
 

Civilian Police Oversight Agency 
 
 

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

PO Box 129-l

Albuquerque

Nlt{ 87103

www-cabq.gov

Cn,ILIAN PoI,TcT OWnSIGHT AGENCY

July 13,2026

Via Email

Re: CPC # 026-26

COMELAINT,

Ms. L  reportcd that she and her partner were detained and questioncd without being
read thet Miranda rights. She questioned her partner's arrest and implied that he was
wrongfully arrested and profiled. She alleged that officers watched her child go to the

bathroom and that offtcers went through her apartment without a wanant. She alleged
that officers told her they would search her car and leave it for her, and then towed it. She

alleged that she was not given a tow sheet or a warrant to search her vehicle. She also

reported that she reached out to Officer M and his Sergeant multiple times to request a
callback about her vehicle, but they did not return her calls. This is a brief summary of
the complaint.

EIDENCI.BEYIEII.Di

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

Complainant Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee lnterviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Officer M

Other Materials: Email Communications

Date Investigation Completed: July 7, 2026

CAD Report(s): Yes

Witness(es) Interviewed: No
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FINDINGS

Policies Reviewcd: l.l.5.A.4, 2.71.4.A.1 & 1.4.4.B.1.a

l. Unfounded. Investigation classification when the investigator(s) determines, by cleat and convincing

evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did rlot involve lhe subjecl officer.

2. Sustrined. Investigation classification wfien the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance oflhe
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject omcer.

3. Not S$trined. Investigatioo classilication when the investigato(s) is unable to determine one way or the

other, by a prcponderance ofthe evideoct, u'hether the alleged misconduct eithet occuned or did not occul.

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Origin8l 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 misconduct was discovered during

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

AddinqlelC.a[nr.rlu
1.1.5.A.4 Ms. L  was identified as a witness and not under suspicion. Therefore, Miranda

Wamings were unnecessary for her. Officer M was unaware of multiple attempts by Ms.

L  to reach him later. Officer M did not escort Ms. L  nor was present when her

daughter used the restroom. OBRDs showed no requests were made to close a door and the

accompanying olTicer was not facing them. OBRDs showed the tow sheet was left under the

door. The car search warrant was left in the car. 2.71.4.A.1 OBRDs showed Officer M did

not conduct searches. Searches did not start until the warrants, but officers secured the areas.

OBRDs showed Ms. L  was not detained and asked questions for three hours. The

officers spoke with her, including gathering basic information, advising her on next steps,

and accompanying her into the residence to collect items. I .4.4.B.1 .a Officer M only made

an arrest based on probable cause, including verifiable facts reported by the reporting party.

Unrelated factors were not considered in the decision. Note: Videos confirmed no rings were

removed during the vehicle search.

1

4. Exonerrted. lnvestigatioo classification wherc the investigato(s) determines, by I preponderance ofthe

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

procedures, or training.
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6. Admi[istrrtiyely Closed, tnvestigation classification where the investigalor determines: The policy

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

sanction. -the allegations 8re duplicativel -the allegations, even iftrue, do nol constitute misconducti ot -the

investigation cannot b€ conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complaint. snd funhe.

investigation would be futile.
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings and/or
recommendations of the CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
hotidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter, communicate your desire to have an

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

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

communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Board's next regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt ofthe
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modif the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more ofthe following:

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

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

of discretion; or

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

Administratively closed complaints maybe re-opened if additional information becomes

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

listed above.

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

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

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

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

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

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

Administrative Officer is independent of the Advisory Board.

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

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

accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

--s>'

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

0*' t7/
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(sqs) 924-3770



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

CTVILIAN PoLICE O\TRSIGHT AGENCY

\tly 13,2026

Via Email

 
 

Re: CPC # 026-26

l']() Box 129-l

Albuquerque

NN,l 87103

www.cabq.gov

EYIDENIF.BEYII.UI,Dr

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

Complainant lnterviewed: Yes

APD Employee lnterviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Sergeant S

Other Materials: Email Communications

Date Investigation Completed: July 7, 2026

COI4EIdINL

Ms. L reported that she and her partner were detained and questioned without being
read their Miranda rights. Shc questioned her partner's arrest and implied that he was

wrongfully arrested and profiled. She alleged that officers watched her child go to the

bithroom and that officers wcnt through her apartment without a walrant. She alleged

that officers told her they would search her car and leave it for her, and then towed it. Shc

alleged that she was not givcn a tow sheet or a warrant to search her vehicle. She also

reported that she reached out to Officer M and his Sergeant multiPlc times to request a

callback about her vehiclc, but they did not return her calls. This is a brief summary of
the complaint.

CAD Report(s): Yes

Witness(es) lnterviewed: No
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FINNINGS

PoliciesReviewed: 1.1.5.A.4,2.71.4.A.1 & 1.4.4.B.1.a

l. Unfounded. lnvestigation classification when the investigator(s) detemines, by clear and convincing
evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subject olIicer. a
2. Sustai[ed. Investigation classification when the investigator(s) delermines, by a prepondemnce ofthe
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject omcer.

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

other, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, whether the alleged misconduct €ither occured ol did not occut.

4. Eronersled. tn\estigation classificalion where the investigato(s) determines. by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, that alleged conduct in the unde.lying complairlt did occur bul did not violate APD policies,

procedures, or training-

6. Administrrtively Closed. Investigation classilication where the investigator determines: The policy

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

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

i[vestigation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complaint 8nd further

investigation would be futile.

AdditiolllCqeEellr
1.1.5.A.4 Ms. L  was identified as a witness; therefore, Miranda Warnings were

unnecessary for her. Sgt. S informed the detective of Ms. L  question about the

vehicle's status. Sgt. S had no case responsibility beyond the initial call. A policy
recommendation is being made due to once a vehicle is searched there is no specified time

frame to advise the owner per policy. Sgt. S did not escort her, nor was he present when the

child used the bathroom. Officers needed to balance preventing tampering with evidence and

privacy. The accompanying officer turned away.2.7l.4.A.l OBRDs showed that searches

did not begin until the warrants for the residence were issued. She was informed why the

vehicle needed to be searched. I .4.4.8.1 .a Sgt. S did not arrest, but the decision was based on

probable cause, including verifiable facts reported by the reporting party. Unrelated factors

were not considered in the decision.

z026-26 Sergeant S

I
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5. Sustrined Violstion Not Brsed on Original Complaint. Investigation classification where the

investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur thal was not alle8ed in T--l
the original complaint (whethe. CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misconduct uas discovered during I I

the investigation, and by a preponderance ofthe evidenc€, that misconduct did occur.
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings and/or
recommendations of the CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter, communicate your desire to have an

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

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

communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Board's next regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt ofthe
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modifo the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

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

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

of discretion; or

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

Administratively closed complaints maybe re-opened if additional information becomes

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

listed above.

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

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

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

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

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

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

Administrative Officer is independent of the Advisory Board.

