investigation classification rvhen thc investigato(s) is unable to dctermino one way or the
other, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, whethcr the alleged misconduct either occurred or did not occur.

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

5. Susteitred Violation Not Based on Original Complaint. Investigarion classification wherc rhe
investigato(s) dete.mines, by a prcponderance ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur rhat r as not alleged in
the original complainr (whether CPC or internal complaint) but lhat other misconduct was discovered during
the iovestigation, and b) a preponderance ofthe evidence, that misconduct did occur.

6. Adminislratively Closed. lnvcnigation classification where the investigator determines: The policy
violations of a minor naturc and do not constitute a patlem of misconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7
saflction, the allegations are duplicative; -the allegations. even iftrue, do not constitute misconductt or -the
investigation carnot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complainl and funher
investigation would be futile.

Addiliqd,rCrurur$i

2250-23 Sergeant H

tr

It was determined that Sgt. H failed to review and approve report 23-007 5856 (711093442)
within three (3) work days ofthe report being submitted by the reporting PSA Sgt. H
advised that the report not being reviewed and approved was an oversight on his part, that he
was unaware that he needed to review and approve the report, that he had previous issues
accessing TraCS, that he primarily used  that he forgot to check because having a
PSA was new to the Auto Theft Unit, and because his unit didn't typically deal with crashes.
The CPOA recommended a verbal reprimand for the sustained finding

tr

tr

tr

tr



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

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

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

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

do not address the issues in your complaint.

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

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

Ifyou have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your complgting our client
survey form at http://usrv.cabq.gov/cpoa/survey.

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

Sincerely,
The ivilian Poli versight Agency by

lh,

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

You have the right to appeal this decision. If you are not satisfied with the findings of the
CPOA Executive Dtector within 30 calendar days (inclusive of holiday and weekends) of
receipt ofthis letter, communicate your desire to have an appeal hearing before the CPOA
Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the CPOA Director. Please send your
request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103 or by email CPOA@cabq.gov. Include
yow CPC number. Please note, rt this time the Advisory Board is being reconfigured so tro
hearings will take place until regularly scheduled meetings occur. Ifyour appeal request is
Iiled timely you will be notified of when your appeal will be scheduled and more
information will follow. Once normal procedures resume the appeal hearings will proceed
as specified in the Oversight Ordinance 9-4-1-10. In order for the Advisory Board to
modify the Director's finilings your appeal must demonstrate oue or more of the following:

Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(sls) 924-3770



CITY OF ALBU UER UE
Crvn nx Por,rcn OwnsrcnrAcENcY

February21,2024

Via Certified Mail

7017 2680 0000 s9sl 9792

Re: CPC # 254-23

qAMEIdINL
Ms.  M  alleged that an accident occurred, on912712023, and fifteen days later,
on l0l13l2023, the accident report was still not available. This hindered any insurance
claims, repairs, medical coverage, and lawsuits. Ms. M  wanted appropriate action
taken against the PSA, Officer, or Sergeant who was responsible for the hold-up ofthe
report as the report was not filled out the same day are required or because the sergeant
had not reviewed it within ten business days as required. In addition, Ms. M  filed a
duplicative complaint the following day.

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

NM 87r03

wrrw. cabq.gov

PVITTPNCR REVIf,'.WETI:

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

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

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Sergeant A.

glhsl LI glids; N/A

Date Investigation Completed: February 13,2024

I



EINDINGI

I . Unfoutrd€d. lnvestigation classification when the investigator(s) determines, by clear and convincing
evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involvc thc subject oflicer.

PoliciesReviewed: 2.16.5.C.1.b

2. Sustain€d. Investigation classification when thc invcstigato(s) dctermincs, by a preponderance ofthe
cvidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject omcer. V

3. Not Sustained. lnvesligation classilication when the investigato(s) is unable to determine one way or the
othc( by a prepondcrance ofthe evidence, whether the alleged misconduct eithcr occu[cd or did not occur.

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

254-23 Sergeant A

5. Susteined Violation Not Based on Original Complaitrt. 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
$e investigation, and by a preponderance ofthe evidence, that misconduct did occur.

tr

tr

tr

tr

6. Administratiyely Closed. Investigation classification where the investigator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor nature and do not constitute a pattem of misconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7
sanction, -the allcgations are duplicative; -the allegations. even if true, do not consiihrte misconducl: or -the

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

Addifioul,:C.ourircatq
After review, the investigation determined that Sergeant A, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, violated policy for failing to review/approve the accident report within tkee (3)
workdays of when the accident report was submitted. Sergeant A. was not at the scene of the

accident, as the accident happened on his day off. When he ultimately retumed from
vacation and days off, it took some time to find where the report was and its status. The
report was originally submitted by the PSA within the required time. The CPOA
recommends a verbal rePrimand.

