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

Albuquerquc

NM 87103

www.ca\.gov

Cn,ILIAN PoLICE O\.ERSIGHT AGENCY

March 5, 2026

Via Email

Re: CPC # 051-25

COEI.AINL
On 3124125, M  G  submitted a complaint to the CPOA for an incident on
318125 at I 106 hours. M  reported that he was speeding and was stopped at the
Sunport by Oflicer C, who cited him despite having a crying chitd and being late for a

flight. M  reported not having an issue with the ticket. Still, he was a physician aware
ofthe crime situation and believed other crimes required APD's attention. He reported
that Officer C did not explain the differences ofpaying the citation and requesting a court
date, leaving him uninformed of his choices. He reported that Officer C never informed
him that by agreeing to pay the citation he admitted guilt and the situation was the
delinition of coercion because he was in a hurry, and chose to agree to pay the citation,
which he later read.

EYIDENCI.BDYIEIIEDT

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

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

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Officer C

Other Materials: Email communications & State of New Mexico Uniform Trafftc Citation

Date lnvestigation Completed: July 14,2025

I

I)O Box ll93

Albuqtoquc - Making Hhtorl 1706-2o06



EINDINGS

PoliciesReviewed: 2.41.4.A.2.a

l. Unfou[ded, Investigation classification when the investigator(s) determiDes, by clear and convincing
evidence, that alleged misconduct did nol occur or did not involve the subject omcer.

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

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

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

procedures, or training.

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

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

the original complaint (\!hether CPC or internal complaint) but that other misconduct was discoveted during

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

6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classification where the investigator determinesi The policy

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

sanction, -the allegations are duplicative; _the allegations, evefl iftrue, do not constitute misconduct; or -the

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

investigation would be futile.

AdditiqrslrcoDDr.rtii
2.41.4.A.2.a: It was determined that Officer C did explain all options to the driver, M
per soP.

Investigator Note:
It should be noted that after a review ofthe oBRD videos, the Investigator did not observe

any coercion from Officer C toward M  per the complaint

2051-25 Officer C

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

i

a

tr

,a



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

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

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

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

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

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

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

listed above.

Ifyou are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision ofthe ChiefofPolice or any matter

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

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

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

number.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(505) 924-3770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

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

survey form at http://www.cabq.gov/cpoa/survey. There was a delay in the issuance of findings

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

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

process of civilian oversight of the police.

0r' tu



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

www.cabq.gov

Crvrr,nx Por.rCE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

March 5,2026

Via Email

 

Re: CPC # 071-25

COMELAINL

A  A  submitted a telephone complaint to the CPOA on 0411612025, reporting
that she had called and spoke with a male 9l I dispatcher who had no empathy for her.
She reported that the dispatcher was rude and didn't care how she felt as a victim.

EYIDENCT..BEYIEIEDI

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: Telecommunication Operator H

Other Materials: Email Communications, SOPA documents, & 91 I recordings

Date Investigation Completed: July 15,2025

Albuqacrqu - Makixg History 1706-2006

NM 87103



FINDINGS

PoliciesReviewed: l.l.5.A.1 (Conduct)

l. Unfounded. Investigation classification *hen the investigator(s) d€termines, by clear and convincing
evidence, that alleged misconduct did flot occirr or did not involve the subject oflicer.

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

L-

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

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

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

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

AddiliqlelcaDllEllri
1.1.5.A.1: Based on the evidence, it was determined that Telecommunication Operator H did
treat A  A  with respect, courtesy, and professionalism during his phone interaction
with her and did not violate the policy in question.

2071-25 TelecommunicationOperatorH
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Administratively closed complaints may be re-opened if additional information becomes
available. Please provide your additional information in writing to the CPOA Director as
listed above.