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

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

accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

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

l

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF AIBU UER UE

Albuquerque

Nlvl 87103

www.cabq. gov

Crvrr,r.lr.l PoLrcE Ovnnsrcnr Acnxcy

J:u,ly 14,2026

Via Certified Mail

    
  

Re: CPC # 039-26

COMBI,AINL

On03/0512O26, BethahyWoodward submitted an online complaintto the Civilian Police
Oversight Agency (CPOA) regardlng an incident that occurred on 0310417025 al L3f0
hours. Ms. W  indicated that she was involved in a crash on t2/2912O25 that
escalated into a disturbance. The individuals were advised that a summons would be
issued regarding the disturbance, and Officer D issued Ms. W  a citation for an
insurance violation. Officer D incorrectly documented all of Ms. W
information, including her email address and telephone number.Ms. W
contacted the court on the assigned dale (oL/2o/2026), and was advised that there was
no record associated with that date. Officer D again failed to appear on 03104/2026,
resulting in the case being dismissed.

EYIDENCT.BEYIESED

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 D

Other Materials: Emails, complainant video, payroll, citation, and military orders

Date Investigation Completed: June 12,2026

PO Box 1293

Albuqucrquc - ltlahiag History 170G2006



EINDING:

l. Uofounded. Investigation classification when the investigalor(s) determines, by clear and convincing
evidence, that alleged misconducl did not occur or did not involve the subject oficer.

Policies Re viewed: Proce dural Order 2.40.5.8. Lb; & Procedural Ord,er 2.76.4.A.3.a.iii

2. Sustaincd. lnvestigatiorl classification when the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance olthe
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by lhe subject oIficer.

3. Not Sust8incd. lnvestigation classification when the invesligato(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. Exo[crsted. Investigation classification where the investigato(s) determines. by a prepondemnce ofthe
evidence, that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies.
procedures, or training.

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

6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classification rvhere the investigator determines: I-he policy
violations ofa minor natuae and do not constitute a paftem of misconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7
sanction. -the allegations are duplicative: -the allegations. even iftrue, do not constitute misconduct: or -the
investigation cannot be conducted because ofihe lack ofinformation in the complain! and further
investigation would be futile.

Additiglel,rCennlltlr
2.40.5.8.1.b - The evidence showed Officer D did not ask Ms. W  for her contact
information. The OBRD showed she did not receive the information from the PSA and
instead entered inaccurate contact information on the citation. The CPOA recommends a
verbal reprimand.
2.76.4.A.3.a.iii - It was determined that Officer D failed to notify the court of her military
leave or schedule conflict. Since the officer did not submit a P-30 or otherwise notiry the
court her non-appearance resulted in the dismissal ofthe case. She advised the reason for not
submitting the paperwork, but the reasons were insufficient to override policy. The CPOA
recommends a written reprimand.
A policy recommendation was made regarding the tracking of citations submitted.

V
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039-26 Officer D
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings and/or
recommendations of the CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter, communicate your desire to have an
appeal hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM E7103, or
by email to CPoA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Board's next regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt of the
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modifu the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

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

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

of discretion; or

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

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

listed above.

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

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

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

111

Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(s0s) 924-3770

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

J



CITY OF AIBU UER UE

l']O Box 1293

NN,r tr7l03

www.cabq.gov

CTVILIAN PoLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

J,lly 27,2026

Via Email

Re: CPC # 041-26

COMEIAINL

On 0310912026, M  C  submitted a complaint to the Civilian Police Oversight
Agency (CPOA) stafffor an incident on 03/04/2026 between 1500 and 1530 hours at
5408 2nd Street Northwest. lt was reported that Ms. C  tumed herself in at a
substation regarding an outstanding felony warrant. Prior to doing so, her mother called
the substation and informed a secretary on 03/0412026 at approximately 1000 hours that
Ms. C  would need an ASL interpreter. Ms. C  was never provided with an

interpreter or paper and a writing utensil, and the need for an interpreter was never
relayed to the jail.

EYIDEIAF.BEYIE&ED-r

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

Complainant Interviewed: Yes Witness(es) Interviewed: lsg

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Officer H

Other Materials: Email communications and NM Courts Records

Date Investigation Completed: July 16,2026

Albuquerque

I
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EINDINGS

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

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

PoliciesReviewed: 2.8.5.A

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on O ginal Complairt. Investigation classification \r'here the
iflvestigator(s) det€rmines. by a prcponderance ofthe evidence. misconduct did occur that lvas not alleged in
the original complaint (whether CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovered during
the investigation. and by a preponderance ofthe evidence. that misconduct did occur.

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

Addilialelcennfrlli
2.8.5.A: It was determined that Officer H failed to activate his OBRD during this law
enforcement encounter. The report was submitted timely, but the approval process took
longer. Once the report is submitted and approved by the supervisor there is not a specific
time line in policy for processing by Records. Officer H did not have an interaction other
than the search prior to custody, he was not involved in being a subject for the conduct
concems and Ms. C  had no complaints regarding APD personnel. Her concerns were
focused on court and certain interactions at thejail, which CPOA does not have jurisdiction
over.
The CPOA recommends an 8 hour suspension.

2041-26 Officer H

4. Exoneratcd. Investigation classification where the investigator(s) determines! by a preponderance ofthe
evidenc€. that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did oot violate APD policies,
procedures. or training.
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings and/or
recommendations of the CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter, communicate your desire to have an
appeal hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103, or
by email to CPOA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Board's next regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt ofthe
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modi$ the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

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

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

of discretion; or

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

Administratively closed complaints maybe re-opened if additional information becomes

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

listed above.

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

request a review of the complaint by the City's Chief Administrative Officer by sending a lefter
to the Office of the Mayor, P.O. Box 1293. Albuquerque, NM 87103. Your request must be in

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

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

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

accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

n1
f)iane McDermott
Executive Director
(s0s) 924-3770

l

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF AIBU UER UE

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

NM 87103

www.cabq.gov

CTVILIAN POLICE C)YERSIGHT AGENCY

July 27,2026

Via Email

Re: CPC # 041-26

COMEIAINL

On 03109/2026, M  C  submitted a complaint to the Civilian Police Oversight
Agency (CPOA) stafffor an incident on 03104/2026 between 1500 and 1530 hours at

5408 2"d Street Northwest. lt was reported that Ms. C  turned herself in at a

substation regarding an outstanding felony warrant. Prior to doing so, her mother called

the substation and informed a secretary on 0310412026 at approximately I 000 hours that
Ms. C  would need an ASL interpreter. Ms. C  was never Provided with an

interpreter or paper and a writing utensil, and the need for an interpreter was never

relayed to the jail.

EYIDENCE-BEYIEJUEDI

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

Complainant Interviewed: Yes Witness(es) Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee lnterviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Officer Q

Other Materials: Email communications and NM Courts Records

Date Investigation Completed: July 16,2026

Albuqucrquc - lvlaLing Hi*or1 l7o6-20
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F'INI)INGS

Policies Reyiewed: 1.1.5.A.1 & 2.18.4.C.2.a

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

2. Sustaitred. Investigatioo 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 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. lnvestigation classification where the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did flot violate APD policies.
paocedures, or training.

