CITY OF ALBUQUERQUE

Civilian Police Oversight Agency

Finding Letters of the CPOA

The CPOA Executive Director's findings in each case are listed below. The citizens were
notified of the June 2025 findings. If applicable, these findings will become part of the
officer’s file.
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CITY OF ALBUQUERQUE

CIVILIAN POLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

June 16, 2025

Via Certified Mail

Re: CPC # 314-24

COMPLAINT:

On 11/15/24, D  filed a CPOA complaint about an incident from 10/18/24.

After disputes with his vocational counselor and filing complaints in 2021, D

reported experiencing harassment. The situation peaked at Barcelona Suites when Officer
Albuquerque M and Sgt. G responded to Mr. D i call about his son's alleged kidnapping by Ms.

D :Mr.D claimedD ' conspired with his son's stepbrother to gain custody.

PO Box 1293

NM 87103

www.cabq.gov

EVIDENCE REVIEWED;
Video(s): Yes APD Repori(s): Yes CAD Report(s): Yes
Complainant Interviewed: Yes Witness(es) Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes
APD Employee Involved: Sgt. G
Other Materials: Video submitted by complainant; 1:16CR04743JCH

Date Investigation Completed: March 17, 2025
1
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EINDINGS

Policies Reviewed: 1.1.5.A.4 Conduct

1. llnl'oundul Investigation classification when the investigator(s) determines, by clear and convincing
evidence, that alkgcd misconduct did not occur or did not mvolvc the subject officer.

2 Sumined Investigation classification wbcn thc investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance of the D
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject officer.

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

e oo A R . e
j 4. Exonerated. Investigation classification where the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance of the

i evidence, that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies, D
| proccdums, or trammg

[ 5. Snstained Violation Not Based on Original Complsint lmesngmon classification where thc
| investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance of the evidence, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in D

| the original complaint (whether CPC or internal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovered during
i the mvesngauon. and by a prepondemnoe of the evidence, that misconduct did occur.

[ 6. Adminmnnvely Closed lnvestlganon classll' cation whcﬂ: thc mvcsugator dclermmes Thc pohm

| violations of a minor nature and do not constitute a pattern of misconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7 D
| sanction, -the allegations are duplicative; -the allegations, even if true, do not constitute misconduct; or -the

| investigation cannot be conducted because of the lack of information in the complaint, and further
| m\csngalmn would be futile.

—

1.1.5.A.4-1t was determined Sgt. G fully complied with APD General Order 1.1.5.A.4. He
obtained information from the public in a professional, prompt, and courteous manner, and
acted upon it properly and judiciously within the scope of his duties. His approach was
characterized by careful information gathering, prioritized the child's safety, and provided a
compassionate response to a complex domestic situation.

The evidence demonstrated that Sgt. G acted professionally throughout the incident, focusing
on child safety as the primary objective while maintaining a courteous and measured
approach to all parties involved.

314-24  Sgt.G



You have the right to appeal this decision. If you 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 modify the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

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

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

3) that the 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 Chief’s handling of the complaint you may request a review of the complaint by
the City's Chief Administrative Officer. Your request must be in writing and within 30
calendar days (inclusive of holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter. Include your CPC
number.

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

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

;Q,w 1?7@«:#‘*'

Diane McDermott

Executive Director
(505) 924-3770

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBUQUERQUE

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

NM 87103

www.cabq.gov

CIVILIAN POLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

June 16, 2025

Via Certified Mail

Re: CPC # 314-24

COMPLAINT,

Mr.D  reported an incident at Barcelona Suites involving Officer M and Sgt. G who
responded to a call for police that he made. The call concerned Mr. D ~13-year-old
son, and alleged that Ms. D . who had driven from Texas to the hotel, had kidnapped
his son. Mr. D reported that Officer M threatened Mr. D by stating that if he did

not let his son leave, CYFD was going to be called and his son would be taken from him.

Mr.D reported that Officer M believed Ms. D s statement without an allegation
brought to Mr. D ' in a formal manner that was legal. Mr. D ' reported that Officer
M kept telling him it was because Mr. Daily was not taking medications

EVIDENCE REVIEWED:
Video(s): Yes APD Report(s): Yes CAD Report(s): Yes
Complainant Interviewed: Yes Witness(es) Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes
APD Employee Involved: Officer M

Other Materials: Video submitted by complainant; 1:16CR04743JCH

Date Investigation Completed: March 17, 2025
1
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EINDINGS

Policies Reviewed: 1.1.5.A.4 Conduct

1 Unfounded. Investigation classification \\hen the m\estlgnlor(s) determines, by clear and convincing
evidence, that al Icg:d misconduct did not occur or d]d not mvol\c the subject officer.

2 Sustamed ln\estlgauon classification when the m\esugatur(s) determines, by a preponderance of the D
cudence thc alleged misconduct did occur by the subjcct officer.

5 Not Sustained Investigation classification when lhe :nvestlgmor(s) is unable to determine one way or th:
other, by a preponderance of the evidence, whether the alleged misconduct either occurred or did not occur. D

| 4. Exonented ln\esngmon classification where the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance of the |
| evidence, that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies, D

‘E proccdures, or trammg

}( 5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Onginal Complamt Investigation classification where the
|
&
L

investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance of the evidence, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in i
the original complaint (whether CPC or internal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovered during D
| the |mcsl|gauon and by aprcpondcmnee of the evidence, that misconduct did occur.

f{ 6. Adnumstntively Closed In\eshgauon ciassnﬁcauon \\hcre thc m\estlgatur determines: The pohcy

| violations of a minor nature and do not constitute a pattern of misconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7 D
r- sanction, -the allegations are duplicative; -the allegations, even if true, do not constitute misconduct; or -the

; investigation cannot be conducted because of the lack of information in the complaint, and further
{ m\csngauon would be fuulc

!ll-ln Ic I.N””

1.1.5.A.4-1t was determined that Officer M fully complied with APD SOP 1.1.5.A.4. She
obtained information from the public in a professional, prompt, and courteous manner and
acted upon it properly and judiciously within the scope of her duties. Her approach was
characterized by comprehensive information gathering, prioritized the child's safety, and
gave a compassionate response to a complex domestic situation. The evidence demonstrated
that Officer M maintained high professional standards throughout the incident, focusing on
child safety and following proper procedural guidelines.

314-24  Officer M



You have the right to appeal this decision. If you 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 modify the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

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

2) That the findings or reccommendations 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 Chief's handling of the complaint you may request a review of the complaint by
the City's Chief Administrative Officer. Your request must be in writing and within 30
calendar days (inclusive of holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter. Include your CPC
number.

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

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

XQJUN M)\~

Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(505) 924-3770

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBUQUERQUE

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

NM 87103

www.cabq.gov

CIVILIAN POLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

June 20, 2025

Via Email
Re: CPC # 340-24
COMPLAINT:
H | submitted an online complaint to the Civilian Police Oversight Agency
(CPOA) staff regarding an incident that occurred on 12/17/2024. Mr. H | reported

an encounter with two officers at her tent encampment involving her, her brother-in-law,
and a friend. She was concerned that the officers were going to shoot and pepper spray
her and her brother-in-law's pit bulldogs. The officers told them they had to leave their
campsite because the owner called to complain. Mr. H | believed no one owned
the property because they checked with the county clerk. No “no trespassing or private
property” signs were posted on the property, and they were often told they would not
have to vacate if no signs were posted. Other camps were nearby, and officers did not
give them notices to vacate.