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

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

tu
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(s0s) 924-3770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief ofPolice

You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings and/or
recommendations of the cPoA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter, communicate your desire to have an
appeal hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.O. Boxl29!, Albuquerque, NM 87103, or
by email to CPoA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Board's next regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt ofthe
request and the next meeting, In order for the Advisory Board to modi$ the Directorts
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

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

discretion; or

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

,0-"



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

NM 87103

www.cabq.gov

Crvn rnrv Por,rcE OvERsrcHT AcENCy

March 5, 2026

Via Email

Re: CPC # 071-25

COMEIdINL

A  A  submitted a telephone complaint to the CPOA on 0411612025, reporting
that an officer did not properly investigate an incident she was involved in. She reported
having to ask the officer if he was going to document her injuries, get her side ofthe
story, and she was not provided any information concerning a restraining order.
Additionally, Ms. A  reported that the officer didn't speak to her daughter or
document anything.

EYIDENCF..BEYI&IEDi

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

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

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Officer W

Other Materials: Email Communications, SOPA documents, g 91 1 1ss61dings.

Date Investigation Completed: July 15,2025
I

Albuqucrquc - Mahing Hirtory 1706-2006



policiesReviewed: 2.78.4.A.2.b(Domestic Abuse Investigations)

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

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

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

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

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

AdditiqulCarus$i

2071-25 Officer W

FINDINGS

ln

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

2.78.4.A.2.b: OBRD Video confrrmed that during Officer W's interaction with Ms. A
she did not ask Officer W for his name, a card or information conceming a restraining order.
Based on the evidence, Officer W conducted an investigation to determine who the
predominant aggressor was in a domestic dispute pursuant to APD SOP and determined that
it was Ms. A  There were calls from both sides each accusing the other. Ms. A  left
before she could be provided a packet. Minor children are typically not interviewed other
than for child abuse investigations.

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

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

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

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

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

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

number.

If you have a computet available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at http://w*rv.cabq.gov/cpoa/survev. 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 ofthe police.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(s05) 924-3770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police DePartment Chief of Police

You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings and/or
recommendations of the CPOA Executive 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, ! hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Board's next regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt ofthe
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modify the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

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.

..|ur^n,



CTTY OF AIBU UER UE

CwILIAN PoLrcE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

March 5,2026

Via Email

PO Box 1293

AJbuquerquc

NM 87103

www.cabq.gov

COMELAINL

A  A  submitted a telephone complaint to the CPOA ofi 0411612025, reporting

thaf the Sergeant called Ms. A  and informed her that they were sorry, that the other

involved individual had been spoken to, and that the incident was going to be dropped,

and that nothing was going to happen because both individuals had advised that they had

been hit by the other. Ms. A  reported that the sergeant was not the judge and

questioned how he knew the case would be dropped.

EVIDENCI.BEYIEIXEDT

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

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

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Sergeant L

Other Marerials: Email Communications, SOPA documents, & 91 1 rcgsldings

Date InvestiBation Completed: July 15,2025

Re: CPC # 071-25

Albuqrcrquc - Mahing H*tolt l7O6-20(M



EINDINGS

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

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

3. Not Sust8incd. lnvestigation classification when the investigato(s) is unable to determine one way or the

other, by a preponderance ofthe evideoce, utether the alleged misconduct either occurrcd or did not occur.

policies Reviewed: General Order 1.1.5.A.4

4. Exoner|ted. Investigation classification where the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe

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

procedures, or training.

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Originrl Comphint. InvestiSation classification where the

investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur thal was not alleged in
the original complaint (whether CPC or intemal complaint) bul that other misconduct }!as discovered during
the investigation. and by a preponderance ofthe evidence, that misconduct did occur.

6. Administrrtively Closed. [nvestigation classification where the investigator determi[es: The policy

violations ofa minor nature and do oot constitute a pattem ofmisconduct (i.e. a violatiotl subject to a class 7

sanction, -the allegations are duplicative; .the sllegations, even iftrue, do oot constitute misconduct; or -the

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

investigation would be futile.

AlrlilioliLcsDDrilli
l.l.5.A.4- Based on the evidence, it was determined that Sergeant L told Ms. A  he did
not think the case would go an)''\i/here. He was referring to her being the alleged offender, so

it appeared that he used that as a de-escalation technique, as noted by Sergeant L in his

interview. His actions were not a violation of policy.