2



You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with $e findings of the
CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of holiday and weekends) of
receipt ofthis letter, communicate your desire to have an appeal hearing before the CPOA
Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the CPOA Director. Please send your
request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103 or by email CPOA@cabq.gov. Include
your CPC number. Please note, at this time the Advisory Board is being reconligured so no
hearings will take place until regularly scheduled meetings occur. Ifyour appeal request is
filed timely you will be notifred of when your appeal will be scheduled and more
information will follow. Once uormal procedures resume the appeal hearings will proceed
as specified in the Oversight Ordinance 9-4-l-10. In order for the Advisora Board to
modify the Director's findings your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

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

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

If you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
suniey form at htto://r.wlu'.cabo. ov/c ooalsurveII

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

Sincerely,
tc versight Agency by

Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(s05) 924-3770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

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

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

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

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

do not address the issues in your complaint.

The



UER UE
Cnrr,rm Por,rcr Ownsrcnr AcENCY

February 22,2024

Via Certified Mail

7017 2680 0000 59s1 9785

Re: CPC # 259-23

SOMII.AINL
Ms. S  reported that she was charged with aggravated battery and wasn't given an
opportunity to put her side on the record. Ms. S  reported that it was an unfair and
incomplete investigation that cost her thousands ofdollars to defend herself. Ms.
S  reported that there was no follow-up investigation from the preliminary officer.
Ms. S  reported that the elements ofthe crime charged were never proven before
submitting the charges. Ms. S  reported that ilthe officers had completed a

fair/complete investigation and follow-up, they would have discovered that it was a
self-defense case. Ms. S  reported that there was no proper chain ofcustody and
no photos of possible injuries.

PO Box 129-l

Albuqucrque

NM 87103

wrrw.cabq.gov

IJIDENCI.BEILYEDT

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

Complainant Interviewed: Yes Witness(es) Interviewed: No

APD Employee lnterviewed: No

APD Employee Involved: Oflicer K

Other Materials: Evidence.com and  43

Date Investigation Completed: February 16,2024

CTTY OF ALBU

I



FTNNINGS

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

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

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

PoliciesReviewed: ProceduralOrder2.60.4.D.l

Policies Reviewed: Procedural Order 2.8.4.G

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

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

AddiliqeLCoeur4lu
2.60.4.D.1-After a review ofthe OBRD videos and the video evidence that was uploaded to
evidence.com, the CPOA Investigator did not observe a difference in the two videos, per the

complaint. During the interview, Offrcer K provided valid responses in reference to his
reasons for not interviewing Ms. S  the charge against Ms. S  the reason he

did not ask for or need any more video, and not having photographs ofthe reported injuries.
Officer K conhrmed that he had enough Probable cause for his decisions based on what he

saw. After a review of APD SOP's, the CPOA Investigator could not locate any SOP that
advised that an officer must interview all parties in reference to a Misdemeanor charge when
an officer had already established probable cause for charges.

2.8.4.G-Officer K failed to label the videos in question as evidence and did not label the
videos under the case number in question, therefore not properly categorizing his videos in
Evidence.com per policy. The CPOA recommended a written reprimand and additional
training for the SOP violation.

V

2259-23 Officer K

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

tr

a

tr



You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings of the
CPOA Executive DLector within 30 calendar days (inclusive of holiday and weekends) of
receipt ofthis letter, communicate your desire to have an appeal hearing before the CPOA
Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the CPOA Director. Please send your
request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103 or by email CPoA@cabq.gov. Include
yow CPC number. Please note, at this time the Advisory Board is being reconfigured so no
hearings will take place until regularly scheduled meetings occur. ffyour appeal request is
filed timely you will be notified of when your appeal will be scheduled and more
information will follow. Once normal procedures resume the appeal hearings will proceed
as specified in the Oversight Ordinance 9-4-1-10. In order for the Advisory Board to
modi$ the Director's fmdings your appeal must demonstrete one or more of the following:

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Sincerely,
Poli versight Agency by

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

3
cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

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

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

The



UER
Cn'ILTAN PoLrcE Ownsrcnr AcENcY

February 22,2024

Via Certified Mail

7017 2680 0000 s9s1 978s

Re: CPC # 259-23

PO Box 129 3 COMEI.AINL
Ms. S  reported that the supervisor signing offon the charges document didn't
check for complete documentation as there was no documentation of an attempt to
contact Ms. S  Ms. S  reported that there was no interview of the witness
on the report, nor was there identification ofother witnesses on the scene.

Albuquetque

NM 8710.1

www.ca\.gov

EYIDENCLBEI4EWD.I

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

Complainant Interviewed: Yes Witness(es) Interviewed: No

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Sergeant M

Other Materials: Evidence.com and  43

Date Investigation Completed: February 16,2024
I

CITY OF ALBU UE



EINDINGI

PoliciesReviewed: ProceduralOrder2.80.4.M.4

L Unfounded. Investigation classification when the investigato(s) d€termines, by clcar and convincing
evidcnce, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did nol involvc thc subject officcr.

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

3. Not Sustained, Invesligation classification when thc invcstigator(s) is unable to determinc one way or the
othcr. by a preponderance ofthe cvidence, whether the allcged misconduct either occurred or did not occur.

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

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

6. Administratively Closed. tnvestigation classification whcre the investigator detcrmines: The policy
violations of a minor naturr and do not constitute a pattem of misconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7
sanction, -the allegations are duplicative; -thc allegations, even iftrue. do not constitutc misconduct; or -the
investigation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complainl, and further
investigation would be futile.