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Original Complaint. lnvestigation classification where the
investigator(s) determines. by a preponderance ofthe evidence. misconduct did occur that was not alleged in
the original complaint (whether CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovered during
the investigation. and by a preponderance ofthc 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 pattern ofmisconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7

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

AddiliolalCoulsllri
1.1.5.A.1: Ms. C  had no complaints regarding APD personnel. Her concerns were
focused on court and certain interactions at the jail, which CPOA does not have jurisdiction
over. Ms. Montes perceived the officer as "kind offirm and a little rude." A review ofthe
video evidence showed that Officer Q treated the public with respect, courtesy, and
professionalism at all times during this incident.
2.18.4.C.2.a: lt was determined that Officer Q was not conducting an investigation during his
interaction. Ms. C  was taken into custody for transport based on a felony warrant, and
was not interviewing or interrogating her as a subject or a victim, so an ASL interpreter was
not required per policy. To accomplish the transport effective communication occurred
between an officer's limited knowledge of ASL and Ms. Chavez's ability to read lips. Video
evidence confirmed jail staff were informed about Ms. Chavez's hearing disability by
department personnel, and any alleged misconduct by jail staff did not involve Officer Q.
The report was submitted timely, but the approval process took longer. Once the report is
submitted and approved by the supervisor there is not a specific time line in policy for
processing by Records.

041-26 Officer Q 2
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings and/or
recommendations of the CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter, communicate your desire to have an
appeal hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103, or
by email to CPOA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Board's next regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt ofthe
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modiS the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

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

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

of discretion; or

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

Administratively closed complaints maybe re-opened if additional information becomes

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

listed above.

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

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

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

accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

t7l
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(sos) 924-3770

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

CryrLrAN PoLICE OvERsrcHT AcENCy

\tly 22,2026

Via Email

  

Re: CPC # 045-26

COMEI.AINT

On03/1912026, J  S  submitted an online complaint to the CPOA regarding
incident 260017602 that occurred on02/2811971at 2030 hours at 712 Pacific Avenue
Southwest. Ms. S  reported that the associated report had not been completed and
felt that the officer felt bothered by being at the crash.Albuquerque

NM 87r03

www.cabq.gov

EVTIIF'.NCE'. REVI['-WF'TI :

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

Complainant Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee lnvolved: PSA B

Other Materials: Email Communications.

Date lnvestigation Completed: June 30,2026

CAD Report(s): Yes

Witness(es) Interviewed: Yes

Albuquoquc - Ma*iag Hittolt 1706-2006

PO Box 1293

1



FINDINGS

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

PoliciesReviewed: 2.16.5.C.1 (Reports)

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

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

5, Sustained ViolatiorI Not Based on Original Complaint. [nvestigation classificarion where the
investigator(s) determines, 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 was discovered during
the invesligation. and by a preponderance ofthe evidence. that misconduct did occu..

Ms. S  misidentified the primary PSA when she identified PSA C as responsible for
the report and accident investigation, it was PSA B. Video evidence showed PSA B did not
commit any of the alleged conduct violations made against PSA C. However, it was
determined that PSA B failed to complete and submit the crash report by the end ofhis shift.
PSA B did not inform a supervisor that he would be unable to complete and submit the report
by the end ofhis shift. PSA B did not receive authorization from a supervisor to delay the
completion and submission ofthe report beyond the end ofhis shift. The CPOA recommends
a written reprimand.

1045-26 PSA B

tr

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

Additional Comments:

tr



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

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

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

of discretion; or

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

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

listed above.

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

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

Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(s0s) ez4-3770

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

0^ t1/



CTTY OF ALBU UER

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

NM 87103

C['rLrAN PoLrcE OvERSTGHT AGENCY

Jrly 22,2026

Via Email

  

Re: CPC # 045-26

CQMEI.AINL

On0311912026, J  S  submitted an online complaint to the CPOA regarding
incident 260017602 that occurred on02/2811971at 2030 hours at 712 Pacific Avenue
Southwest. Ms. S  reported that the associated report had not been completed and
felt that the officer felt bothered by being at the crash. When interviewed she alleged her
husband was asked questions about sobriety, was not asked about his well-being, refused
to provide the other driver's information, and walked away while her husband was still
speaking.

EYIDENCf.BEYIEWEDi

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

Complainant Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: PSA C

Other Materials: Email Communications.

Date Investigation Completed: June 30,2026

Albuqucrquc - lllaking Hittor! 1706-2006

UE

www.cabq.gov

CAD Report(s): Yes

Witness(es) Interviewed: Yes

I



F'INDINGS

PoliciesReviewed: L1.5.A.4(Conduct)

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

2. Sustained. Investigation classification wh€n the investigator(s) determines. by a preponderance ofthe
evidence. the alleged misconduct did occur by the subjecl officer.

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

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

4. f,xonerated. Investigation classilication where the invesligato(s) determines. by a preponde.ance ofthe
evidence, that alleged conduct in the undc.lying complaint did occur but did flot violate APD policies,
procedures, or tmining.

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Originrl Compl8iot. Investigation classification where the
investigato(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in
the original complaint (\\'hether CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misconduct \r'as discovered during
the inrestigation, and by a prepondemnce ofthe evidence, that misconduct did occur-

6. Admi[istrrtiv€ly Closed. lnvestigation classification whete the investigatot dete.mines: The policy
violations ofa minor nature and do not constitute a pattem ofmisconduct (i.e, I 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 fulile.

AddiliqdrcoEEsbi
1.1.5.A.4: Video evidence showed that PSA C did not commit any of the allegations as

reported by the Sandoval's. He had no interaction with her and very little with Mr. S
including the questioning ofhis sobriety. PSA C had no investigative role and was not
responsible for the associated report. A review ofthe videos showed that no APD personnel

seemed bothered by being at the incident, were standoffish, inquired about Ms. Sandoval's

substance use, were asked about the other involved individuals' insurance information, or
walked away when being spoken to.

a

2045.26 PSA C

tr

tr

tr



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

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

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

ofdiscretion; or

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

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

listed above.

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

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

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

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

tu
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(s0s) 924-3770

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



UER

CI},ILIAN P0LICE OYERSIGHT AGENCY

l,iy 27,2026

Via Certified Mail

   
 

Re: CPC # 048-26

COI4ETAINL

On 0312412026. M  C  submitted a telephone complaint to the Civilian Police
Oversight Agency (CPOA) regarding an incident that occurred or.03ll5/2026 at 2231
hours at 4th Street Northwest and Copper Avenue Northwest. Mr. C  reported that
Sergeant G escalated the incident by the way he spoke to him and by surrounding him.
He asked Sergeant Gto call a CIT officer to the scene, at which point Sergeant C laughed.
Sergeant G said he was CIT-Iicensed and refused to request a CIT o{Icer. Mr. C
advised that he was on the telephone with his mother, Jacqueline C  who could hear
Sergeant G escalating the situation. He believed Sergeant G spoke down to his mother
regarding her insurance company providing a physical copy ofthe

I'O Box l29J

Albuqucrqut

NM 87101

wlvw. cabq.gov

[.,VlNI'NCR RRVT'W['IT:

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 G

Other Materials: Email Communications, Citations, and Statutes/Ordimnces

Date Investigation Completed: July 13,2026

Alhquaquc - Mahitg Hntorl 1706-2006

CITY OF ALBU UE

I



FINDTNGS

PoliciesReviewed: 1.1.5.A.4

l. Unfounded. Investigation classification when the invesligator(s) determines, by clear and convincing
evidence. that alleged misconduct did not occur or did mt involve the subject oflicer. V
2. Sustained. Investigation classification when the iDvestigator(s) determines. by a prcponderance ofthe
evidence. the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject officer.