2071-25 Sergeant L
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings and/or
recommendations of the CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter, communicate your desire to have an

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

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

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

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

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

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

listed above.

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

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

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

calendar days (inclusive ofholidays and weekends) of receipt ofthis 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 multipte-staff changes including investigators and the Director along with a high volume

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

process of civilian oversight of the police.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversi ght Agency by

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

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



UER UE

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

NN{ 8710.1

www'cabq.gov

Crvrlnn Por,rcE OvERsrcHT AcENcY

March 9,2026

Via Email

Re: CPC # 073-25

COMPJ.AINL

On OahS/2O25, W  D  submitted an online complaint to the Civilian Police

Oversight Agency (CPOA) regarding an incident that occurred on O4h712O25 alz300
hours at 1205 Dickerson Drive Southeast. Ms. D  reported that she called the police

anonymously regarding a noise complaint, but the dumb officers (two males) made

contact with her anyway and called her by name. The neighbors got quiet, and Ms. D

asked the officers why they used her name when she had called in anonymously due to
safety concerns about the neighbors making noise. Ms. D  reported that it was a

violation of her privacy and safety. Ms. D  reported that the officers were dismissive

and said they could not do anything because it was private property, leaving the
property unaddressed.

EYIDENCI.BECII.SaEDT

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

Complainant Interviewed: Yes Witness(es) Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Officer L

Other Materials: video submitted by complainant

Date Investigation Completed: August 5, 2025
I

Albuqacrquc - Mabiry Hi*ory 17062006

CITY OF ALBU

  



FINDINGS

l, Unfounded. Investigatio[ classificalion when the investigato(s) determines, by cleat and convincing
evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subject officer.

2. Sustrined. Investigation classificstion \ fien the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject officlr.

' 3. Not Sustained. lnvestigation classification wh€n lhe investigator(s) is unable to determine one way or the

other, by a preponderalce oflhe evidence, whether the alleged miscooduct either occurred or did not occur

Policies Reviewed: 1.t.5.A.4 Personnel Code ofconduct

4. Exoncrsted. Investigation classification where the investigator(s) determines, by a preponde.ance ofthe

evidencc, that alleged conduct in the underlying cohplaint did occur but did not violate APD policies.

procedures, or training.
a

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

invesligato(s) determines, by a prepondcrance ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in

the original complaint (whether cPC or intemal complaint) but lhat other misconducl was discovered during

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

AdtlitiolaL:Csnlrcltli
The OBRD recordings showed Officer L contacted Ms. D  Officers did not disclose Ms

D  identity to others. Officer L was trying to confirm the correct location. Officer L's

actions were consistent with department policy and the city's process for responding to noise

complaints, including the limitations on enforcement when complaints were submitted

anonymously (City of Albuquerque Environmental Health Department, n.d.). Officer L

explained the department's limitations in the situation.

6. Administrrtively Closed. Investigation classification where the investigator determiles: The policy

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

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

investigation carnot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complaint, and furlher

investigation would be futile.

')

073-25 OfficerL



You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the frndings and/or
recommendations of the cPoA Erecutive Director within 30 calendar days (inctusive 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, IrlM g7103, or
by email to CPoA@cabq.gov. Include your CpC number. Upon receipi 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 receipiofthe
request atrd the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modify the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

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

discretion; or

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

Ifyou are not satisfied with the final disciptinary decision of the chief of police or any matter
relating to the chiefs handling ofthe complaint you may request a review ofthe complaint by
the City's Chief Administrative Officer. Your request must be in writing and within j0
calendar days (inclusive ofholidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter. Include your cpc
number.