Additiq[rlcoElIsllli

a

2

tr

tr

tr

tr

2.80.4.M.4-After a review of the interviews and the information gathered throughout the
investigation, the CPOA Investigator did not note any violations ofSOPs by Sergeant M.
The elements necessary to issue the summons were sufficiently documented.

259-23 Sergeant M



You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings ofthe
CPOA Executive Dkector within 30 calendar days (inclusive of holiday and weekends) of
receipt ofthis letter, communicate your desire to have an appeal hearing before the CPOA
Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the CPOA Director. Please send your
request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103 or by email CPOA@cabq.gov. Include
your CPC number. Please note, at this time the Advisory Board is being reconfigured so no
hearings will take place until regularly scheduled meetings occur, Ifyour appeal request is
filed timely you will be notilied of when your appeal will be scheduled and more
information will follow. Once normal procedures resune the appeal hearings will proceed
as specified in the Oversight Ordinance 9-4-l-10. In order for the Advisory Board to
modify the Director's findings your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

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

the investigation; or,

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

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

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

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

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

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

Sincerely,
1C ersight Agency by

Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(s0s) 924-3770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

The



UER UE

Cnrl.r^cs PoLrcE Ovrnstcnr Acf,NCy

February 22,2024

Via Certified Mail

70t7 2680 0000 5951 9785

  
  

Re: CPC # 259-23

PO Box 1293 COMEI.AINL
Ms. S  reported that there was no supplemental report from the female offrcer on
the original call. Ms. S  reported that the female offrcer identified the one who
battered her daughter and provided tampered video evidence against Ms. SAlbuquerque

NN{ tt7l0.l

www.cabq.gov

EYIDENCT.BEYIEWEDT

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

Complainant Interviewed: Yes Witness(es) Interviewed: No

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Offrcer Z

Other Materials: Evidence.com and  43

Date tnvestigation Completed: February 16, 2024

CITY OF ALBU

I



FINT)INGS

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

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

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

Policies Reviewed: Procedural Order 2. l6.5.B.l.k.i

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

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

6. Administratively Clos€d. Investigation classification where the investigator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor naturc and do not constitute a pattern of misconduct (i.c. a violation subject to a class 7

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

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

Addiliq[4coD.Es[lli
2.16.5.8.1.k.i-Although it was confirmed that Officer Z did not complete a supplemental
report and obtained B  daughter's information and the evidence from B
daughter, the information Officer Z did gather from Brandy's daughter was available to view
on CAD#P230500179. It should also be noted that Officer K noted in his report how the
evidence went into the agency's possession and what the evidenca was, per policy.

It should also be noted that B  daughter advised officers that she did not witness the
incident in question as she was in another room.

V

2259-23 Ofhcer Z

tr

tr

tr



You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings of the
CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive ofholiday and weekends) of
receipt ofthis letter, communicate your desire to have an appeal hearing before the CPOA
Advisory Board in a signed writing ad&essed to the CPOA Director. Please send your
request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103 or by email CPOA@cabq.gov. Include
your CPC number. Please note, at this time the Advisory Board is being reconfigured so no
hearings will take place until regularly scheduled meetings occur. Ifyour appeal request is
filed timely you will be notified of when your appeal will be scheduled and more
informrtion 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 denonstrate one or more of the following:

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

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

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

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

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

do not address the issues in your complaint.

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

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

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

Sincerely,
The ivilian Polic versight Agency by

lh,
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(s0s) 924-3770

3
cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



UER

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

Nlr{ 87101

www.ca\.gov

Crvrlr.Lx PoLICE Ovnnsrcnr AcENCy

February 22,2024

Via Email

  

Re: CPC # 261-23

CAMS.AINL
Mr.  H  alleged that Officer S displayed rude and dismissive behavior that
was grossly unprofessional toward him when he responded to his home regarding a
camper parked in front ofhis house, in which the occupants had been dealing drugs.

Mr. H  was not interviewed for investigation after attempts to contact him, which
proved negative. Mr. H  only provided an email address. On 1012912023,the
investigator. emailed Mr. H  requesting a phone number for a later interview. On
11312024, the investigator sent a letter via email asking if Mr. H  wanted to
participate in the investigation and to contact the investigator within seven days.

EYIDENCEIEYIEWEDi

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

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

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Officer S.

Other Materials: Mr. H  security video

Date Investigation Completed: February 15,2024

CITY OF ALBU UE

I



F'INT)IN(;S

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

PoliciesReviewed: l.l.5.A.l

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

3. Not Sustained. Investigation classification uhen the investigato(s) is uoablc to determine one way or the
other, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, whether the alleged misconduct eithcr occurred or did not occur.

PoliciesReviewed: l.l.6.C.l

4. Eroneratcd. Investigation classilication where the investigator(s) dctermines. by a prepondcrance ofthe
evidence, that allcged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies,
procedures, or training.

5. Sustained Violation Not Bascd ort Original Complaint. Investigation classificarion where the
investigator(s) detcrmines, by a preponderance ofthe evidence. misconduct did occur that was not alleged in
the original complaint (whether CPC or internal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovered during
the investigation, and by a preponderance olthc evidence, that misconduct did occur.