EVIDENCE REVIEWED:
Video(s): Yes APD Report(s): N/A CAD Report(s): Yes
Complainant Interviewed: No Witness(es) Interviewed: No

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes
APD Employee Involved: Officer F

Other Materials: Bernco Tax Assessor

Date Investigation Completed: March 25, 2025
1

Albuguerque - Making History

1 706-2006



EINDINGS

Policies Reviewed: 1.1.5A4

: ) S ke SR R o
w I. Unfounded. Investigation classification when the investigator(s) determines, by clear and convincing ]
| evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subject officer.

2. Sustained. Investigation classification when the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance of the D
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 of the evidence, whether the alleged misconduct either occurred or did not occur. D

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

4. Exonerated. Investigation classification where the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance of the r[l
procedures, or training. ‘

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

6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classification where the investigator determines: The policy

y iolat_ions ofa minorlnature and do not constitute a pattern of mlisconduc:l (ie.a \'io-lation ?ubject to aclass 7 D

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

investigation cannot be conducted because of the lack of information in the complaint, and further

investigation would be futile.

\dditional C .

The investigation determined that Ofc. F did not violate policy (1.1.5.A.4) during his
encounter with the three individuals. A review of the computer-aided dispatch log (CAD)
reported that the property owner contacted the police to complain about individuals on the
property. The investigator confirmed the property was privately owned during an interview
with the owner and a check with the Bernco Tax Assessor's office. This disproved Ms.
H allegation that no one owned the property. A review of Ofc F's OBRD video
corroborated what he said and did during his interview. Access to the property was
restricted as Ofc. F had to climb behind an opening at a rear wall to enter the field, which
was reasonable to believe the open space was restricted from public access. Ms. H i
and witnesses were unavailable to be interviewed after attempts were made to contact them.
She provided no evidence to support her claim that officers were biased toward her than at
other encampments. No other camps were observed. Ofc. F was in full uniform, announced
his presence, and remained professional during the incident, despite, Mr. W, a witness,
being combative. No one was searched. However, a knife and pepper spray was removed
from Mr. W for the officers' safety.
340-24  Officer F

-
FA



You have the right to appeal this decision. If you 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, Albuguerque, 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:

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

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

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

Administratively closed complaints 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 Chief's handling of the complaint you may request a review of the complaint by
the City's Chief Administrative Officer. Your request must be in writing and within 30
calendar days (inclusive of holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter. Include your CPC
number.

If you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at http://www.cabq.gov/cpoa/survey. 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
of the APD are held accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

)Qaqu@mo-’

Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(505) 924-3770

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBUQUERQUE

CIVILIAN POLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

June 20, 2025

Via Email

Re: CPC # 340-24

COMPLAINT:

H ' submitted an online complaint to the Civilian Police Oversight Agency

(CPOA) staff regarding an incident that occurred on 12/17/2024. Mr. H ' reported
an encounter with two officers at her tent encampment involving her, her brother-in-law,

Albuquerque and a friend. She was concerned that the officers were going to shoot and pepper spray
her and her brother-in-law's pit bulldogs. The officers told them they had to leave their
campsite because the owner called to complain. Mr. H i believed no one owned
the property because they checked with the county clerk. No “no trespassing or private

NM 87103 property” signs were posted on the property, and they were often told they would not
have to vacate if no signs were posted. Other camps were nearby, and officers did not
give them notices to vacate.

PO Box 1293

www.cabq.gov
EVIDENCE REVIEWED:
Video(s): Yes APD Report(s): N/A CAD Report(s): Yes
Complainant Interviewed: No Witness(es) Interviewed: No
APD Employee Interviewed: Yes
APD Employee Involved: Officer S
Other Materials: Bernco Tax Assessor

Date Investigation Completed: March 25, 2025
1

Albuguerque - Making History 1706-2006



EINDINGS

Policies Reviewed: 1.1.5A4

1. 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.

N

2. Sustained. Investigation classification when the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance of the
| 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 of the evidence, whether the alleged misconduct either occurred or did not occur.

O O o

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

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

| investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance of the evidence. misconduct did occur that was not alleged in
the original complaint (whether CPC or internal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovered during
the investigation, and by a preponderance of the evidence, that misconduct did occur.

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

The investigation determined that Ofc. S did not violate policy (1.1.5.A.4) during his
encounter with the three individuals. A review of the computer-aided dispatch log (CAD)
reported that the property owner contacted the police to complain about individuals on the
property. The investigator confirmed the property was privately owned during an interview
with the owner and a check with the Bernco Tax Assessor's office. This disproved Ms.
Hrubieski's allegation that no one owned the property. A review of Officer ' OBRD video
corroborated what he said and did during his interview. Access to the property was restricted
as Officer S had to climb behind an opening at a rear wall to enter the field, which was
reasonable to believe the open space was restricted from public access. Ms. H ‘and
witnesses were unavailable to be interviewed after attempts were made to contact them. She
provided no evidence to support her claim that officers were biased toward her than at other
encampments. No other camps were observed. Ofc. S was in full uniform, announced his
presence, and remained professional during the incident.

340-24  Officer S



You have the right to appeal this decision. If you 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, Albuguerque, NM 87103, or
by email to CPOA@cabgq.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:

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

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

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

Administratively closed complaints 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 Chief's handling of the complaint you may request a review of the complaint by
the City's Chief Administrative Officer. Your request must be in writing and within 30
calendar days (inclusive of holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter. Include your CPC
number.

If you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at http://www.cabg.gov/cpoa/survey. There was a delay in the issuance of findings
due to the resignation of the Executive Director, another not being appointed by City Council
until some months later, and a high volume of reviews to process. Thank you for your patience
and participation in the process of civilian oversight of the police, ensuring officers and
personnel of the APD are held accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Cjyilian Police Oversight Agency by

] ™ S
I F -—-’—:g
Diane McDermollj z

Executive Director

(505) 924-3770

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBUQUERQUE

CIVILIAN POLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

June 20, 2025

Via Email

Re: CPC # 020-25

COMPLAINT:

POBc1Z® oni012872025, B submitted a complaint to the CPOA via email. Ms. B
reported that she was contacted by officers while broken down at a gas station. They told
her that she was being detained for trespassing and was in a known drug area, which was

Albuquesque suspicious. The officers towed the vehicle but did not tell her why, and they could not get

it back because it cost $800.00. Ms. B reported that the officers did not let her
retrieve her purse from the vehicle, which had $200.00 in it. She said the officers
stereotyped her, seized and searched the vehicle illegally, and detained her for no reason.

NM 87103 She said the officers sent her walking alone on a cold night in a dress with no jacket,
telephone, or money.

www.cabq.gov

EVIDENCE REVIEWED:
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 A

Other Materials: Email Communications.

Date Investigation Completed: June 3, 2025
1

Albuguergue - Making History 1706-2000



EINDINGS

Policies Reviewed:  2.71.4.A.1 (Search & Seizure)

1. 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.

mi_

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

P Sk e

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

O O

Policies Reviewed:  2.48.4.B.1.h (Towing)

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

N

Policies Reviewed: 2.8.5.A (OBRD)

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

investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance of the evidence, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in
| the original complaint (whether CPC or internal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovered during
| the investigation, and by a preponderance of the evidence, that misconduct did occur.

N

| 6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classification where the investigator determines: The policy |
| violations of a minor nature and do not constitute a pattern of misconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7 l:'
| sanction, -the allegations are duplicative; -the allegations, even if true, do not constitute misconduct: or -the ‘

| investigation cannot be conducted because of the lack of information in the complaint, and further

investigation would be futile.