If you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at http://ws,rv.cabq.gov/cpoa/sr.rryev. 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 ofthe police, ensuring officers and personnel
ofthe APD are held accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Pol Oversieht Aeency by

nl
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(s0s) 924-3770

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

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

0r,,,
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CITY OF ALBU UER UE

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

NM 87103

w,lw.cabq.gov

CTVILIAN PoLICE OVERSIGIIT AGENCY

March 6, 2026

Via Email

Re: CPC # 077-25

COMELAINL

On 04/22/2025, M  L  submitted a telephone complaint to the civilian Police Oversight

Agency (CPOA) staff regarding an incident that occurrcd on O4/L6/2025 at 2100 hours at the
Target on Paseo Del Norte. Ms. L  reported that her vehicle was illegally seized and towed

atter a male officer instructed her to exit the vehicle, even though she had informed the officer

that the documents confirming her ownership of the vehicle were in the glove compartment.

The officer advised her that he could not search the glove compartment because he did not

have consent from the owner of the vehicle. Ms. L  reported that the vehicle was sealed and

that the Albuquerque Police Department (APD) was refusing to provide her with the location of
the vehicle or any other information

Albuqucrqw - l ahing Hittory 1706-2005

EYIDENCI.BEYIEUDT

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

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

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Detective I

Other Materials: Email Communications, CSS photos, Target surveillance, SOP 2-48

Date Investigation Completed: August 6,2025
I



EINDING:

PoliciesReviewed: 2.71.4.A.1

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

2. Sustsined. Investigatio[ classification when the investigato(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, the alleged miscorduct did occur by the subject oflicer.

3. Not Sustrined. Investigatioo classification when the hvestigator(s) is trnable to determine one way or the

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

4, Exonereted. Investigation classification u+rcrc the investigato(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evideoce, that alleged colduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did nol violate APD policies,

procedures, or training.

5. Sustsined Viol8tion Not Based on Origiuel Complsint. Investigation classification u4rcre the

iovestigato(s) determines, by a prcponderance ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in

lhe origiml complaint ($tether CPC or intemal complaint) but lhat other misco[duct was discovered during
the investigation, and by a preponderanca ofthe evidence, that misconduct did occur.

6. Administratively Closed. lnvestigation classification where the investiSator determifles: The policy

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

sanction, -the allegatio[s are duplicative; -the allegations, even iftrue, do not constitute misconductl or'the
investigalion cannot be condlcted because ofthe lack of information in the complain! and further

investigation would be futile.

Addiliqd.rcoEryalri
Ms. L  was the driver ofa vehicle where an individual had been observed by Target loss prevention

personnel atlcgedly shoptifting, exiting and retuming to with merchandise. Detectives could not establish that

Ms. L  was the registered owner ofthe car, therefore she could not grant permission for detectives to enter

the glove box attd rcview paperwork she ctaimed eslablished ownership. Police resoulces identified a differcnt

ownir, which detectives could not reach then. Paraphemalia was observed in plain view so the car was seized,

sealed, and towed pending a search warrant. The car was not illegally seized as Ms. L  alleged. The evidence

showed MS. L  would reasonably have known where the car was towcd. It was unklown how or to whom

she reached out about th€ car as she did nol participate in the investigative process

2077-25 Detective I
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l) A policy was misapplied in the evaluation of the complaint;

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

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

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

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

listed above.

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

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

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

calendar days (inclusive ofholidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter. lnclude your cPC
number.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(s0s) e24-3770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

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

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

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

survey form at http://wlryr.cabq.gov/cpoa/survev. There was a delay in the issuance of findings

due to multiple;taff 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.

Ar^,,



UER UE

CTVILIAN PoLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

March 6, 2026

To File

Re: CPC # 078-25

CQMPJ.AINL

Mr. S  reported that he had been parked on the corner of Texas Street and Central

Avenue when an Albuquerque Police Department (APD) officer passed by him, turned

around, got behind him, and called it a traffic stop. Mr. S  also reported that he

had been parked on the corner of Central Avenue and Texas Street for approximately

four minutes when an Albuquerque Police Department (APD) officer passed by him,

turned around, parked next to him, and called it a traffic stop. Mr. S  reported that
the officer told him he was speeding and failed to use his turn signal. Mr. S

indicated that the officer did not have evidence of a violation and did not have probable

cause to pull him over.