6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classification where the investigator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor nature and do [lo! constitute a pancm of misconduct (i.c. a violation subject to a class 7
sanction. -the allegations are duplicative: -the allcgations. oven ifuuc, do not constitute misconducti or -the
investigation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complainl, and further
investigation would be futile.

&ldiliqlrLCruusrtli
1.1.5.A.1 The investigation determined that Officer S violated policy during his interaction
with Mr. H  when he reacted emotionally to Mr. H  behavior and made two
sarcastic 
1.1.6.C.1 Offrcer S fulfilled the other aspects of his job duties within policy when he did not
do as Mr. H  insisted. Officer S'actions of citing the vehicle were appropriate and the
circumstances did not warrant a demand for the vehicle to move.
The CPOA recommends an 8 hour suspension for the conduct violation.

2

{

261-23 Officer S.

tr
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tr



You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings ofthe
CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive ofholiday and weekends) of
receipt ofthis letter, communicate your desire to have an appeal hearing before the CPOA
Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the CPOA Director. Please send your
request toP.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103 or by email CPOA@cabq.gov. Include
your CPC number. Please note, at this time the Advisory Board is being reconfigured so no
hearings will take place until regularly scheduled meetings occur. Ifyour appeal request is
filed timely you will be notified of when your appeal will be scheduled and more
information will follow. Once normal procedures resume the appeal hearings will proceed
as specilied in the Oversight Ordinance 9-4-1-10. In order for the Advisory Board to
modi$ the Director's lindings your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

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

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

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

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

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

do not address the issues in your complaint.

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

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

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

Sincerely,
The ivilian Pol ight Agency by

[h,
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(sos) 924-3770

3
cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

NN.t 87103

wrxw. cabq.gov

CrvrLrAN PoLrcE OvERSIGHT AcENCY

Via Email

Re: CPC # 262-23

COMEI.AINf,
On 1013012023, the CPOA received Civilian Police Complaint 202 3-000262 via
BlueTeam (lAPro) regarding an incident that occurred on 1012712023.  R
reported that an officer in patrol vehicle A4l was using a cellular telephone to text and
driving slower than traffic. Mr. R  aftempted to contact the officer; the officer used
the PA to tell Mr. R  to mind his own business.

EYIDENCI.BEYIIUDi

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 G

Other Materials: Email Communications, Map, Snips, & Operator Recording

Date Investigation Completed: February 12,2024

I
Albuqucrqae - Maliag Hbtory 170&2006

February28,2024



FIND INGS

l. Unfounded. Inv€stigation classification when the investigato(s) determines, by clear and convincing
evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subjcct oflicer.

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

Policies Reviewed: 1.1.5.A.1 (Conduct) & 2.5.4.A.3 (Depanment Vehicles)

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

4. Exonerated. Investigation classification where the invcstigator(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, Sustsin€d Violation Not Based on Original Complaint. Investigation classification where the
investigato(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in .

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

6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classification wher€ the invcstigator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor natur€ altd do not constihrte a pattem of misconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7
sanction, -the allegations are duplicative; -the allegations, even if true, do not constilute misconduct; or -the
investigation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complaint, and further
investigation would be futile.

Addiliqlelcoanellli
It was determined that the timeline and location made it limitedly possible for the reported
misconduct to occur, but there was insufficient evidence to determine this by a
preponderance of the evidence. The additional information, which included the description of
the patrol vehicle, the mention ofan ambulance, and the description ofthe o{Iicer, added to
the likeliness that Officer G was the ofTicer present. However, factors such as the officer did
not process a CYFD call that day around that time and the information provided by Mr.
R  to the operator and the investigator had some inconsistencies, such as what was said
by Officer G, if the officer was texting or talking on the telephone, and if the windows were
up or down.

2262-23 Officer G
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings of the
CPOA Executive Dkector within 30 calendar days (inclusive ofholiday and weekends) of
receipt ofthis letter, communicate your desire to have an appeal hearing before the CPOA
Advisory Board ina signed writing addressed to the CPOA Director. Please send your
request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103 or by email CP0A@cabq.gov. Include
your CPC number. Please note, at this tine the Advisory Board is being reconligured so no
hearings will take place until regularly scheduled meetings occur. Ifyour appeal request is
filed timely you will be notified of when your appeal will be scheduled and more
information will follow. Ouce normal procedures resune the appeal hearings will proceed
as specilied in the Oversight Ordinance 9-4-1-10. In order for the Advisory Board to
modify the Directorrs findings your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

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

If you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at htto://wrnv.cabo.eor'/c DOa/su rvev

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

Sincerely,
The ivilian Polic versight Agency by

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

l
cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

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

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

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

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

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

do not address the issues in your complaint.

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



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

I'O Box 1293

Albuquerque

NN,t 87103

www.cabq.gov

CTvILIAN PoLICE OvERSIGHT AGENCY

February29,2024

Via Email

COMPIAINE
On 1012612021,  D  submitted a complaint regarding an incident that occurred
on0812412021at 14105 La Mesita Road Northeast during the "afternoon. " Mr. D
reported no specific allegations of misconduct on the complaint form. IUr. D
reported no specific APD personnel and stated, "Up to 15 dffirent police fficers and as
many os 6 al one time. " Mr. D  indicated in the "What outcome are you seeking"
section that he wanted an unconstitutional restraining order from 2021 dismissed.