\dditional C .
2.8.5.A: It was determined that Officer A failed to record the conversation with Ervin
Samuels and did not document his justifiable reason for not doing so.
2.48.4.B.1.h: It was determined that Officer A did not assist Ms. B - with alternative
travel arrangements, but she immediately walked away from the officers and the scene upon
being released. Ms. B made no request for assistance and provided the officers with no
reasons or opportunity to inquire if assistance was needed when released.
2.71.4.A.1: It was determined that Ms. B was detained and the vehicle seized within
policy and based on probable cause. Ms. B was informed of why she was being detained
and that the vehicle was being sealed and towed pending a search warrant. A warrant was
issued on 11/26/2024, and the vehicle was unsealed and searched on 12/03/2024. Mr.
Samuels was later contacted and advised that the vehicle was released. There was no
indication or evidence that she was stereotyped, lied to, or advised when the vehicle would
be searched. The CPOA recommends a 16 hour suspension.

020-25  Officer A 2



You have the right to appeal this decision. If you 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 modify the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

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

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

3) that the 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 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.cabg.gov/cpoa/survey. Thank you for participating in the process of
civilian oversight of the police, ensuring officers and personnel of the APD are held
accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

‘Qa’lw n/@«ﬂ

Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(505) 924-3770

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBUQUERQUE

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

NM 87103

www.cabq.gov

CIVILIAN POLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

June 20, 2025

Via Email

Re: CPC # 020-25

COMPLAINT:

On 01/28/2025, B submitted a complaint to the CPOA via email. Ms. B
reported that she was contacted by officers while broken down at a gas station. They told
her that she was being detained for trespassing and was in a known drug area, which was
suspicious. The officers towed the vehicle but did not tell her why, and they could not get
it back because it cost $800.00. Ms. B reported that the officers did not let her
retrieve her purse from the vehicle, which had $200.00 in it. She said the officers
stereotyped her, seized and searched the vehicle illegally, and detained her for no reason.
She said the officers sent her walking alone on a cold night in a dress with no jacket,
telephone, or money.

EVIDENCE REVIEWED:
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 ]

Other Materials: Email Communications.

Date Investigation Completed: June 3, 2025



EINDINGS

Policies Reviewed:  2.71.4.A.1 (Search & Seizure)

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

| 2. Sustained. Investigation classification when the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance of the D
L 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 of the evidence, whether the alleged misconduct either occurred or did not occur., !D

Policies Reviewed:  2.48.4.B.1.h (Towing)
4. Exonerated. Investigation classification where the investigator(s) determines. by a preponderance of the |

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

Policies Reviewed:  2.8.5.A (OBRD)

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

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

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

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

dditional C n
2.8.5.A: It was determined that Officer J failed to record the conversation with Ervin
Samuels and did not document his justifiable reason for not doing so.
2.48.4.B.1.h: It was determined that Officer J did not assist Ms. B with alternative travel
arrangements, but she immediately walked away from the officers and the scene upon being
released. Ms. B : made no request for assistance and provided the officers with no
reasons or opportunity to inquire if assistance was needed when released.
2.71.4.A.1: It was determined that Ms. B was detained and the vehicle seized within
policy and based on probable cause. Ms. B was informed of why she was being detained
and that the vehicle was being sealed and towed pending a search warrant. A warrant was
issued on 11/26/2024, and the vehicle was unsealed and searched on 12/03/2024. Mr.
S » was later contacted and advised that the vehicle was released. There was no
indication or evidence that she was stereotyped, lied to, or advised when the vehicle would
be searched. The CPOA recommends an 8 hour suspension.

020-25  Officer]



You have the right to appeal this decision. If you 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 modify the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

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

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

3) that the 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 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.cabg.gov/cpoa/survey. Thank you for participating in the process of
civilian oversight of the police, ensuring officers and personnel of the APD are held
accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

leUN 17 LQ\“":'

Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(505) 924-3770

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBUQUERQUE

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

NM 87103

www.cabq.gov

CIVILIAN POLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

June 9, 2025

Via Email

Re: CPC # 021-25

COMPLAINT:

On 01/31/2025, H submitted an online complaint to the CPOA regarding an
incident that occurred on 05/09/2023. Ms. H reported that while she was hospitalized
for a mental condition that she did not have, Detective | called ‘W and
intimidated her to turn over Ms. | i weapons. Detective I told Ms. W that she
could be facing a felony, so she agreed to turn over three firearms due to having a
security clearance. Ms. H had previously given Detective I consent to take the
firearms, but rescinded the consent. Ms. H indicated that Detective | had violated her
2" Amendment rights, had poor judgment, was a menace to the public, had an ego and
anger management issues, and should not be an officer.

EVIDENCE REVIEWED;

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: Detective |

Other Materials: Email Communications & Citizen Provided Evidence.

Date Investigation Completed: May 13, 2025

Albuguergue - Making History 1
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EINDINGS

Policies Reviewed:  2.71.4.A.1 (Search & Selzure wlo a Warrant)
1. Unfounded. Investigation classification \\hen lhe inv esugamt(s) determines, by clear and convincing
| evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or dld not m\ ol\.c l.he subjecl oﬂ' icer.

g - S —— — R P — P -

| 2. Susumed In\estlgauon classification when thc inv csllgator(s) dctermmes. bya prepondcrnnce of the
‘r eudence. lhe alleged mlseonducl did occur by the subjecl officer.

- it ————

‘ 3 Not Sustalned Investigation classification “hen the mmstagalow(s) is unable to dctermmc one way or the
| other, by a preponderance of the evidence, whether the alleged misconduct either occurred or did not occur.

i 4 E:onerated In\cstlgatlon classuﬁcatmn “hcre the invi estlgalor(s) dctermmcs. by a preponderance of the
- evidence, that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies,
| procedures, or training.

- D”D <

| 5 Sustamed Violauon Not Bued on Ongmal Complamt Investigation classur cation when: the

investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance of the evidence, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in
. the original complaint (whether CPC or internal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovered during
| the mvesugauon, and by a prepondcmnce of the e\ldencc, that misconduct did occur.

=

| 6 Adlmmstratlvely Closed lmcsugauon classification where the investigator de1em\mes The pqu:)
violations of a minor nature and do not constitute a pattern of misconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7 ||]
| sanction, -the allegations are duplicative; -the allegations, even if true, do not constitute misconduct; or -the
investigation cannot be conducted because of the lack of information in the complaint, and further
investigation would be futile.

sdditional C :
2.71.4.A.1: It was determined that Ms. W willingly relinquished custody of Ms.
H firearms to the APD for safekeeping and that no APD personnel intimidated,
threatened, or coerced her into doing so. The allegations that Detective | had ego and anger
management issues were related to a previous interaction and investigated under
(CPC2025-000008). Ms. W 1 no longer wanted possession of Ms. H i firearms or
continued responsibility for them.

021-25  Detective 1



You have the right to appeal this decision. If you 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.0O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103, or
by email to CPOA@cabg.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:

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

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

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

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

If you are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision of the Office of Police Reform or
any matter relating to the Office of Police Reform's handling of the complaint you may
request a review of the complaint by the City's Chief Administrative Officer by sending a letter
to the Office of the Mayor, P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103. Your request must be in
writing and within 30 calendar days (inclusive 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.cabg.gov/cpoa/survey. Thank you for participating in the process of
civilian oversight of the police, ensuring officers and personnel of the APD are held
accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

Qoo

Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(505) 924-3770

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBUQUERQUE

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

NM 87103

www.cabg.gov

CIVILIAN POLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

June 16, 2025

Via Certified Mail

Re: CPC # 023-25

COMPLAINT:
On 02/07/2025, . G

submitted an online complaint to the CPOA on behalf of
IR » regarding an incident that occurred on 06/05/2024 at 8805 Gutierrez Road
Northeast. Mr. G reported that officers responded to a call, staged, and discussed

how to approach a residence with a potentially armed individual. An officer, in poor

taste, stated something to the effect that “they wish that the subject would just point a gun
at law enforcement so that they can involve SWAT and not have to wait anymore to act.”