PO Box 1293

Albuquerquc

wr,vw.cabq.gov

EYUIENCI.BEYIEIIEDr

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

Complainant lnterviewed: No

APD Employee lnterviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Sgt. D

Other Materials: APD soP 2-41

Date Investigation Completed: August I 1, 2025

CAD Report(s): Yes

Witness(es) Interviewed: N/A

CTTY OF ALBU

NN,l 87r03

I

Albuqutrqw - Maling Hittolt 1706-2006



FINnINGS

PoticiesReviewed: 2.71.4.A.1

l. UnfouDded. tnvestigation classilication when the investigato!(s) determines, by clear atld convincing
evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subiectofficer. Y

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

3. Not Sustrined. Iovestigation classification *fien the hvestigator{s) is unsble to determine one \ ay or the

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

4. Exonersted. Investigation classification ${rc.e the investigator(s) determines, by a prcponderance ofthe

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

procedures, or training.

5. Sustsined Violation Not Brsed on Originrl Comphint. tnvestigation classification where the

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

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

the investigation, and by a preponderance ofthe evideoct,lhat ftisconduct did occul.

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

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

sanction, -the allegations arc duplicative: 'the allegations, even if&ue, do not constitute misconduct; ol -the

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

investigation would be firtile.

AddilialllrConlsllt
It was determined that Sergeant D conducted a traffic stop based on observed infractions.

Sgt. D exercised officer discretion consistent with SOP 2.41.4.A.1.1 which guides officers to

isiue citations if warranted, but does not require a citation for every violation. The evidence

did not support the allegation that Sergeant D failed to have a legitimate basis for the stop or

acted contrary to Department policy.

2078-25 Sgt. D
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You have the right to appeal this decision, Ifyou are not satislied with the lindings and/or
recommendations of the CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt ofthis letter, communicate your desire to have an
appeal hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.0. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM E7103, or
by email to CPOA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Board's next regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt ofthe
request and the uext meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modi$ the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

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

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

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

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

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

listed above.

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

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

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

number.

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

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

J

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

8r^,,
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(sos) 924-3770



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

CrvrLrAN Pol,tcr Ownslcltr AGf,NcY

March 9, 2026

Via Email

PO Box 1293

Albuquerquc

NM 87103

www,cabq.gov

COMPJ.AINL

On 4t22D5, J  G  submitted a comPlaint to the CPOA for an incident that day

on Paseo Del Norte and Universe Blvd. Ms. G  was followed and tailgated by an

officer on a motorcycle. She drove through a yellow light, the oflicer drove through a red

light as he followed, and then identified himself as an officer and activated his lights. she

pulled over, he contacted her and requested her information, but did not give the reason

ior the stop. She called 242-COPS to ask for a Sgt., the officer advised it would be 25

minutes, she told him it was okay and that she would wait. The Sgt. anived and the

officer told him he had followed her to pull her over. She reported the officer used

intimidation and aggression, tailgated her, and did not identify himself until she pulled

into the parking lot.

EYIDENCESEUIESIEDT

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 M

Other Materials: Email communications, Google Maps

Date lnvestigation Completed: August 19, 2025
I

Re: CPC # 079-25



Policies Reviewed: l.l.5.A.l & 2.41.4.A.1

l. Unfounded. lnvestigation classification $'hen lhe investigator(s) determines, by clear and convincing
evide[ce, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subject oflicer.

2. Sustri[ed. lovestigation classification when the investigato(s) determioes, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject offictr.

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

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

PoliciesReviewed: 1.1.5.8.4

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

procedures, or Laining.

5. Sustai[cd Violation Not Based on Originsl Complaitrt. Investigation classification $;here the

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

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

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

6. Administrrtively Closcd. tnvestigation classification whcre the investigator determines: The policy

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

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

investigation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in lhe complaint' and funher

investigation would be futile.