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

1.1.5.A.4; It was determined that Sergeant G did not violate any APD policy when he refused
to call a CIT officer to the scene. Mr. C  requested a CIT officer, but there were already
two CIT officers on scene who independently did not observe any waming signs of a mental
health crisis. Neither CIT-certified officer thought that Mr. C  was suicidal, homicidal,
hallucinating, delusional, or demonstrating any extremely odd behavior that would warant a
CIT call out. Sergeant G was not rude to Mr. Castillo's mother on the phone call, and he
never spoke down to her. There was no evidence submitted or reviewed suggesting that
Sergeant G escalated the situation. OBRD footage provided clear and convincing evidence
that he made multiple attempts to deescalate the situation with Mr. C  and failed when
Mr. C  remained angry and upset about his vehicle ultimately being towed for no proof
of insurance or registration.

048-26 Sergeant G

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

T

tr

tr

tr
5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Original Complaint. Investigation classification where the
investigator(s) determines. by a preponderance ofthe evidence. misconduct did occur that Nas 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. AdrDinistratively Closed. lnvestigation classification ,$here the investigator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor nature and do not constitute a paftem ofmisconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7
sanction. -the allegations are duplicative; -the allegations. even iftrue. do not constitute misconduct; or -the
investigation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack of informalion in the complaint, alld further
investigation would be futile.

Addiliaut-Cannr,rtii

tr



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

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

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

ofdiscretion; or

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

Administratively closed complaints maybe re-opened if additional information becomes

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

listed above.

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

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

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

t1i
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(s}s) 924-3770

J

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chielof Police

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



CITY OF AIBU UER UE

Cn'ILIAN PoLICE OvERsrcHT AcENCy

luly 27,2026

   

Re: CPC # 048-26

COMPIAINL

On 0312412026, M  C  submitted a telephone complaint to the CPOA
regarding an incident that occurred on 0311512026 at 2231 hours at 4th Street NW and

Copper Ave. NW. Mr. C  reported that Officer M yelled at him to roll down the
window and yanked on his door. Officer M escalated the incident by the way he spoke
with him. He asked Officer M to call a CIT olTicer to the scene, but he said that he was
CIT licensed, and refused to request a CIT officer. Mr. C  advised that he was on the
telephone with his mother, Jacquetine C  who could hear Officer M escalating the
situation. Mr. C  called 9l I because he was having a mental breakdown, but Officer
M said he would charge him with 9l I abuse.He reported that he was targeted by Officer
M because of a negative past experience.

I'O Box 1293

Albuqucrque

NM 87103

www.cabq.gov

Via Certified Mail

IJIDTACF.BEYIEEED;

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

Complainant Interviewed: Yes Witness(es) Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee lnvolved: Officer M

Other Materials: Email Commuuications, Citations, and Statutes/Ordinances

Date lnvestigation Completed: July 13,2026
I

Albuqacrqu - Making Hi*or1 1706-2006



FINDINGS

PoliciesReviewed: 1.1.5.A.4; 1.1.5.C.2

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

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

4. Exonerated. Investigation classification where tl't investigator(s) deterrnines, by a prepondemrce ofthe
evidence, that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate ApD policies,
procedures, or training.

1.1.5.A.4; lt was determined that Officer M did not violate any APD Policy and treated Mr.
C  with respect and courtesy during this traffic stop. It appeared that Mr. C  was
hostile towards Officer M from the very first point ofcontact. Despite multiple efforts by
Officer M to have a civil conversation with Mr. C  the situation only worsened when
Mr. C  challenged Officer M to a physical fight. Mr. C  appeared to be the
aggressor, as captured on multiple OBRD recordings. Officer M appeared to appropriately
disengage from Mr. C  when all of his attempts to de-escalate the situation failed.
1.1.5.C.2; It was determined that Officer M did not target Mr. C  for a past negative
contact. There was no evidence submitted or reviewed that would suggest Mr. C  had
ever been contacted by Officer M, or filed any lawsuits against him or the ApD. Mr. C
alleged that he had been targeted by the APD because ofa past negative contact with Officer
M. However, Mr. C  was initially pulled over for following too closely to another
vehicle, and it was only after the initial stop that the primary officer determined that Mr.
C  did not have proof of insurance, registration, or equipment violations.

{

048-26 Officer M

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

T

T

5, Sustained Violation Not Based on Original Complaint. Investigarion classification w.hcre the
investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe evidence. misconduct did occur thot uas nor alleged in
the original complaint (whether cPC or intemal complaint) but that other miscondud was disco'ere<l during L_l
the investigation, and by a preponderance ofthe evidence, that misconduct did occur.

6. Administratively Closed. lnvestigation classification where the investigator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor nature and do not constilute a paftem ofmisconduct (i.e. a violation subjcct to a class 7
sanction. -the allegations are duplicativel -the allegations, even iftrue. do noi constitute misconduq: or -the L__-l
investigation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complainl. and further
investigation would be futile.

Additional Comments:

2



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

l) A policy was nisapplied in the evaluation of the con, plaint;

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

of discretion; or

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

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

listed above.

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

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

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

tu
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(s0s) 924-3710

J

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF AIBU UER UE

CTvILIAN PoLICE OvERSIGIIT AGENCY

Ju,ly 27,2026

Via Certified Mail

  
 

Re: CPC # 048-26

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

NM 87103

www.cabq.gov

COMEIaAINL

On 03124/2026, M  C  submitted a telephone complaint to the CPOA
regarding an incident that occurred on 03/15/2026 at 2231 hours at 4th St. NW and
Copper Ave. NW. Mr. C  reported that he was pulled over by Officer S, who
illegally towed his vehicle. His vehicle was unregistered, but insured. Officer S asked
him to roll down his window, which he did. He advised that the officers had their minds
set on what they wanted, that they were assholes, and that they did not give him the
option to have his vehicle towed on his own. Mr. C  advised that Officer S was rude
to Ms. C  while speaking with her on the telephone due to his tone when telling her
that she had five minutes to send him the insurance information.

IJIDEIJCE"BEYIESDT

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

Complainant Intewiewed: Yes Witness(es) Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Officer S

Other Materials: Email Communications, Citations, and Statutes/Ordinances

Date Investigation Completed: July 13,2026

1

Albuqucrquc - lllaking H*tor7 l7O6-2OOG



FINDINGS

PoliciesReviewed: 1.1.5.A,4

2. Sust&incd. Investigation classification when the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence. the alleged mismnduct did occur by the subject officer.

3. Not Sustrined. lnvestigation classification lvhen the investigato(s) is unable to determine one wa, or the

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

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

PoliciesReviewed: l.l.6.C.l

5. Sustrined Violrtion Not Brsed on Origi]lel Complsint. Inv€stigation classification where the
inveltigator(s) determines. by a preponderanc€ ofthe evidence, misconduct did ocour that was not alleged in
the originalcornplaint (whether CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misconduct \ras discolered during
the investigation. and by a preponderance ofthe evidcnce. that misconduct did occur.

6. Administr8tivcly Closed. Investigation classilication where lhe investigalor determines: The policy
violations ofa minor nature and do not coNtitute a pattem ofmiscooduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7

sanction, -dle allegations are duplicative; -the allegalions, even if true. do not constitule misconduct; or _the

investigation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complaint, and furthcr
invcstigalion \Iould b€ futile.