EVIDENCE REVIEWED:
Video(s): Yes APD Report(s): Yes
Complainant Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Officer S

Other Materials: Email Communications.

Date Investigation Completed: May 20, 2025

CAD Report(s): Yes

Witness(es) Interviewed: N/A

Albuguergue




l Unfounded Investigation classuﬁcat:on uhcn the m\esugalor(s) detennmcs, by clear and convincing l:l
| evidence, that allcged mlsoonduct did not occur or dld not m\ol\e the subject officer.

Policies Reviewed: 1.1.6Alb (Conducl)

2 Susta ined. Investigation classification whcn the inv csuga(or(s) determines, by a prcponderance of the E
cudemx the alleged misconduct dld occur b) lhe subjcct o!'ﬁcer

3 Not Sustlilled Investigation classification whcn the mvcsngator(s) is unable to determine one way or the
other, by a preponderance of the evidence, whether the alleged misconduct either occurred or did not occur. D

r-- —————————— —

4 Elonerlud Invesugamn ctasslﬁcanon when: thc mteslngalor{s) determines, by a prepondcranoe of the
evidence, that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies,
procedures, or training.

5 Sustlmed Violation Not Based on Origmal Comp!amt Investigation classification v»here the
investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance of the evidence, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in
the original complaint (whether CPC or internal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovered during
! the m\cstlgatlon, and by a prepondcranoe of the evidence, that misconduct did occur.

O

6 Administrl(ively (]osed [nwsﬂgatmn classification where the investigator determines: The pohc)
violations of a minor nature and do not constitute a pattern of misconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7 D
sanction, -the allegations are duplicative; -the allegations, even if true, do not constitute misconduct: or -the
investigation cannot be conducted because of the lack of information in the complaint, and further
| investigation would be futile.

Additional C .
1.1.6.A.1.b: The OBRD captured that the officer said, honestly, he wished that the individual
would just pop a shot at them, then they could call in the SWAT team. It was determined that
Officer S made the inappropriate and unprofessional comment, which discredited himself
and the Department, as made apparent by the complaint submitted by Mr. G Chief
Deputy District Attorney.
The CPOA recommends an 8 hour suspension.

023-25  Officer S



You have the right to appeal this decision. If you 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 modify the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

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

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

3) that the 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 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.cabg.gov/cpoa/survey. Thank you for participating in the process of
civilian oversight of the police, ensuring officers and personnel of the APD are held
accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

LQ«W M)\~

Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(505) 924-3770

cc: Albugquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBUQUERQUE

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

NM 87103

www.cabg.gov

CIVILIAN POLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

June 16, 2025

Via Email

Re: CPC # 024-25

COMPLAINT:

On 02/07/2025, “Ms. Anonymous’ submitted an online complaint to the CPOA regarding
an incident that occurred on 02/07/2025 at 1145 hours. Anonymous reported that female
PSA V was operating a white Ford truck bearing “BP51 or BPS!" and stopped in the
right lane of Lomas Boulevard near 12th Street and honked at a distraught and half-naked
female in the roadway. Anonymous was “shocked" that the PSA just honked and drove
by the female who was visibly distressed, frightened, and needing help. Anonymous
reported that they contacted the PSA, who only identified herself by her first name when
asked for her name. Anonymous asked the PSA what her role was, since she failed to

assist or check on the female; the PSA stated, “/ called it in, " shook her head, and drove
off.

EVIDENCE REVIEWED:
Video(s): N/A APD Report(s): Yes CAD Report(s): Yes
Complainant Interviewed: Yes Witness(es) Interviewed: N/A

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes
APD Employee Involved: Police Service Aide G

Other Materials: Email Communications & Complainant Submitted Evidence

Date Investigation Completed: May 30, 2025



1. 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.

P s —r—

2. Sustained. Investigation classification when the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance of the
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 of the evidence, whether the alleged misconduct either occurred or did not occur.

O 0O O

Policies Reviewed: 1.1.5.A.4 & 1.1.6.A.2 (Conduct)

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

N

Policies Reviewed:  2.8.5.A (OBRD)

" . _—— —
| 5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Original Complaint. Investigation classification where the

investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance of the evidence, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in
the original complaint (whether CPC or internal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovered during
the investigation, and by a preponderance of the evidence, that misconduct did occur.

&

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

Additional C ;i
1.1.5.A 4: It was determined that PSA G attempted to assist the female in the roadway by
following protocol and notifying dispatch of the incident, but she was not allowed to
intervene physically. PSA G did attempt to assist Ms. S by using her loudspeaker and
siren to divert the female's attention and get her to stop obstructing the flow of traffic by
advising her to get out of the roadway. Ms. S “then followed PSA G, who then
attempted to explain that she had reported the incident and then disengaged when that did not
work. PSA G was limited by safety and additional SOPs to take additional actions.
1.1.6.A.2: It was determined that PSA G only provided her first name, not her last name or
MAN number. Ms. S did not specifically request the additional information and PSA G
disengaged. Ms. S i heightened demeanor flustered her to say more comprehensive
information.
2.8.5.A: It was determined that PSA G failed to activate her OBRD for the interaction and
did not document it. The CPOA recommends a written reprimand.

024-25  Police Service Aide G



You have the right to appeal this decision. If you 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 modify the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

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

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

3) that the 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 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.cabg.gov/cpoa/survey. Thank you for participating in the process of
civilian oversight of the police, ensuring officers and personnel of the APD are held
accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

Utos

Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(505) 924-3770

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBUQUERQUE

CIVILIAN POLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

June 16, 2025

Via Email

Re: CPC # 025-25

COMPLAINT

H submitted a complaint regarding an incident that occurred on 02/06/2025. He

reported that the police were called regarding an armed altercation. G | reported that

Officer S collected a statement and was then “incompetent” because he advised that he
Albuquerque needed to speak with a supervisor regarding what steps to take, because it was “definitely
a felony.” Officer S called back more than two and a half hours later and advised that
there was really nothing he could do. Officer S explained that even if he were to arrest the
alleged aggressor, he would probably be released in a couple of hours, and the district
attorney probably wouldn't press charges due to the delay in the time between the
incident and the report. creported that Officer S was incompetent, ignorant, and
derelict in his duties.

PO Box 1293

NM 87103

www.cabq.gov

EVIDENCE REVIEWED:
Video(s): Yes APD Report(s): Yes CAD Report(s): Yes
Complainant Interviewed: Yes Witness(es) Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes
APD Employee Involved: Officer S

Other Materials: Email Communications

Date Investigation Completed: May 29, 2025
1
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EINDINGS

Policies Reviewed: 1.1.5A4 (Conduﬂ)

—
\_ l Unfounded lmestlgatmn classification when the investigator(s) determines, by clear and convincing
| ev idence, lhal allcgcd mlsconduct did not occur or dld not m\.ol\c the subject officer.

N

2 Suslamed Investigation classification when the |mcsugalur(s) determines, by a preponderance of the
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject officer.

; 3. Not Susllined Investigation cllsslf cation “hcn the m\csugator(s) is unable to determine one way or Ihc
other, by a preponderance of the evidence, whether the alleged misconduct either occurred or did not occur.