Addiliqlel]ceDrc$ti
l.l .5.A.1 : It was determined that Officer M treated Ms' G  respectfully, courteously, and

professionally during their interaction.
j.l.S.g.+, lt was determined that Officer M operated his department-issued vehicle within
policy as he "paced" Ms. G  to determine her speed and followed through in order to

effbct the tra{fic stop.
2.41.4.A,.1'.lt was determined that Officer M conducted the traffic stop in full uniform,

driving a fully marked police motorcycle, and in a safe location that allowed for a safe exit
and ap-proach to the driver's vehicle. The evidence also showed that Officer M identified

trimsetiUy name as an officer of the Department and advised the reason for Ms. G  stop

1
079-25 Officer M

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

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

2) That the frndings or r€cornmendations 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 ptovide your additional information in writing to the CPOA Director as

listed above.

If you are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision ofthe Chief of Police or any matter
relating to the Chiefs handling ofthe complaint you may r€quest a review ofthe complaint by
the City's Chief Administrative Officer. Your request must be in writing and within 30

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

number.

If you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at http://*"w.rv.cabq.gov/cpoa/survey. There was a delay in the issuance offindings
due to multiple staffchanges 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 Pol Oversieht Aeency by

tu
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(s0s) 924-3770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

NM 87103

w!r'w. cabq.gov

March 19,2026

To File

Re: CPC # 080-25

COMPJAINL

R  R  submitted an online complaint to the CPOA on 0412512025, reporting
he had been in a physical altercation with his ex-girlfriend, Ms. H, who was employed as
an APD dispatcher at the time. Mr. R  reported he was arrested with over
seventeen armed officers pointing their weapons at him. He reported that officers did not
take his statement and that Ms. H filed a false police report.
Mr. R  did not participate in the investigative process.

EVTDNNCT- Rr..VTEWETI:

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

Complainant Interviewed: No Witness(es) Interviewed: No

APD Employee Interviewed: No

APD Employee Involved: Former Officer A

Other Materials: Email Communications, certified mail receipts, timecard., SOP 2-53

Date Investigation Completed: August 12,2025

Albuqucryue - Mahiry History 1706-2006

CIvTLTAN PoLrcE OyERsrcHT AcENcy

1



FINDINGS

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

Z

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

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

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

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

Additional Comments:

L1.6.,{.1: It was determined that Officer A conducted an investigation that appeared not to
have been influenced by Ms. H's employment as an APD Telecommunication Operator.
There was no evidence that she filed a false police report. The evidence showed that neither
the officers nor the detectives had aimed weapons at Mr. R  and that Mr. R s
statement was taken.
Officer A was no longer employed with the department for an interview.

2080-25 Former Officer A

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

2. Sustained. Investigation classification when the investigator(s) determines, by a prepond€rance of the il-l
]*lo::?.n"ill"*o1lisco19u:]did.o:curbythesubjectofIicer.
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings and/or
recommendations of the cPoA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter, communicate your desire to have an
appeal hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103, or
by email to CPOA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Board's next regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt ofthe
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modi$ the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

l) A policy was 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 additionat information becomes
available. Please provide your additional information in writing to the CPOA Director as
listed above.

Ifyou are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision ofthe ChiefofPolice or any matter
relating to the Chiefs handling ofthe complaint you may request a review ofthe complaint by
the City's Chief Administrative Officer. Your request must be in writing and within 30
calendar days (inclusive 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 offindings
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 ofthe police, ensuring officers and personnel
ofthe APD are held accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversi ght Agency by

nl
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(s0s) 924-3770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CTTY OF AIBU UER

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

NM 87103

www. cabq. gov

Crvrr,r,LN Por,rcf, OvERsrcHT AcENCy

March 19,2026

To File

Re: CPC # 080-25

COMEI.AINL

R  R  submitted an online complaint to the CPOA on0412512025, reporting
he had been in a physical altercation with his ex-girlfriend, Ms. H, who was employed as

an APD dispatcher at the time. Mr. R  reported he was arrested with over
seventeen armed oflicers pointing their weapons at him. He reported that officers did not
take his statement and that Ms. H filed a false police repo(.
Mr. R  did not participate in the investigative process.