EYIDENCE BEYIEUED:

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

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

APD Employee Interviewed: N/A

APD Employee Involved: Not Applicable

Other Materials: Email & Mail Communications

Date Investigation Completed: February 26,2024
I

Re: CPC # 265-23



FI NDTNGS

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 ofllcer.

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

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

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

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

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

AddilioulCqEnrrlu
Mr. D  was unresponsive to the request for contact, so additional information could not
be gathered. It was determined that the investigation be Administratively Closed because it
could not be conducted because ofthe lack ofverifiable information in the complaint, and
further investigation would be subjectively guessing as to the complaint's issues ofconcern.
Additionally, no evidence ofa violation in reference to this complaint was discovered during
the review ofthe available evidence. The information provided by Mr. D  regarding
the incident at 14105 La Mesita Road Northeast on 0812412021 was not accurate. There were
only two officars, not fifteen, and there was no mention ofa restraining order.

2265-23 Not Applicable
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A) The fmdings by the Director had no explanation that would lead to the conclusion made; or,

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

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

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

do not address the issues in your complaint.

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

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

Ifyou have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at http://!w1'r\'.cabq.gov/cpoa./survey

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

Sincerely,
The ivilian Polic versight Agency by

Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(s1s) 924-3770

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings ofthe
CPOA Executive Dfuector within 30 calendar days (inclusive ofholiday and weekends) of
receipt ofthis letter, communicate your desire to have an appeal hearing before the CPOA
Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the CPOA Dtector. Please send yow
request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103 or by email CPoA@cabq.gov. Include
your CPC number. Please note, at this time the Advisory Board is being reconfigured so no
hearings will take place until regularly scheduled meetings occur. Ifyour appeal request is
filed timely you will be notified of when your appeal will be scheduled and more
information will follow. Once normal procedures resume the appeal hearings will proceed
as specilied in the Oversight Ordinance 9-4-1-10. In order for the Advisory Board to
modif the Director's lindings your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

J



CITY OF ALBU UER
CTvIInx PoLICE O\ERSIGHT AGENCY

February 29,2024

Via Email

Re: CPC # 266-23

COMEI.AINL
On 1012612023,  D  submitted a complaint regarding an incident that occurred
on 1011912023 at Maverik. Mr. D  reported that an unknown male pepper sprayed
him and then pursued him on foot and in a vehicle. Mr. D  threw a rock toward the
male; the male drew a firearm and pointed it directly at him. The male holstered the
firearm, continued to pursue Mr. D  and "got on his phone. " Mr. D  ran to a
vehicle he believed to be a witness and asked ifthey were his witness. "Tfie driver u'as
strangely holding his phone as though recording me not the real dttacker or *hole story.
I wenl lo the herck of that t'ehicle and lhere u'as no license plate for ml,polential
v'itness." Mr. D  continued West but the male did not,

PO Box 129-3

Albuqucrque

Nl\l 87101

www.ca\.gov

IJIDENCI.BEXIEEEL

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

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

APD Employee lntewiewed: N/A

APD Employee Involved: Not Applicable

Other Materials: Email & Mail Communications

Date Investigation Completed: February 23,2024

UE
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EINDINGI

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

3. Not Sustained. Investigation classification rvhen thc 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. Exolrerated. lnvestigation classification where the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies,
procedures. or training.

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Original Complaint. Investigation 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 was discovered during
the investigation, and b1'a prcponderance ofthe evidence. that misconduct did occur.

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

AddiliqelCsensbi
It was determined that the investigation be Administratively Closed because it could not be
further conducted due to the lack ofverifiable information in the complaint, and additional
investigation, absent more information, would be ineffective.

2266-23 Not Applicable

l. Unfounded. Investigation classification when the investigator(s) determines, bl clear and convincing
evidence. that alleged misconduct did not occur or did no( involve the subject ofllcer. tr

tr

tr

a



You have the right to appeal this decision. Ilyou are not satisfied with the findings ofthe
CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive ofholiday and weekends) of
receipt ofthis letter, communicate your desire to have an appeal hearing before the CPOA
Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the CPOA Director. Please send your
request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103 or by email CPoA@cabq.gov. Include
your CPC number. Please note, at this time the Advisory Board is being reconfigured so no
hearings will take place until regularly scheduled meetings occur. Ifyour appeal request is
filed timely you will be notifred of when your appeal will be scheduled and more
information will follow. Once normal procedures resume the appeal hearings will proceed
as specified in the Oversight Ordiuance 9-4-1-10. In order for the Advisory Board to
modi$ the Director's findings your appeal must demotrstrate one or more of the following:

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

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

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

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

do not address the issues in your complaint.