Riinion e T TV TSR 0 L St SIS R e S L S L

5 4 Exonented Investigation classification where lhe lmestlgamr(s) dctcnnmcs. bya preponderance ufthe
evidence, that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies,
pmccdun:s or trammg

Policies Reviewed:  1.1.6.H.2 (Conduct)

5. Sustamed Viohnon Not Based on Origmnl Coplalnt lnvesngmmn class:ﬁumon where thc
investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance of the evidence, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in .
the original complaint (whether CPC or internal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovered during
the inv csngauon and b} a prepondtranoe of the evidence, that misconduct did occur.

[l El [

6. Admimstrttlvely Closed lnvestlgahon cla>s:l'|canon \\herc lhe investigator detcrmmes Thc pollc:}
violations of a minor nature and do not constitute a pattern of misconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7 D
sanction, -the allegations are duplicative; -the allegations, even if true. do not constitute misconduct; or -the
investigation cannot be conducted because of the lack of information in the complaint, and further
:mestlgatlon would be futile. 1

\dditional C .
1.1.5.A.4: It was determined that Officer S responded to the call promptly and handled it in a
professional and proper manner, consistent with Ms. C s wishes. A review of the
associated evidence s’ ‘that the call was handled appropriately by Communications,
whose priority was the safety of the citizen, followed by having personnel dispatched to take
a report. The reported crime was not in progress at the time of the call, removing the
exigency circumstances that would make it a higher priority. The videos s some of the
complaint statements did not occur or were not in the context as reported in the complaint.

1.1.6.H.2: It was determined that Officer S used a nicotine vape while inside a City-issued

vehicle.
The Department may impose a written or verbal reprimand in this situation.

025-25  Officer S



You have the right to appeal this decision. If you 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 modify the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

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

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

3) that the 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 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.cabg.gov/cpoa/survey. Thank you for participating in the process of
civilian oversight of the police, ensuring officers and personnel of the APD are held
accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

\Qﬂw 17 t‘@vﬁ )

Diane McDermott

Executive Director
(505) 924-3770

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBUQUERQUE

CIVILIAN POLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

June 16, 2025

Re: CPC # 026-25

COMPLAINT:

On 2/10/25, 4 submitted a complaint to the CPOA staff regarding an

incident that occurred in June 2024. -reported that she was involved in a crash and

that report 24-0050660 was inaccurate and incomplete because her daughter's information
Albuquerque and statement were not documented, and her name was misspelled. .reported that
her daughter was a witness in the vehicle when the crash occurred. .reported that
Officer F was the police employee but she had been communicating with Officer L who
was involved as a translator. G i reported that Officer L advised that Officer F would
submit a supplemental report, but as of the time of the complaint, it was still awaiting
supervisor approval.  listed no additional witnesses on the submitted complaint.

PO Box 1293

NM 87103

www.cabq.gov
EVIDENCE REVIEWED:
Video(s): Yes APD Report(s): Yes CAD Report(s): Yes
Complainant Interviewed: Yes Witness(es) Interviewed: Yes
APD Employee Interviewed: Yes
APD Employee Involved: Officer F
Other Materials: Email communications, and TraCS screenshots

Date Investigation Completed: June 9, 2025
1
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1. 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.

[

Policies Reviewed: 2.16.5.B.4 & 2.16.5.C.1

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

N

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

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

L O

Policies Reviewed: 2.655.A.1.a

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Original Complaint. Investigation classification where the
| investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance of the evidence, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in

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

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

F 6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classification where the investigator determines: The policy E
| violations of a minor nature and do not constitute a pattern of misconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7 ED
| sanction, -the allegations are duplicative; -the allegations, even if true, do not constitute misconduct; or -the ;
ir investigation cannot be conducted because of the lack of information in the complaint, and further [
| investigation would be futile. 1

dditional C .
2.16.5.B.4: It was determined that the inaccuracies about Ms. C i name and her
passenger’s information were addressed in a crash supplement. However, a significant
inaccuracy in the original crash report's narrative was that Ms. C made that statement

to Officer F when she did not.

2.16.5.C.1: It was determined that Officer F did not submit Uniform Crash Report
24-0050660 by the end of his shift on or about June 23, 2024, as required by policy, and did
not submit it until approximately 76 days later.

2.65.5.A.1.a: It was determined that Officer F did not follow policy regarding using a
qualified language interpreter and instead used an LEP victim's bystander to provide
interpretation or translation assistance for an LEP person.

The CPOA recommends a written reprimand and a 16 hour suspension for the three policy
violations.

026-25  Officer F



You have the right to appeal this decision. If you 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 modify the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

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

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

3) that the 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 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.cabg.gov/cpoa/survey. Thank you for participating in the process of
civilian oversight of the police, ensuring officers and personnel of the APD are held
accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

Wios e

Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(505) 924-3770

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBUQUERQUE

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

NM 87103

www.cabq.gov

CIVILIAN POLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

June 16, 2025

Via Email

Re: CPC # 027-25

COMPLAINT:

On 02/11/2025, Anonymous submitted a complaint via telephone to the CPOA staff
regarding an incident that occurred on 02/10/2025 at 0900 at Alameda Elementary
School. Anonymous reported that he had an interaction with a male officer concerning
the parking of his patrol vehicle and the carrying of a firearm on school property. He
reported feeling like the officer was putting him down and intimidating him.

EVIDENCE REVIEWED:
Video(s): Yes APD Report(s): N/A CAD Report(s): N/A
Complainant Interviewed: Yes Witness(es) Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes
APD Employee Involved: Officer T
Other Materials: APD Fleet Operations Evidence, Unit History Report, APS Surveillance.

Date Investigation Completed: May 30, 2025
1
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EINDINGS

Policies Reviewed: 1.15A1 (Conduct)

1 Unfonnded Investigation classification when the mvesngalor(s) determines, by clear and convincing
evidence, that al leged m:soonduct did not oceur or dld not lnvol\c the subject officer.

Pollcu:s Rewewed 2.5.10.D.5 (Vehicles)
2. Sllmmed Imesngntlon classification when ﬂle invi esngalor(s) determines, by a preponderance of the
e\-ldence, lhe alleged misconduct did occur by the subject oﬂ'ccr

N

3 Not Sustaiued Investigation classification when thc inv estlgamr(s) is unable to determine one way or the
other, by a preponderance of the evidence, whether the alleged misconduct either occurred or did not occur. D

Policies Reviewed:  2.3.4.C.8.b (Firearms)

I 4 Exnneraud ln\esuganon classification \\herc lhc inv csngalor(s) determines, by a preponderance of lhe ‘1
evidence, that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies, .

procedures or tnumng

'L e

5 Sustained Violation Not Based on Onginal Compl-inl Investigation classification where lhe
investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance of the evidence, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in
the original complaint (whether CPC or internal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovered during D
the lmesl:gatlon and by a preponderance of the evidence, that misconduct did occur.

B S e - - —

6. Admmistratively Closed. Invesugnuon clnssmcahon where lhc investigator detcrmmcs T‘he pol:c)

violations of a minor nature and do not constitute a pattern of misconduct (i.c. a violation subject to a class 7 D

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

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

Additional C .
1.1.5.A.1: It was determined that there was no evidence that Officer T was putting down,
staring down, or intimidating Anonymous. It was determined that Officer T never said, “I'm

special.”

2.5.10.D.5: It was determined that Officer T parked in a fire zone, violating department
policy.

2.3.4.C.8.b: It was determined that the complainant's concerns were understandable given his
specific family history, but Officer T acted within his lawful authority and departmental
policy when he was armed with a firearm on school property.

The CPOA recommends a written reprimand.