Addiliqrelcqupf,rtli

048-26 Officer S

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

tr

tr

1.1.5.A.4; It was determined that Officer S was not rude to Ms. C  on the phone. He did
not illegally tow Mr. Castillo's vehicle or wrongfully deny Mr. C  the right to use a

private tow company. Discretion and circumstances are considered for a private tow. The
vehicle was towed due to a lack ofproof of insurance. Officer S issued citations for
violations within the scope of his authority. The OBRD footage provided clear and

convincing evidence that he was not rude to anyone during this encounter and conducted
himself in a professional and courteous manner.
l.t.6.C.l; The incident report was not completed by the end of shift. The tow sheet and
citations had missing clerical elements. For these issues the CPOA recommends a written
reprimand.

1



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

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

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

of discretion; or

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

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

listed above.

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

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

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by
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Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(s05) 924-3770

J

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



UER UE

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

NM 87103

CTVILIAN P0LICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

htly 31,2026

Via Email

 

Re: CPC # 050-26

COI4ELAINL

On March 31,2026, V  R  filed a complaint with the Civilian Police Oversight
Agency (CPOA) regarding an incident that occurred on 0211212026 at approximately
1900 hours. She reported inaccuracies in crash report 260014760, which incorrectly
stated that her vehicle struck the other vehicle when she was T-boned and misrepresented
the number of occupants in both vehicles. Despite her repeated attempts to address these
issues, she received no response.

EYIDENCf.BEYIE$IEDI

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: PSA A

Other Materials: Email Communications, Sharebase evidence, tow-in report and SOP 2-16

Date Investigation Completed: July 9, 2026

I

CITY OF ALBU

www.cabq.gov

Albuqroque - lllakixg Hittory 17O6-2006



EINDINGI

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

Policies Reviewed: General Order l.l.6.C.l

2. Sustailled. Investigation classification when the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject offic€r.

3. Not Sustained. lnvestigation classification when the investigator(s) is unable to determine ofle 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 dfthe
evideflce. that alleged conduct in th€ underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies,
procedures, or training.

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Originsl Complaint. Investigation classification where the
inlesligator(s) determines. by a preponderance ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur that was not all€ged in
the original complaint (whether CPC or int€mal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovered during
the investigation, and by a preponderance ofthe evid€nce, that misconduct did occur.

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

Additional Comments:

It took PSA A 27 days to complete and submit her report. PSA A stated she did not have
permission from her supervisor to delay the report. Her supervisor reported he gave PSA A
permission to delay the completion of her report past the end of her shift, but also reported
he told her to tum it in as soon as possible. The length of time would not be considered
efficient. The report inaccuracies consisted ofthe wrong numbers of individuals in each car,
inaccurate accident location and type, and damage documentation issues. Additionally, no
witness information was documented. PSA A was aware Ms. R  was trying to reach
her while she was out on leave, but she did not respond to the emails and did not call her.
The PSA did not arrange for other options with a supervisor to address Ms. R
concerns. The CPOA recommends a written reprimand.

2
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050.26 PSAA



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

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

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

of discretion; or

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

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

listed above.

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

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

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

3

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

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF AIBU UER UE

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

NM 87103

wwrv cabq. gov

CNILIAN POLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

tuly 31,2026

Via Email

Re: CPC # 050-26

COMPI,AINT:

On March 31,2026, V  R  filed a complaint with the Civilian Police Oversight
Agency (CPOA) regarding an incident that occurced on 0211212026 at approximately
1900 hours. She reported inaccuracies in crash report 260014760, which incorrectly
stated that her vehicle struck the other vehicle when she was T-boned and misrepresented
the number of occupants in both vehicles. Despite her repeated attempts to address these
issues, she received no response.

IJIDENCF-BEYIEI{ED-r

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

Complainant Interviewed: Yes Witness(es) Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: PSA B

Other Materials: Email Communications, Sharebase evidence, and tow-in report

Date Investigation Completed: July 9, 2026

I

Albuqu*quc - Makirg Hittorf 1706-2006



EINDINGI

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 Sustsined. Investigation classification vr'hen the investigator(s) is unable to determine orle 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 AID policies.
procedures, or training.

Policies Reviewed: Procedural Order2.48.4.8.1.c

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

a

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

Additional Comments:

PSA B did not have a role in investigating the crash or completing the report narrative. A
review of the tow sheet showed PSA B did not complete an inventory and obtain the
wrecker's signature for the red 2019 Ford four-door passenger car. The CPOA recommends
an 8 hour suspension.

z050.26 PSA B

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. I I
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings and/or
recommendations of the cPoA Executive Director within J0 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter, communicate your desire to have an
appeal hearing before the cPoA Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM g7103, or
by email to CPOA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Board's next regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt of the
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modiff the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

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

of discretion; or

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

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

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

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

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(s0s\ 924-3770

l

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

tu



UER UE

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

NM 87103

w*",,r. cabq. gov

CTVILIAN PoLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

htly 31,2026

Via Email

Re: CPC # 050-26

COMEI,AINT,

On March 31,2026, V  R  filed a complaint with the Civilian Police Oversight
Agency (CPOA) regarding an incident that occuned on 021'1212026 at approximately
1900 hours. She reported inaccuracies in crash report 260014760, which incorrectly
stated that her vehicle struck the other vehicle when she was T-boned and misrepresented
the number of occupants in both vehicles. Despite her repeated attempts to address these
issues, she received no response.

EYIDENCI.BEYIEYEDi

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

Complainant Interviewed: Yes Witness(es) Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee lnterviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: PSA V

Other Materials: Email Communications, Sharebase evidence, and tow-in report

Date Investigation Completed: July 9, 2026

Albuqucquz - Mahirg Hntury 1706-2006

CITY OF ALBU

I



FINI)INGS

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

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

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

PoliciesReviewed: 2.48.4.8.1.c

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

Y

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

Addiliolal-Cqnuellri
PSA V did not have a role in investigating the crash or completing the report narrative.
However, a review ofthe tow sheet showed PSA V did not complete an inventory nor obtain
the wrecker's signature for the white 2021 Kia four-door sedan. The CPOA recommends an
8 hour suspension.

2050-26 PSAV

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

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

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

of discretion; or

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

Administratively closed complaints maybe re-opened if additional information becomes

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

listed above.

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

request a review of the complaint by the City's Chief Administrative Officer by sending a letter
to the Office of the Mayor, P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103. Your request must be in
writing and within 30 calendar days (inclusive of holidays and weekends) of receipt of the

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

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

accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

n/

l

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(50s) 924-3770



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

CTVILIAN PoLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

htly 31,2026

Via Email

Re: CPC # 050-26

PO Box l29f

COMELAINT.

On March 31,2026, V  R  filed a complaint with the Civilian Police Oversight
Agency (CPOA) regarding an incident that occurred on 0211212026 at approximately
1900 hours. She reported inaccuracies in crash report 260014760, which incorrectly
stated that her vehicle struck the other vehicle when she was T-boned and misrepresented
the number of occupants in both vehicles. Despite her repeated attempts to address these
issues, she received no response.

Albuquerque

NM 87103

www.cabq.gov

EYIDENCE-BEYIEYEDI

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

Complainant Interviewed: Yes Witness(es) lnterviewed: Yes

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee tnvolved: Sergeant G

Other Materials: Email Communications, Sharebase evidence and email screenshots

Date Investigation Completed: July 9, 2026

I

Albuqucrqw - )llahing Hirtory 1706-2006



EINDINGI

Policies Reviewed: General Order 1 .l .6.C. I

L Unfounded. Investigation classification when the investigator(s) determines, by cleat and convincing
evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did rct involve lhe subject oflicer.