EYIDENCI.BIJ&UEIIi

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

Complainant Interviewed: No Wirness(es) Interviewed: No

APD Employee Interviewed: No

APD Employee Involved: Detective G

Other Materials: Email Communications, certified mail receipts, timecard, APD SOP 2-53.

Date Investigation Completed: August 12,2O25

1

Albugucrquc - Making History 1706-2006
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FINDINGS

PoliciesReviewed: l.l.6.4.l (Corduct)

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

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

3. Not Suslained. Investigation classification whefl the investigator(s) is unable to determine one way or the
other, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, whether the alleged misconduct either occurred or did no1 occur.

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

I
I

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

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

Additional CommenLs:

I .1 .6.A.1 : It was determined that Detective G conducted an investigation that appeared not to
have been influenced by Ms. H's employment as an APD Telecommunication Operator.
There was no evidence that she filed a false police report. The evidence showed that neither
the officers nor the detectives had aimed weapons at Mr. R  and that Mr. R s
statement was taken.

080-25 Detective G
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings and/or
recommendations ofthe CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter, communicate your desire to have an
appeal hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103, or
by email to CPOA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Boardrs next regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt ofthe
request and the next meeting, In order for the Advisory Board to modiS the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more ofthe following:

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

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

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

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

listed above.

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

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 offindings
due to multiple staffchanges 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 ofthe police, ensuring officers and personnel
ofthe APD are held accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversi ght Agency by

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

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

,0r"



CITY OF ALBU UER

March 19, 2026

To File

Re: CPC # 080-25

PO Box 1293

COMPJ.AINL

R  R  submitted an online complaint to the CPOA on 0412512025, reporting
he had been in a physical altercation with his ex-girlfriend, Ms. H, who was employed as

an APD dispatcher at the time. Mr. R  reported he was anested with over
seventeen armed oflicers pointing their weapons at him. He reported that officers did not
take his statement and that Ms. H filed a false police report.
Mr. R  did not participate in the investigative process.

Albuquerque

NM 87103

EYDENCE-BEYII.SDi

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

Complainant Interviewed: No Witness(es) Interviewed: No

APD Employee lnterviewed: No

APD Employee Involved: Former Operator H

Other Materials: Email Communications, certified mail receipts, timecard.

Date Investigation Completed: Augusl 12,2025

Albuqucrquc - Makitg Hittor! 1706-2006

UE

Cn'TLIAN PoLrcE O!'ERsrcHT Acf,NcY

w*w.cabq.gov
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FINDINGS

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

l. Unfounded. Investigation classification when the investigato(s) determines, by clear arld convincing
evidenc., that alleged misconducl did not occur or did not involve the subject officer.

2. Sustrined. Investigation cl&rsificatiol when the investigato(s) determines, by a preponderaoce ofthe
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject omcer.

3. Not Sustrincd. Investigation classification \aten the investigator(s) is unable to dete.mine one way or the
other, by 6 preponderance ofthe evidence, whether the alleged misconduct either occurred or did not occur.

4. Exonerrled. Investigation classification where the inv€stigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, that alleged conduct in the underlying cornplaint did occur but did not violate APD policies,
procedures, or tmining.

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

6. Administratively Closcd. Investigation classification where the investigato. determines: The policy
violations ofa minor naturc and do not constitute a pattern ofmisconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7
sanction, -the allegatio[s are duplicative; -the allegations, even iftrue, do not constitute misconduct; or -the
investigation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complaint, and further
investigation would be futile.

AdditiryLcaDEcilri
l-1.6.A.1: It was determined that officers conducted an investigation that appeared not to
have been influenced by Ms. H's employment as an APD Telecommunication Operator.
There was no evidence that she filed a false police report. Mr. R s statement was
taken.
Operator H was no longer employed with the department for an interview.

2080-25 Former 0perator H
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings and/or
recommendations of the CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter, communicate your desire to have an
appeal hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103, or
by email to CPOA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Board's next regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt ofthe
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modiS the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

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

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

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

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

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

If you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at http://www.cabq.gov/cpoa/survev. There was a delay in the issuance of findings
due to multiple staffchanges 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 ofthe police, ensuring ofTicers and personnel
ofthe APD are held accountable, and improving the process.