027-25  Officer T



You have the right to appeal this decision. If you 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 modify the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

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

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

3) that the 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 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.cabg.gov/cpoa/survey. Thank you for participating in the process of
civilian oversight of the police, ensuring officers and personnel of the APD are held
accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

1@%\1 1] LQAG*‘Q ’

Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(505) 924-3770

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBUQUERQUE

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

NM 87103

www.cabq.gov

CIVILIAN POLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

June 16, 2025

Via Email

Re: CPC # 029-25

COMPLAINT;

On 02/17/2025, = submitted an online complaint to the Civilian Police
Oversight Agency (CPOA) regarding an incident that occurred on 02/17/2025 at 1400
hours at 9651 Eagle Ranch Road Northwest. Mr. C ‘reported that a white Ford APD
patrol vehicle bearing New Mexico registration 09774G was purposely parked in the
“handicap zone™ even though there was no emergency occurring and another officer had
parked appropriately. Mr. C ‘reported that he asked the officer to move his vehicle,
but the officer stated, “he had every right to park in the handicapped zone.”

EVIDENCE REVIEWED;
Video(s): Yes APD Report(s): Yes CAD Report(s): Yes
Complainant Interviewed: Yes Witness(es) Interviewed: No

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes
APD Employee Involved: Officer S
Other Materials: Email communications

Date Investigation Completed: May 29, 2025
1
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EINDINGS

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

Policies Reviewed: 1.1.5E4

2. Sustained. Investigation classification when the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance of the
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 of the evidence, whether the alleged misconduct either occurred or did not oceur. D

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

Policies Reviewed: 2.8.5.A
5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Original Complaint. Investigation classification where the

investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance of the evidence, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in m

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

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

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

s dditional C s
Officer S admitted to parking in the handicapped zone, which violated policy. Officer S also
failed to record a portion of his investigation and his interaction with the complainant with
his lapel camera, which also violated policy. The CPOA recommends two written reprimands
for the policy infractions.

029-25  Officer S



You have the right to appeal this decision. If you 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 modify the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

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

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

3) that the 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 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.cabg.gov/cpoa/survey. Thank you for participating in the process of
civilian oversight of the police, ensuring officers and personnel of the APD are held
accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

LQJUN I?JLQ/@-‘""’"*

Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(505) 924-3770

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBUQUERQUE

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

NM 87103

www.cabq.gov

CIVILIAN POLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

June 30, 2025

Via Email

Re: CPC # 030-25

COMPLAINT:

On 02/18/2025, Burnett submitted a complaint in person to the Civilian Police
Oversight Agency (CPOA) staff regarding an incident that occurred on 01/06/2025 at
1100 hours. Ms B : reported that Officer M report narrative was made up of wrongful
statements and did not reflect her conversation with him. Ms. B felt like Officer M
was blowing her off because she never heard back from him after the initial contact.
~1reported that she received her report from the Albuquerque Police Department
(APD) Records Division but was advised that the initial report number was deleted but
found under a different number. Ms. B :reported that she was concerned that

Officer M documented that he reviewed the Circle K surveillance footage but did not list
it as evidence.

EVIDENCE REVIEWED;
Video(s): Yes APD Report(s): Yes CAD Report(s): Yes
Complainant Interviewed: Yes Witness(es) Interviewed: No

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes
APD Employee Involved: Officer M
Other Materials: Email Communications; Complainant Submitted Evidence

Date Investigation Completed: June 3, 2025

Albuguerque - Making History 1706
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Policies Reviewed: 1.15A4

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

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

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

| 5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Original Complaint. Investigation classification where the i

EINDINGS

1. Unfounded. Investigation classification when the investigator(s) determines, by clear and convincing

N

2. Sustained. Investigation classification when the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance of the

Policies Reviewed:  2.60.4.A.2.f

E

| investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance of the evidence, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in D

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

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

- 6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classification where the investigator determines: The policy
| violations of a minor nature and do not constitute a pattern of misconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7

I

|

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

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

\dditional C .
1.1.5.A.4; The evidence showed that Officer M did not blow off Ms. B and called her
back the same day she requested contact, but never established an expectation of more
contact. He did get her side of the story and documented the main points in the supplemental
police report he filed. Officer M's report documented what was said by both parties, not
verbatim, but as he understood the situation based on the statements and his observations.
His report was a supplemental report to the initial incident when Ms. B : contacted
police three days later, as instructed to cancel the original report number he gave her.
2.60.4.A.2.f, It was determined that Officer M reviewed video footage from the store and his
opinion was the video supported the original officers' determination. He did not save the
video as he believed the primary officer would have and there were no charges in the
incident. The store did not want to press charges therefore Ms. B faced no charges. Ms.
Burnett wanted to press charges, but it was determined she did not have standing to do so.
The video no longer was a piece of evidence to collect beyond what he did, which was
record the video on his OBRD.

030-25  Officer M



You have the right to appeal this decision. If you 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 modify the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

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

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

3) that the 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 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.cabg.gov/cpoa/survey. Thank you for participating in the process of
civilian oversight of the police, ensuring officers and personnel of the APD are held
accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

Qi (o

Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(505) 924-3770

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBUQUERQUE

CIVILIAN POLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

June 30, 2025

Via Email

Re: CPC # 030-25

COMPLAINT:
IEam 1 On 02/18/2025, B - submitted a complaint in person to the Civilian Police
Oversight Agency (CPOA) staff regarding an incident that occurred on 01/06/2025 at
1100 hours. Ms. B reported that she was concerned that Officer M documented
Albuquerque that he reviewed the Circle K surveillance footage but did not list it as evidence.

No part of the written complaint contained any allegations of misconduct for Officer N.
The investigator determined that he was the primary officer for this incident and that his
NM 87103 report (APD*******54) would become part of this investigation.

www.cabq.gov

EVIDENCE REVIEWED:
Video(s): Yes APD Report(s): Yes CAD Report(s): Yes
Complainant Interviewed: Yes Witness(es) Interviewed: No

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Officer N

Other Materials: Email Communications; Complainant Submitted Evidence

Date Investigation Completed: June 3, 2025

Albuguerque - Making History 1706-2006
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EINDINGS

1. Unfounded. Investigation classification when the investigator(s) determines, by clear and convincing ]'D
- evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subject officer. |

. 2. Sustained. Investigation classification when the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance of the 1D
i evidence, the alleged misconduct did oceur by the subject officer.

- I e T g _
| 3. Not Sustained. Investigation classification when the investigator(s) is unable to determine one way or the |

other, by a preponderance of the evidence, whether the alleged misconduct either occurred or did not occur. gD
Policies Reviewed:  2.60.4.A.2.f

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

| 4. Exonerated. Investigation classification where the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance of the i
|

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Original Complaint. Investigation classification where the ,
| investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance of the evidence, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in

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

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

| 6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classification where the investigator determines: The policy

| violations of a minor nature and do not constitute a pattern of misconduct (i.c. a violation subject to a class 7 D
sanction, -the allegations are duplicative; -the allegations, even if true, do not constitute misconduct; or -the
investigation cannot be conducted because of the lack of information in the complaint, and further |
investigation would be futile. '

It was determined that Officer N reviewed a Circle K surveillance camera footage pulled up
in the system by the store manager. Officer N used this video to determine that a battery had
occurred against two store employees. H . he understood the store did not want to
press charges and only have the individual trespassed. Officer N reported he attempted to
collect the video, but it could not be obtained right then and never received it from the store.
Given the fact that the store manager did not want to press charges, the video no longer was
a piece of evidence to collect beyond what he did. which was record the video on his OBRD.
Therefore, a preponderance of the evidence supports that this video did not need to be
collected as evidence based on the information that Officer N had at the time of his
investigation.