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

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

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

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

Sincerely,
The ivilian Polic versight Agency by

Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(s1s) 924-37'70

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police
3



CTTY OF ALBU UER UE

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

NNI 87103

wrvwcabq.gov

Crvu,lls PoLICE OvERsrcHT AcENCY

February28,2024

To File

Anonymous

Re: CPC # 269-23

EYIDENCE.BEYIEWEDI

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

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

APD Employee lnterviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Lieutenant T

Orher Materials: Email Communications & Organizational Charts

Date lnvestigation Completed: February 12,, 2024

I

COMEI.AINL
On 10130/2023, Anonymous submitted a complaint online to the Civilian Police
Oversight Agency (CPOA) regarding an incident that occuned on 09/1012023 at 0800
hours. Anonymous reported that Lieutenant T was in charge ofand overseeing her
brother, a cadet at the APD Police Academy, but failed to disclose the familial
relationship in violation of APD policy and procedures.



FINI)INGS

PoliciesReviewed: l.l.7.D.l (Conduct)

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

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

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

4. Exonerated. Investigation classification where the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, that alleged conduct in the undcrlying 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) dctermines, by a prcponderance ofthe evidence. misconduct did occur that was not allcged in
the original complaint (whethcr CPC or intcmal complain0 but that other misconduct was discovered durinS
the investigation, and by a preponderance ofthe evidence. that misconduct did occur.

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

Additiqlllconusrtli
I . L7.D. I : It was determined that Lt. T did not conduct herself in a prohibited manner with
respect to any personal relationship that, in reality, or appearance, suggested improper
influence between two or more Department employees or the direct supervision, evaluation,
audit, investigation, including the discipline ofany Department personnel whereby employee
and supervisor were involved in a personal relationship or who were related. Lt. T disclosed
her familial relationship with her sibling, Cadet T, to Commander V. Commander V
confirmed that the disclosure by Lt. T to him of her familial relationship with Cadet T was
not required. As the lieutenant over the advanced training program, Lt. T did not have
influence or direct supervision over APD personnel in the basic training program.

2269-23 Lieutenant T
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings of the
CPOA Executive Dtector within 30 calendar days (inclusive ofholiday and weekends) of
receipt ofthis letter, communicate your desire to have an appeal hearing before the CPOA
Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the CPOA Director. Please send your
request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103 or by email CPoA@cabq.gov. Include
your CPC number. Please note, at this time the Advisory Board is being reconfrgured so no
hearings will take place until regularly scheduled meetings occur. Ifyour appeal request is
filed timely you will be notified of when your appeal will be scheduled and more
information will follow. Once normal procedures resume the appeal hearings will proceed
as specified in the Oversight Ordinance 9-4-l-10. In order for the Advisory Board to
modify the Director's findings your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

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

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

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

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

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

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

If you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at htto://uu'rv.cabq.gov/cpoa/surl'ev.

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

Sincerely,
The Civilia

tl,tu

n Polic versight Agency by

lh,
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(s0s) 924-37't0

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

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

3



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

PO Box 129.1

Albuquerque

Nl\{ 8710,1

w*w. cabq.gov

CrvrLrAN Por,rcE, Ownstcgr AGENCY

February 29,2024

Via Email

Re: CPC # 315-23

COVPt.ArXf,

 A  reported that he had deployed a drone at a homicide scene on 0710312023.
Mr. A  reported that CSS N violated his First Amendment rights, violated the APD
onlookers' policy, and sought out, harassed, and created hostility toward him and/or ABQ
Raw. CSS N stopped gathering evidence, summoned other officers, pointed to the sky,
advised the drone's presence via radio to dispatch, and ran around to uncaring oflicers,
informing them of the drone's presence. CSS N did not point out and advise dispatch of
the presence of other media outlets' drones.

EXIDLMEBEYIEWEDi

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

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

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: CSS N

Other Materials: Unit History, Videos, Pictures, FAA Rules, & Email Communications.

Date Investigation Completed: February 8,2024
I

Albuqnmluc - lrlahing Hi*o4' l7l)6-2006



FIN NINGS

Policies Reviewed: l. 1.5.C.3 (Conduct) & 2.33.4.C.1 (Onlooken)

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.

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

3. Not Sustained. Invesiigation classification $hen the investigato(s) is unable to determine one way or the
other. b) a preponderance ofthe evidence, whether the alleged misconduct either occurred or did not occur.

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

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

6. Administratively Closed. Inlestigation classification where the invostigator dctermines: The policy
violations ofa minor nature and do not constitute a pattem of misconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class ?
saflction, -the allegations are duplicativc: -the allegations, even if true. do not constitute misconduct; or -the
investigation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complaint, and funher
investigation ivould be futile.

Addiliq.[slcaEEr,rlli
I .1.5.C.3: It was determined that CSS N did not act officiously, act with malice, abuse her
lau{ul authority, or permit her personal feelings, animosities, or friendships to influence her
official decisions on 07 /03/2023. CSS N documented via radio transmission and OBRD the
perceived safety issues and FAA violations regarding a drone operated by Mr. A  and at

the direction ofher supervisor. The action was to be taken regarding all non-APD drone use

over crime scenes and was not specific to Mr. A  or ABQ Raw. APD personnel and Mr.
A  confirmed that he had the only drone in the area.