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

3. Not Sustrinsd. Inve$igation classification when lh€ investigato(s) is unable to determine one way or the

othe., by a preponderance ofthe evide[ce, whether the alleged misconduct either occuned or did not occur.

4. Eronersted. lnvestigation classification where the investigato(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe

evideoce, that alleged conducl ir the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD poticies,

procedures, or training.

5. Sustrined Violrtion Not Brsed on Original Complsitlt. InYestigation classification rvhete the

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

the oritinal complaint (whether cPC or htemal complaint) but thal other misconduct was discovered during

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

6. Administrstively Closed. Investigation classification where the investigator delermines: The policy

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

sanction, -the allegations are duplicalive: -the allegations, even iftrue, do not constitute misco[ductl or -the

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

investigation would be futile.

AdditiaElrcsErcrft
It was determined, based on the evidence reviewed and interviews conducted, that although

from a customer service aspect returning calls would be preferred, no policy required APD

personnel to retum the public's requests for a callback. It is unknown if messages were

ielayed to him via communications. Sergeant G stated he was unaware calls were being

made specifically for him. Email attempts were not delivered because Ms. R  had his

emaiI address incorrect.

2050-26 Sergeant G
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings and/or
recommendations of the CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter, communicate your desire to have an
appeal hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.0. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103, or
by email to CPOA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Board's next regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt ofthe
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modi$ the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

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

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

of discretion; or

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

Administratively closed complaints maybe re-opened if additional information becomes

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

listed above.

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

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

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

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

tu
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(s0s) 924-3770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CTTY OF ALBU UER UE

Crvtlran PoLICE OtrRSrcHT AcENCy

J',tly 14,2026

Via Certified Mail

7021 09s0 0002 0443 6290

 
   

  

Re: CPC # 072-26

CAMEIAINL

On 51812026, G  L  submitted a complaint to the Civilian Police Oversight Agency
(CPOA) regarding an incident that occurred on 412712026.Mr. L  reported , he had

contact w/Officer R, for a call placed by R l, who reported he was being loud &
saying certain things when the officer arrived. Mr. L  reported Officer R incorrectly
reported the sequence of events, was lying and was dishonest.

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

NM 87103

www. cabq.gov

DYIDENCENEYIEYEDi

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

Complainant Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee lnvolved: Officer R

Other Materials: Email Communications

Date Investigation Completed: June 26,2026

CAD Report(s): Yes

Witness(es) Interviewed: N/A

Albuq*rquc - lllabing Hittory 1706-2006

I



FINDINGS

PoliciesReviewed: 1.1.5.A.4 (PublicWelfare)

l. Utrfoulded. Investigation classification when the investigato(s) determines, by clear aIId convincing
evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subject omcer. Z
2. Sustrined. Investigation classification when the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject omcer.

3. Not Sustsined. lnvestigation classiftcation when rhe 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.

5. Sustsined Violrtion Not Based on Origintl Complsint. Investigation classification rvhere the

investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, misconduct did occut 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 ofthc evidence, that misconduct did occur.

6. Administratively Closcd. Investigation classification where the investigator determinesl The policy

violations ofa minor nafurc and do not coostitute a panem ofmisconduct (i.e aviolalion subject to aclass 7

sanction. -the all€gatioN are duplicative; .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.

AddiliqrlrCqulrcr$i
The evidence showed that Officer R did not engage in an unprofessional manner; he spoke to

Mr. L  respectfully, even during tense moments. Officer R's report reflected an accurate

summary of the incident related to the reported misconduct, which his OBRD video

corroborated.

072-26 Officer R

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

procedures, or tlaining.
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings and/or
recommendations of the CPOA Executive Director within J0 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter, communicate your desire to have an
appeal hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103, or
by email to CPOA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Board's next regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt of the
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modify the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

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

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

of discretion; or

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

Administratively closed complaints maybe re-opened if additional information becomes

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

listed above.

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

request a review of the complaint by the City's Chief Administrative Officer by sending a letter
to the Office of the Mayor, P.O. Box 1293. Albuquerque, NM 87103. Your request must be in
writing and within 30 calendar days (inclusive ofholidays and weekends) of receipt of the

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

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

accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

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

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CTTY OF ALBU UER UE

CLLTAN PoLrcE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

luly 22,2026

Via Email

 

Re: CPC # 146-25

PO Box 129-3

Albuquerque

NN{ 87r03

www. cabq.gov

DYIDENCI.BEYIESaEDT

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

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

APD Employee Intervi ewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Officer P

Other Materials: Email Communications and court cases

Date lnvestigation Completed: November 6, 2025

Albuqucrquc - Making Hirtoq 170G2006

COMPJ.AINL

On07/1112025, A  N  submitted an online complaint to the Civilian Police

Oversight Agency (CPOA) regarding an incident that occurred on 0711112025 at0215
hours it 2200 Sunport Boulevard Southeast. Mr. N  reported that he went to the

mediation room in the public lobby at the Albuquerque Intemational Sunport to lie down
and sleep. Officer P contacted him and asked if he had purchased a ticket or was

conducting business at the location, which he advised no. Officer P advised him that, at

the request ofmanagement, he needed to leave the property if he did not have a ticket.
Mr. N  informed Officer P of his constitutionally protected First Amendment

right to peacefully assemble in public. Officer P reiterated his previous statement.

I



FINDI NGS

PoliciesReviewed: 1.1.5.A.4

l. Unfounded. Investigstioo classification when the iDvestigator(s) determircs, by clear and convincing
evidence, that allegcd misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subject of[ice.. a
2. Sustrined. lnvestigation classification when the investigato(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject officer.

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

olher, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, whether the alleged misconduct either occuraed oa did not occur.

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

procedures. or training.

5. Sustrined Violotio[ Not Based on Original Complaint. Investigation classification where the

investigato(s) determines. by a preponderance ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur that llas not all€ged in

the original complaint (\,!'hether CPC or intemal complaitlt) bul thal other misconduct wa-s discovered during

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

6. Administrrtively Closed. Investigation classification where the investigator dete.mines: Ihe policy

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

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

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

investigation would be futile.

AddiliaulrCannr,$t
It was determined that Officer P did not violate the policy in question, nor did he violate Mr.
Neugebauer's Constitutional rights, or State Law as he served as an official representative of
Sunport's managing entity. Officer P was very professional toward Mr. N  and

rem;ined calm despite Mr. Neugebauer's behavior toward him. Mr. N  relied on

case laws that did not apply to airports. Unlike other spaces, airports are not considered

public fora (1992 and 2014 examples).

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

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

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

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

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

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

listed above.