030-25  Officer N



You have the right to appeal this decision. If you 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 modify the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

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

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

3) that the 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 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.cabg.gov/cpoa/survey. Thank you for participating in the process of
civilian oversight of the police, ensuring officers and personnel of the APD are held
accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

LQJLM M\ —""

Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(505) 924-3770

ce: Albugquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBUQUERQUE

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

NM 87103

www.cabq.gov

CIVILIAN POLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

June 30, 2025

Via Certified Mail

Re: CPC # 032-25

COMPLAINT:

On 2/19/725, 1N submitted a complaint to the CPOA for an incident on 2/19/25 at
1035 at “Tramway Road NE Between Indian School & Lomas.” B reported that
Officer “R.” *5203,"” pulled him over because his license plate was not found in his
computer system. B provided Officer R with his driver's license, registration, and
insurance. Officer R returned to his patrol vehicle, re-contacted Bryan, told him
everything was fine, and returned his documents. B reported that Officer R pulled
him over without probable cause, violating his civil rights (4th Amendment). B

reported that Officer R stated “that sometimes APD's computer systems didn't always
work.” In addition, B reported that the APD Foothills Substation did not seem
concerned with his complaint and gave him an incomplete form.

EVIDENCE REVIEWED:
Video(s): Yes APD Report(s): N/A CAD Report(s): Yes
Complainant Interviewed: Yes Witness(es) Interviewed: N/A

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes
APD Employee Involved: Officer R (retired)

Other Materials: Email communications and NCIC query history.

Date Investigation Completed: June 18, 2025
1
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EINDINGS

Policies Reviewed: 2714A1

| 1. Unfounded. Investigation classification when the investigator(s) determines, by clear and convincing I
| evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subject officer. i
Policies Reviewed: 2414.A.1d

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

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

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

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

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

| investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance of the evidence, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in =~ |

the original complaint (whether CPC or internal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovered during |:I
| the investigation, and by a preponderance of the evidence, that misconduct did occur.

6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classification where the investigator determines: The policy i
violations of a minor nature and do not constitute a pattern of misconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7 D
sanction, -the allegations are duplicative; -the allegations, even if true, do not constitute misconduct; or -the {
investigation cannot be conducted because of the lack of information in the complaint, and further
| investigation would be futile.
2.41.4.A.1.d: It was determined that Officer R did advise Mr. N | of the reason for the stop
but did not identify himself by name or as an officer of the Department. The officer was
wearing his uniform with a name tag, but that does not comport with the policy statement.

2.71.4.A.1: The computer and video s Officer R made an inquiry into the plate before
stopping Mr. N, but did not appear to receive results. It was determined that Officer R
properly had cause to stop Mr. N . Computer systems are not infallible and there was no
indication Officer R was lying to stop him for some ulterior motive.

The CPOA recommends a written reprimand, h , Officer R no longer works for the
department so discipline cannot be imposed.

032-25  Officer R (retired)



You have the right to appeal this decision. If you 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 modify the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

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

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

3) that the 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 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.cabg.gov/cpoa/survey. Thank you for participating in the process of
civilian oversight of the police, ensuring officers and personnel of the APD are held
accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

QAW 1) A‘Qﬂz—ﬁ |

Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(505) 924-3770

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBUQUERQUE

CIVILIAN POLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

June 30, 2025

Via Email

Re: CPC # 035-25

COMPLAINT:
i On 03/01/2025, F submitted an online complaint to the CPOA regarding
an incident that occurred on 01/06/2025. Mr. F reported that his grandmother,
L R was involved in a crash with D , who was uninsured. Mr.
Albuquerque F reported that PSA H did nothing, including issuing a citation, to address Ms.
D i being uninsured or the nature of the crash. Mr. F provided a report
number of 250001592.
NM 87103 Mr. F listed Ms. R u and M as witnesses on the submitted
www.cabq.gov
EVIDENCE REVIEWED:
Video(s): Yes APD Report(s): Yes CAD Report(s): Yes
Complainant Interviewed: Yes Witness(es) Interviewed: No

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes
APD Employee Involved: PSA H
Other Materials: Email Communications & SOP's 1.78 & 2.40.

Date Investigation Completed: June 16, 2025
1
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1 & Not Snstamed lmestlgu:on class:ﬁcatmn when the m\.esugator(s) is unablc o delermme one way or the

1. Ulfounded Inu.sugatmn class:f cation “hcn Ihc |n\cst|galor(s) dctermmes, by clear and convincing
evidence, that alleged mzsconduct d1d not occur or did not m\olw the subjcct ol'ﬁcer

Poltmes Reviewed: 2464.A.1 g (Trafﬁc Crashef.)

| 2. Sustlmed Invesugatmn class1ﬁcauon when thc inv csngator(s) determines, by a preponderance of the
eudcnce thc ailcged mtsconduct did occur b} the subject oﬂ'cer

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

| 4. E.xonerated !mesugatson class:f cation where the inv cmgstm’(s) dctcrmmes by a preponderancc of the

| procedures, or training.

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

Policies Reviewed: 2484B.1.c (Towmg) & 2655A1a (Language Access)

| s. Sustalned \r’lolatlou Nol Bascd on Orlgma! C omphmt Imesugatlon classnﬁcauun “here thc

investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance of the evidence, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in
the original complaint (whether CPC or internal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovered during

| the 1mc:al|gatmn and b} a preponderunce of the evidence, that misconduct did occur.

| 6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classification where the investigator determines: The policy

violations of a minor nature and do not constitute a pattern of misconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7

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

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

!Ilnl- Ic I'V

D LEJ

2.46.4.A.1.g: It was determined that PSA H failed to contact an officer to take enforcement

action and failed to properly document all of the required information.

2.48.4.B.1.c: It was determined that PSA H failed to conduct an inventory of the towed

vehicle.

2.65.5.A.1.a: It was determined that PSA H failed to utilize a qualified language interpreter.

The CPOA recommends a verbal reprimand, a written reprimand and an 8 hour suspension

for each of the different policy violations.

035-25 PSAH

ra



You have the right to appeal this decision. If you 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 modify the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

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

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

3) that the 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 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.cabg.gov/cpoa/survey. Thank you for participating in the process of
civilian oversight of the police, ensuring officers and personnel of the APD are held
accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

LQ,W m@»ﬁ' |

Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(505) 924-3770

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBUQUERQUE

CIVILIAN POLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

June 30, 2025

Via Email

Re: CPC # 036-25

COMPLAINT:

On 03/03/2025, A M ' submitted an online complaint to the CPOA regarding
an incident that occurred on 03/02/2025 at 1700 hours. Mr. M reported that he
was stopped by Officer C on I-40 near Exit 159 and treated rudely. Mr. M

Albuquerque reported that Officer C did not provide his name and badge number upon request until a
second stop was made. Mr. M reported that he referred to Officer C as “good
boy, " which he was offended by, and responded by issuing Mr. M a citation.

PO Box 1293

NM 87103

www.cabq.gov
EVIDENCE REVIEWED;
Video(s): Yes APD Report(s): N/A CAD Report(s): Yes
Complainant Interviewed: Yes Witness(es) Interviewed: N/A
APD Employee Interviewed: Yes
APD Employee Involved: Officer C
Other Materials: Email Communications & TraCS Documents.

Date Investigation Completed: June 12, 2025
1

Albuguergue - Making History 1706-2006



EINDINGS

Policies Rcvicwcd' 1L.156€2 (Mlsconduct)

{ 1. Unl’ounded Investigation classification when the :mcsugamr(s) determmes, by clear and convincing
| evidence, that alleged mlsconducl did not oceur or did not ms olve the subjcct ol"ﬁcer

Policies Reviewed: 1 I 5E4 (Dcpanm:nl Issued Property)

! 2 Sustnlned !n\msnganon cimlﬁunon when the investigator(s) de(enmnes, b) a prepondcmncc of the m
evidence, tbc a!lcged misconduct did occur by thc Subjcct officer.