2.33.4.C.1: It was determined that CSS N did not hinder Mr. A  ability to onlook. Mr.
A  was not asked or ordered by CSS N or by anyone on her behalfto land the drone,
stop recording, stop viewing, relocate, or leave the scene on 07103/2023. CSS N is not
considered swom personnel, which a substantial amount of 2.33 is directed at; therefore,
those sections do not apply to her. Mr. A  was recording a crime scene and not a public
encounter or contact, which a substantial amount of 2.33 is directed at; therefore, those
sections do not apply to lhe situation.

a
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the frndings ofthe
CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive ofholiday and weekends) ol
receipt ofthis letter, communicate your desire to have an appeal hearing before the CPOA
Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the CPOA Director. Please send your
request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103 or by email CPOA@cabq.gov. Include
your CPC number. Please note, at this time the Advisory Board is being reconfigured so no
hearings will take place until regularly scheduled meetings occur. Ifyour appeal request is
frled timely you will be notifred of when your appeal will be scheduled and rnore
information will follow. Once normal procedures resume the appeal hearings will proceed
as specilied in the Oversight Ordinance 9-4-l-10. In order for the Advisory Board to
modify the Director's frndings your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

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

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

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

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

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

do not address the issues in your complaint.

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

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

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

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

Sincerely,
The ivilian Polic versight Agency by

lk,
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(50s) 924-3770

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police
3



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

NM 87IOJ

www.ca\.gov

Crvn r,l.x Poltcn Ownsrcrrr AGENCY

February 29,2024

Via Email

 

COMEIAINL
Mr. Anonymous (B ) called the CPOA on lll2/20241o rcport that he observed a lapel
video of a male police offrcer who had pulled over a womarL Ms.  G
on a traffic stop for speeding. Mr. Anonymous (B ) said that when the officer asked
Ms. G  for her insurance and registration, Ms. G  told the offrcer her vehicle
was stolen. Then, the officer opened her door, pulled her out, put her in handcuffs, and
arrested her. Even though Ms. G s vehicle was not actually stolen, Mr.
Anonymous (B ) wanted to know why the officer did not release her from the arrest
since her vehicle was not stolen and only concemed himself with the traffic stop.

EYIDENCLBEYII&EDI

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

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

APD Employee Interviewed: NiA

APD Employee Involved: n/a

Other Materials: intemet search KOB4 news story

Date lnvestigation Completed: February 28, 2024
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Re: CPC # 010-24
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l. Unfound€d. Investigation classification when the investigato(s) determines, by clear and convincing
evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subject omc€r-

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

3. Not Sustailled. Investigation classification when the investigato(s) is unable ro dete.mine one way o( the
other, by a prcponderance ofthe evidence, whethsr the allcged misconduct either occurred or did not occur.

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

6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classification whcrc the investigator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor nature alld 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 misconducti or -the
investigation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complainl and further
invcstigation would be futile.

AddiliqIelcaEllfll$
The traffic stop incident Mr. Anonymous (B ) referred to was from a news story reported
by KOB4 News. The traffic stop incident that escalated into an alrest occurred on 8/712023.

KOB4 ran the story on 1012612023.

This case was administratively closed because the traffic stop incident involved officers from
the Bemalillo County Sheriffs Office (BCSO), not officers from the Albuquerque Police
Department. During the interview, Mr. Anonymous (Bob) was informed that the CPOA only
investigates Albuquerque Police Department officers.

The following is the link to the news story:

https://www.kob.com/new-mexico/albuouerque-metro/4-investisates-albuqgerque-mom-anesled-after-trallic-st
oFescalateV

2
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010-24 n/a

4. Exonerated. Investigation classification where the investigator(s) determines, by a prcponderance ofthe
evidence, that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did 

'lot 
violate APD policies,

procedures, or training.
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings ofthe
CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive ofholiday and weekends) of
receipt ofthis letter, communicate your desire to have an appeal hearing before the CPOA
Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the CPOA Director. Please send your
request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103 or by email CPOA@cabq.gov. Include
your CPC number. Please note, at this time the Advisory Board is being reconfigured so no
hearings will take place until regularly scheduled meetings occur. Ifyour appeal request is
filed timely you will be notified of when your appeal will be scheduled and more
information will follow. Once normal procedures resume the appeal hearings will proceed
as specified in the Oversight Ordinance 9-4-1-10. In order for the Advisory Board to
modi$ the Director's findings your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

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

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

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

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

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

do not address the issues in your complaint.

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

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

Ifyou have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at http://!wl,\ .cabq.pov/cpoa/survey.

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

Sincerely,
The ivilian Police versight Agency by

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

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBU UER
CnryLLc.N Por,ICE OvERsrcHT AcENCy

February 29,2024

Via Email

Re: CPC # 021-24

COMEI.AINL
On0113012024,  S  submitted a complaint via email to the Civilian Police
Oversight Agency (CPOA) regarding an incident that occurred on 0112412024 at 0204
hours. Ms. S  reported that her minor child was under the influence ofalcohol and
involved in a vehicle crash. Ms. S  wanted to know why she was not notified as

the parent/legal guardian ofthe minor child and the vehicle owner. Ms. S  wanted
to know why medical attention wasn't sought for her daughter. Ms. S  wanted to
know why her daughter wasn't arrested being she had a " BAC of .16 " Ms. Sanacino
wanted to know why her daughter was released to an adult other than her parent.