Ifyou are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision ofthe Chief of Police or any matter

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

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

number.

lf you have a eomputer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at http://n * u.cabq.gor'/cpoa/surver'. There was a delay in the issuance of findings
due to multiple staffchanges including investigators and the Director along with a high volume
of invesligations and reviews to process. Thank you for your patience and participation in the

process of civilian oversight of the police.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(s0s) 924-3770

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

A*,,t nt



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

Cn,ILIAN POI.TCT OWRSIGHT AGENCY

htly 22,2O26

Via Email

Re: CPC # 150-25

PO Box l29J

Albuquerque

NM 87103

www.cabq.gov

DIIDENCI.BEYIESEDi

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 tnvolved: Officer T

Other Materials: Email Communications and court cases'

Date Investigation Completed: November 6, 2025
1

Albuqacrquc - Making Hiltorr 1706-2006

C.OMPIIINL

on 07 11812025, A  N  submitted an online complaint to the civilian Police

oversight Agency (CPOA) regarding an incident that occurred on 0711812025 a10200

hou.. at zz00 Albuquerque International Sunport Boulevard Southeast. Mr. N

reported that he waisleeping in the mediation room at the Albuquerque Intemational

Aibuquerque lntemational Sunport when he was contacted by Officer V and Officer T

who asked if he was conducting business at the location. He advised Officer V that he

was exercising his constitutionally protected First Amendment right to peacefully

assemble in pubtic. Officer V advised that the airport wanted him trespassed if he wasn't

doing business, which Mr. N  said violated his constitutional and state rights

and the [aw.



EINDINGS

PoliciesReviewed: 1.1.6.D.2.a

l, Unfoundcd. Investigation classification when the investigato(s) determines, by clear and convincing
eviderc€, that alleged miscooduct did trot occur or did .rol hvolve the subject office..

2. Sustrined. lnvestigatioo classification when the invesligator(s) determines, by a p.ePonderance ofthe
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject omcer.

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

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

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

procedures, oa lraining.

5. Sustrined Violation Not Besed on Origiltsl Complsint. Investigation classification where thc

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

the original complaint (whelher CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misconducl *as discovered during

thc investigation, and by a prepondeaance ofthe evidence. that misconducl did occur.

6. Administrstively closcd. Invesligation classirication u,here the investigator determines: The policy

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

sanction, -the allegations are duplicative; -the allegations, even if true, do not constitute misconduct; ot -the

investigation can;ot be conducted because ofthe lack ofi[formalioo in the complain! and further

investigation would be futile.

AddilialalrcaDae$s.
It was determined that officer T did not act out of retaliation for Mr. Neugebauer's attempt to

exercise what he perceived to be his legal rights or due to a previous complaint against a

fellow officer whln he assisted Officer V in having Mr. N  vacate the Sunport

because he did not have any official business there. He also followed directives from his

chain ofcommand and the Sunport director, and guidance from case law examples such as

lnternational Society for Krishna consciousness, lnc. v. Lee 1992. Unlike other spaces,

airports are not considered public fora (1992 and 2014 court case examples).

150-25 Officer T
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings and/or
recommendations of the CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter, communicate your desire to have an

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

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

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

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

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

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

listed above.

lfyou are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision ofthe Chief of Police or any matter

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

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

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

number.

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

survey form at http://ur.v*,.cabq.gov/cpoa/survey. There was a delay in the issuance of findings

due to multiple staff changes including investigators and the Director along with a high volume

of investigaiions and reviews to process. Thank you for your patience and participation in the

process of civilian oversight of the police.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

11l

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

3

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

CIVTLIAN POLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

luly 22,2026

Via Email

Re: CPC # 150-25

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

wr,,rw.cabq.gov

COMPIAINL

on0711812025, A  N  submined an online complaint to the civilian Police

Oversight Agency (CPOA) regarding an incident that occurred on 07118/2025 at 0200

hours a1 2200 Albuquerque Intemational Sunport Boulevard Southeast. Mr. N

reported that he was sleeping in the mediation room at the Albuquerque International

Aibuquerque Intemational Sunpo( when he was contacted by Officer V and Officer T
who aiked if he was conducting business at the location. He advised Officer V that he

was exercising his constitutionally protected First Amendment right to peacefully

assemble in public. Officer V advised that the airport wanted him trespassed if he wasn't

doing business, which Mr. N  said violated his constitutional and state rights

and the law.

EYUIENCI.BEYIEEDDT

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

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

APD Employee lnterviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Officer V

Other Materials: Email Communications and court cases

Date Investigation Completed: Novembet 6, 2025

AlbuEnqac - lvlahing Hbtorl 170G2006

 

NM 87103
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EINDINCS

2. Sustained. lovestigation classilication when the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evideftc, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject omcer.

3. Not Sust8ined. Investigation classification wherl the investigato(s) is unable to determine one way or the

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

4. Exoneratcd. Investigation classification $tere the investigator(s) delermines. by a prepondemnce ofthe
evidence. thai alleged conduct in the underlfng complaint did occur but did not violatc APD policies.

procedures. or training.

V

5. Sustsi[ed Violrtion Not Based on Original Comphint. Inrestigation classification \\'here lhe

investigato(s) det€rmines, by a preponderance ofthe evidence. misconduct did occur that was not alleged in

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

It was determined that Officer V did not act out of retaliation for Mr. Neugebauer's attemPt

to exercise what he perceived to be his legal rights or due to a previous complaint against a

fellow officer by having Mr. N  vacate the Albuquerque Intemational Sunport, as

he had no o{Itcial business there. He also followed directives from his chain of command

and the Albuquerque International Sunport director, and guidance from case law examples

such as Intemational Society for Krishna Consciousness, lnc. v. Lee 1992. Unlike other

spaces, airports are not considered public fora ( I 992 and 2014 court case examples).

6. Administretively Closed. Iovestigation classitication where the investigator determines: The policy

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

sanction, .the allegations are duplicative: .the allegations. even iftrue, do not constitut€ misconduct: ot -the

investigation calnot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complaint, and further

investigation would be futile.

AddiliqslCqnrcltri

150-25 Officer V

policiesReviewed: 1.1,6.D.2.a

l. Unfounded. tnvestigation clsssification when the investigator(s) determines, by clesr and convincing
evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subject officer-
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings and/or
recommendations of the CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter, communicate your desire to have an
appeal hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103, or
by email to CPOA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Board's next regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt of the
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modi$ the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

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

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

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

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

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

listed above.

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

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

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

number.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversi ght Agency by

t1l
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(50s) 924-3770

j

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://wlru.cabq.gov/cpoa/survel'. There was a delay in the issuance of hndings
due to muttiple staff changes including investigators and the Director along with a high volume

of investigations and reviews to process. Thank you for your patience and participation in the

process of civilian oversight ofthe police.



CITY OF ALBU UER

PO Box 129.1

,{lbuquerque

NM 8710_3

CTVILIAN PoLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

July 21,2026

Via Certified Mail

 

Re: CPC # 159-25

f.OMEI,AINL

Ot0712912025. B  ('upp submitted an email complaint to the Civilian l,olicc
Oversight Agenc) (CPOA) regarding an incident that occured on 0710712025. Ms. C
reported that of[icers contacted hel regarding an incident with a ncighbor. Ms. C
indicatcd that she \r'as treated inappropriatell b1 the olficcrs and irnproperly charged. Ms.
C  reported that she was told she would be deported because she was born in England.
She also reported that the ollicers told her that she was a White privileged bitch, and the
officers mocked her disabilities. Ms. C  reported that the officers must have known the
neighbor before her arrest, and she captured Officer C on her home security camera when
he told Officer G, he wanted to help the neighbor (Marissa Gonzalez).