’ 3 Not Sllstained lmesng:mon clmmﬁcanon when the mwstlgnlor(s) is unable to determine one way or lhe
| other, by a preponderance of the evidence, whether the alleged misconduct either occurred or did not occur.

Policies Reviewed: 1.1.6.A.2 (On- & Off-Duty i onduct)

' 4 Emnented ln\csngahon classification where the lmcstlgnlor(s) dctctm1ms. bya preponderance ofthe |
| evidence, that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies, i
procedures, or training

Policies Reviewed: 2.8.5.C (Mandatory Recording)

? 5 Susmned leahon Not Baud on Original Complaint. Imcsugmon class1rcanon where the !
| investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance of the evidence, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in I

the original complaint (whether CPC or internal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovered during !m
| the m\eshgalmn and by a preponderance of the evidence, that misconduct did occur. :

| 6. Admmlstrﬂlvely Closed lnvcsugauon classification uhcrc thc investigator dﬂcrmmcs Thc pohcy
| violations of a minor nature and do not constitute a pattern of misconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7 D
| sanction, -the allegations are duplicative; -the allegations, even if true, do not constitute misconduct; or -the |
| investigation cannot be conducted because of the lack of information in the complaint, and further
investigation would be futile.

\dditional C .
1.1.5.C.2: It was determined that Officer C was not rude or unprofessional nor did he base
his official decisions on any animosity.
1.1.5.E.4: It was determined that Officer C operated his City-issued vehicle in an unsafe and
manner. He did not conduct the traffic stop in a safe location.
1.1.6.A.2: It was determined that Officer C provided his name and badge number verbally
and in writing. Mr. M “agreed it was provided verbally, but he was not listening.
Providing the information repeatedly is not required. The preponderance of the evidence
indicated Officer C provided information for justification of the traffic stop. The second
encounter was due to Mr. M insisting contact and did not require a justification.
2.8.5.C: It was determined that Officer C did not have his OBRD in buffer mode and did not
have his OBRD activated prior to contact.

The CPOA recommends a 120 hour suspension for the SOP violations.

036-25  Officer C



You have the right to appeal this decision. If you 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 modify the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

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

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

3) that the 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 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.cabg.gov/cpoa/survey. Thank you for participating in the process of
civilian oversight of the police, ensuring officers and personnel of the APD are held
accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

‘Qﬂw M\ =""

Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(505) 924-3770

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBUQUERQUE

CIVILIAN POLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

June 30, 2025

Via Email

Re: CPC # 038-25

COMPLAINT:

On 03/06/2025, R 'L submitted an online complaint to the CPOA regarding an
incident that occurred on 02/27/2025. Ms. L reported that Officer A responded to a
shooting threat concerning students. Officer A met with the suspect and informed them of
Albuquerque the allegations against them and who made them. Ms. L reported that the information
should not have been divulged to the suspect. Ms. L believed that Officer A minimized

the situation and put the school in a difficult situation of having to either disenroll or
expel the student.

PO Box 1293

NM 87103

www.cabq.gov

EVIDENCE REVIEWED:
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 A
Other Materials: Email Communications & NM Children's Code 32A.

Date Investigation Completed: June 25, 2025
1

Albugquerque - Making History 1706-2006



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

2. Sustained. Investigation classification when the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance of the
| 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 of the evidence, whether the alleged misconduct either occurred or did not occur.

O O O

Policies Reviewed:  1.1.5.A.4 (Conduct) & 2.16.5.C.1 (Reports)
4. Exonerated. Investigation classification where the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance of the
evidence, that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies,

| procedures, or training.

N

Policies Reviewed:  2.22.4.B.1 (Juvenile Delinquency)

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

| 6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classification where the investigator determines: The policy ;
v inlat.ions ofa minor-naturc and do not constitute a pattern of m_iscnnduci (ic.a vio_lalion §ubjcct to aclass 7 D
sanction, -the allegations are duplicative; -the allegations, even if true, do not constitute misconduct; or -the |
investigation cannot be conducted because of the lack of information in the complaint, and further
investigation would be futile.
\dditional C q
1.1.5.A.4: It was determined that Officer A did release the name of the victim to the suspect,
but doing so did not violate policy and therefore was not deemed to be unprofessional or
inappropriate. There was no indication that Officer A minimized the situation or created
undue risk to the victim, who was already known to the suspect.
2.16.5.C.1: It was determined that Officer A delayed the associated report beyond the end of
his shift with supervisor approval.
2.22.4.B.1: It was determined that Officer A interviewed a juvenile suspect for a delinquent
act without both advising the child of their constitutional rights and securing a knowing,
intelligent, and voluntary waiver. The suspect was questioned in a closed room at school,
with administrators and police present, and was not told that they were free to leave or that
they were not required to answer. Officer A did not attempt to confirm the presence of the
suspect's parents or secure parental assistance prior to the interview. The CPOA recommends
an 8 hour suspension.

(9]

038-25  Officer A



You have the right to appeal this decision. If you 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 modify the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

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

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

3) that the 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 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.cabg.gov/cpoa/survey. Thank you for participating in the process of
civilian oversight of the police, ensuring officers and personnel of the APD are held
accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

@w MW\

Diane McDermott

Executive Director
(505) 924-3770

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBUQUERQUE

CIVILIAN POLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

June 23, 2025

To File

Anonymous

Re: CPC # 059-25

COMPLAINT:

On 04/03/2025, Anonymous submitted a complaint via mail to the CPOA regarding an
incident that occurred in Mexico in March 2023. Anonymous reported that Officer H was
on the mayor's security detail on a trip to Mexico when he and an intern engaged in an

Albuquerque adulterous affair. Anonymous reported that the affair occurred while the mayor and his
family were in the same Airbnb. Anonymous indicated that they had sex while on duty
because they were being paid, housed, and fed by the taxpayers. Anonymous reported
that having sex while on duty violated ethical standards and undermined the public trust

NM 87103 in law enforcement. It s ' a blatant disregard and abuse of their responsibilities, a
disgrace for their positions, and the integrity of their professions.

PO Box 1293

www.cabgq.gov

EVIDENCE REVIEWED:
Video(s): N/A APD Report(s): N/A CAD Report(s): N/A
Complainant Interviewed: No Witness(es) Interviewed: No

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes
APD Employee Involved: Officer H

Other Materials: Email Communications, Trip Agenda, Timesheets, Unit History, & More.

Date Investigation Completed: June 10, 2025
1

Albuguergue - Making Histery 1706-20006



EINDINGS

Policies Reviewed: 1.1.6.A.1 (Professional Conduct While On- and Off-Duty)

- —

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

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

e ————————————————

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

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

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

S —— — S— -

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

Additional C .
It was determined that Officer H did not engage in an adulterous affair or sexual relationship
while on duty, abuse his position of authority, violate ethical standards, undermine the public
trust in law enforcement, show a blatant disregard for his responsibilities, abuse his
responsibilities, disgrace his position, or disgrace the integrity of his profession. Even though
portions of the trip were publicly funded, it does not mean those attending were working
24/7, as reflected in the payroll records. The CPOA does not have jurisdiction to investigate
the personal lives of APD personnel unless there is a direct correlation between the off-duty
conduct and their employment.

059-25  OfficerH



You have the right to appeal this decision. If you 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 modify the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

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

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

3) that the 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 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 of the police, ensuring officers and personnel of the APD are held
accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

(b nf@vff*"

Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(505) 924-3770

cc: Albuguerque Police Department Chief of Police
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