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

Nl!,! 87103

www.ca\.gov

UE

IJIDENCEBEYILiSIEDT

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

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

APD Employee Interviewed: N/A

APD Employee Involved: Not Applicable

Other Materials: Email Communications, Citations, & Additional DWI Documents.

Date lnvestigation Completed: February 14,2024

I
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EINDINGT

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

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

3. Not Sustained. Invesligation classification when the invcstigato(s) is unable to determine one way or the
other, by a preponderance ofthc evidence, whether the allegcd misconduct either occuned or did not occur.

4. Exon€rated. Invesligation classification where thc investigator(s) determines, by a prepondorance ofthe
evidence, that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies,
procedurcs, or training.

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

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

AddiliqlrlcseuraEi
This complaint investigation was Administratively Closed because the complaint was
withdrawn, and no evidence ofa violation in reference to this complaint was discovered
during a review ofavailable evidence. Ms. S  did not understand police procedures in
this situation, but after speaking with the CPOA Investigator her questions and concems
were addressed.

a

2021-24 Not Applicable
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings ofthe
CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive ofholiday and weekends) of
receipt of this lefter, communicate your desire to have an appeal hearing before the CPOA
Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the CPOA Dhector. Please send your
request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103 or by email CPOA@cabq.gov. lnclude
your CPC number. Please note, at this time the Advisory Board is being reconfigured so no
hearings will take place until regularly scheduled meetings occur. Ifyour appeal request is
liled tirnely you will be notifred of when your appeal will be scheduled and more
information will follow, Once normal procedures resume the appeal hearings will proceed
as specified in the Oversight Ordinance 9-4-f-10. In order for the Advisory Board to
modify the Director's frndings your appeal must demotrstrate one or more of the followingl

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

the investigation; or,

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

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

do not address the issues in your complaint.

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

If you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survev form at http://rwr,r'.cabq .eov/cDoa/surveY.

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

Sincerely,
The ivilian Poli rsight Agency by

Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(sls) 924-3770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief ofPolice

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



UER UE
Crvu.r.lx Poncn Ovnnstcur Acrxcy

February29,2024

Via Certified Mail

7017 2680 0000 5951 9846

 

Re: CPC # 031-24

PO Box 129.1 EAMEAINL
On 0211312024,  M  submitted a complaint via telephone to the Civilian
Police Oversight Agency (CPOA) staffregarding an incident that occurred on 10110/2023
at 1630 hours. Ms. M  reported that Offrcer A arrested her son, L
G  but he wasn't a criminal. Ms. M  reported that her brother, Joe
M , knew Offrcer A and told her, "Let's see how you get out of this one."

Albuquerque

NM 87103

wwwcabq.gov

EYIDEIJCLBEXIEIEDT

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

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

APD Employee Interviewed: N/A

APD Employee Involved: Not Applicable

Other Materials: Email Communications & News Reports

Date lnvestigation Completed: February 23, 2024

I

CITY OF ALBU



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 oflicer.

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

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

4. Exonerated. lnvestigation classification wher€ thc investigato(s) determines, by a prepondcra[ce ofthe
evidence, that alleged conduct in thc undcrlying complaint did occur bul did not violate APD policies,
procedures, or training.

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Original Complaint. Investigation classification whcre the
investigato(s) detenhines, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur that was riot alleged in
the original complaiot (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. Invesligation classification where the investigator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor naturc and do not constitute a panem of misconduct ( i.c. a violation subject to a class 7
sanction, -the allegations are duplicative; -thc allegations, even iftrue, do not constitute misconduct; or -the
investigation cannol be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complaint, and funher
investigation would be futile.

AddiliqlrlCogu!!$i
This case was Administratively Closed because the investigation determined that L
G  was arrested by the New Mexico State Police, over whom the CPOA has no
investigative jurisdiction or authority, and without the assistance ofthe Albuquerque Police
Department.

a

20ll-24 Not Applicable

FINDTNGS
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings ofthe
CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive ofholiday and weekends) of
receipt ofthis letter, communicate your desire to have an appeal hearing before the CPOA
Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the CPOA Director. Please send your
request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103 or by email CPoA@cabq.gov. Include
your CPC number. Please note, at this time the Advisory Board is being reconfigured so no
hearings will take place until regularly scheduled meetings occur. Ifyour appeal request is
filed tirnely you will be notified of when your appeal will be scheduled and more
information will follow. Once normal procedures resume the appeal hearings will proceed
as specified in the Oversight Ordinance 9-4-l-10. In order for the Advisory Board to
modify the Director's frndings your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

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

the investigation; or,

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

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

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

do not address the issues in your complaint.

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

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

The review by the Chief Administative Offrcer will not delayed as it is not dependent upon the

Advisory Board.

Ifyou have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at lrttp://urwv.cabcl.gov/crroa/survev.

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

Sincerely,
The ivilian Polic versight Agency by

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

3
cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police
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