EYIDENCE BEYIIJUEDI

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 C

Other Materials: Email Communications, Complainant Submitted Evidence

Date Investigation Completed: November 7, 2025

Albryrcrquc - Makitg Hittory 1706-2006

UE

www.cabq.gov
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FINDINGS

Policies Reviewed: l.l.5.A.l; 1.1.5.A.2 Conduct; 1.1.5.C.3 Officiousness 2.?1.4.A.1 Lawful Arrest

l. Unfounded. [nvestigation classification when the investigato(s) determines, by clear and convincing
evidence, that alleged ftisconduct did not occur or did not involve the subject oflicer.

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

3. Not Sustain€d. Investigatiofl classification when the investigator(s) is unable to determine one way or the
other. by a preponderance ofthe evidence. whether the alleged misconduct €ither occurred or did not occur.

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

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Original Complaint. [n!estigation classification where the
investigator(s) determines, by a prcponderance ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur that was not allcged in
the original complaint (ivhether CPC or internal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovcred during
the investigation, and by a preponderance ofthe evidence. that misconduct did occur.

6. Administratively Closed, lnvestigation classification ]vhere 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 duplicativet -the allegations. even iftrue. do not constitute misconduct; or -the
investigation cannot be conducted becausc ofthe lack ofinformation in the complainl and further
investigation would be futile.

Additional Comrnents:

1.1.5.A.2: The videos showed that Officer C never told or implied to Ms. C  that she had
lied about needing the restroom and never told her to hold it. Ms. C  was allowed to use
the restroom as often as needed and make a phone call to her son.
1.1 .5.A.2: The videos showed Officer C never told Ms. C  she would be deported or that
she was a White privileged bitch. He never mocked her disabilities in any way.
1.1.5.C.3; The evidence showed that Officer C had no previous relationship with Ms.
Gonzalez, and he met her for the hrst time during this incident. Ms. C  did not provide the
video she claimed she had, proving the officers knew Ms. Gonzalez and intended to help her.
2.71.4.A.1: It was dctermincd that Officcr C made a lawful arrest when he charged Ms. C
with aggravated assault with a deadly weapon and he properly preserved evidence by
sending Ms. Cupp's son a link to upload evidence to evidence.com. There was no evidence
submitted or reviewed that would suggest Officer C placed a tracking device on Ms. Cupp's
cellphone.

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

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

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

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

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

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

If you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at hltp:/hvs'*.cabq.gov/cpoa/sun er,. There was a delay in the issuance of findings
due to multiple staff changes including investigators and the Director along with a high volume
of investigations and reviews to process. Thank you for your patience and participation in the
process of civilian oversight of the police.

The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

J1/

Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(s0s) 924-3770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

Sincerely,



CITY OF AIBU UER UE

Crvrr,r-lN Por,rcE OvERSTcHT AcENCy

J,tly 21,2026

Via Certified Mail

Re: CPC # 159-25

PO Box 1293

CAMEI.AINL

On 0712912025. Rrenda ('upp submitted an email complaint 1o the ('ivilian lhlice
Ovelsight Agency (CIPOA)regarding an incident that occurred on 0710712025. Ms. C
lepolted that oflicers contacted her rcgarding an incident u ith a neighbor. Ms. C
indicated that she was treated inappropriately b1 the oflicers and irnproperly charged. Ms.
C  reported that she was told she would be deported because she was born in England.
She also reported that the officers told her that she was a White privileged bitch, and the
oflicers mocked her disabilities. Ms. C  reported that the officers must have known the
neighbor before her arrest, and she captured Officer C on her home security camera when
he told Officer G. he wanted to help the neighbor (Marissa Gonzalez).

Albuquetque

NM 87101

www.cabq.gov

EYIDENCE-EEYIEUDDi

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 G

Other Materials: Email Communications, Complainant Submitted Evidence

Date Investigation Completed: Novemb er 7, 2025

I
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FINDINGS

Policies Reviewed: L l.5.A.lConduct; 1.1.5.A.2 Conduct; 1.1.5.C.3 Officiousness

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

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

3. Not Sustained. Investigation classilication when the investigator(s) is unable to determine on€ way or the
other, b)' a prepond€rance ofthe evidence, whether the alleged misconduct either occured or did not occur.

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

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

6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classification where the investigator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor nature and do not constitute a paftern ofmisconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7
sanction. -the allegations are duplicativc; -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.

Additional Comments:

1.1.5.A.2: The video evidence showed that Officer G never told or implied to Ms. C  that
she had lied about needing the restroom and never told her to hold it. Ms. C  was allowed
to use the restroom as often as needed and make a phone call to her son. Officer G never
folded toilet paper into four little squares or flicked a picture of her son.
1 .1.5.A.2: The video evidence showed that Officer G never told Ms. C  she would be
deported or that she was a White privileged bitch. He never mocked her disabilities in any
way.
1.1.5.C.3: The case evidence showed that Officer G had no previous relationship with Ms.
Gonzalez, and he met her for the first time during this incident. Ms. C  told the
investigator that she had a video that would prove that the officers knew Ms. Gonzalez prior
to this incident, but never provided it for this investigation even when asked specifically for
the video to be presented as evidence.

2
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings and/or
recommendations of the CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter, communicate your desire to have an
appeal hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.0. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103, or
by email to CPOA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Board's next regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt ofthe
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modify the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

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

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

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

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.

lf you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survev form at http://wrvw.cabq.gov/cpoa/survey. There was a delay in the issuance of findings
due to multiple staff changes including investigators and the Director along with a high volume
of investigations and reviews to process. Thank you for your patience and participation in the
process of civilian oversight of the police.

The Civilian Police Oversi ght Agency by

Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(sos) 924-3770

J

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.

Sincerely,

,8*^ u,



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

NNl 87103

wvrw.cabq.gov

CIVILIAN POLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

July 13,2026

Via Email

 

Re: CPC # 166-25

COMEIdINL

On 08/03/2025, Ms. submitted an online complaint to the CPOA regarding an incident
that occurred on 0810212025 at 1840 hours at Universe and Paradise. Ms. M
reported that an officer almost struck four teenagers crossing the roadway, and after
doing so, honked his horn and threw up his hands as ifthey were in the wrong. She

reported that the officer's actions were dangerous and reckless.

DYIDENCF..BEYIEICEDT

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

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

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee lnvolved: Officer R

Other Materials: Email Communications

Date Investigation Completed: November 25, 2025

I
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FINDINGS

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

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

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

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

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

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

sanction, -th€ 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.

Additional Comments:

2.5.4.A.3: It was determined based on video review that Officer R was in the area on the date
and approximately the time ofthe reported misconduct. The evidence did not support Ms.
Martinez's perception ofthe reported events. Based on the video evidence, Officer R
operated his patrol vehicle in a careful and prudent manner during the reported timeframe.
There was no observed group of teenagers, obstructions, abrupt braking, or near collisions
with any pedestrians or other vehicles.
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Policies Reviewed: 2.5.4.A.3 (DepartmentVehicles)

l. Unfounded. Invesrigation classification when the investigator(s) determines, by clear and convincing
evidence, that alleged miscotrduct did rlot occur or did not involve the subject olficer. a

u

tr



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

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

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

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

Administratively closed complaints 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.

If you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at http://uuu.cabq.gov/cpoa/surve\'. There was a delay in the issuance of findings
due to multiple staff changes including investigators and the Executive Director along with a

high volume of investigations and reviews to process. Thank you for your patience and
participation in the process of civilian oversight of the police, ensuring officers and personnel

ofthe APD are held accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

)u

l

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

0,.,
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(s0s) 924-3770
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