The Civilian Police Oversi ght Agency by

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

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

Sincerely,

,0,^



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

NM 87r0.3

Crvrlnx Por,rcE OvERsrcHT Acnxcy

Via Email

Re: CPC # 083-25

COMEIIAINL

On 04/2512025,fta  J  submitted a telephone complaint to the Civilian police Oversight
Agency (CPOA) staff regarding an incident that occurred on 04/24/2025 at 1030 hours at Juan
Tabo and Wyoming. Ms. j  reported that Officer R was discourteous and disrespectful and
spoke to her disrespectfully and rudely after pulling her over for an illegal license plate cover.
Officer R asked her to exit her vehicle to observe the violation. She agreed that the plate was
illegible and Officer R told her she had two minutes to remove the cover and then told her to
stop what she was doing while looking for the tools to remove the cover. Officer R got upset
when she told him she was only doing what he asked. Ms. J  reported that Officer R

aggressively took the clipboard from her after

EYIDENCI.BEYIEICDDi

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

Complainant Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Interviewed: No

APD Employee Involved: Former Officer R

Other Materials: email communications

Date Investigation Completed: August 12,2025

CAD Report(s): Yes

Witness(es) Interviewed: N/A

March 19, 2026

ww.cabq.gov

I

Albtqacrqw - Making Hitory 1706-2006



EINDINGI

Policies Reviewed: l.l.5.A.l Personnel Code ofConduct

l. Uofounded. Investigation classification !}fien the investigato(s) determines, by clear and convinciDg
evidence, that alleged miscorduct did not occur ot did not ilvolve the subject officer.

2. Sustsined. Investigation classification when the investigator(s) determines, by a prepo[derance ofthe
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject oflicer.

3. Not Sustri[ed. Investigation classification when lhe investigator(s) is unable to determine one way or the
other, by a preponderarce ofthe evidence, whether the alleged misconduct either occured or did not occur.

4. Exonerated. Investigatio[ classification *,tlere the investigato(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, lhat alleged co.duct in the underlyiry complaint did oc4ur but did oot violate APD policies,
procadures, or tniniog.

5. Sustrined Violrtion Not Brsed on Origi[al Comphint. Invesrigalion classification where the
investigato(s) determines. by a preponderance ofthe evidence, misconduct did occu. that was not alleged in
the original complaint (whethe. CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovered during
the investigation, and by a preponderance ofthe evidence, that misconduct did occur.

6. Administrrtively Closed. Investigation classilication where the inv€stigator detenr nes: The policy
violations ofa minor nature and do not constifute a pattem ofmisconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class ?
sanction, .lhe allegations arc duplicative; -thc allegations, even iftrue. do not constitute misconduct: or -the
investigation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complain! aad further
investigation would be futile.

Additional Comments:

I .1.5.A.1-lt was determined that the evidence, including the OBRD recording, does not
support the allegations of discourtesy, disrespect, or unprofessional behavior by Officer R.
The officer's conduct was consistent with department policy and procedure. The video
evidence shows Officer R maintained professionalism and courtesy throughout the incident.
Officer R did not participate in the investigation as he had already departed the department.

a

2
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083-25 Former Officer R



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

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.

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

If you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey forrn at http://www.cabq.gov/cpoa,/survey. There was a delay in the issuance offindings
due to multiple staffchanges 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 ofthe police, ensuring officers and personnel
ofthe APD are held accountable, and improving the process.

The Civilian Police Oversi ght Agency by

nl

l

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

Sincerely,

Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(s0s) 924-3770



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

PO Bo:< 1293

A.lbuquerque

N l\.1 lt7 I 0.1

www.cabq.gov

Cn,ILIAN POLICE OvERSIGHT AGENCY

March24,2026

Via Email

 

Re: CPC # 088-25

CAMELAINL

Mr. L  reported that hc had interactions with officers regarding his trespassing. Oflicer
A was being very aggressive and rude toward him- Mr. L  reported that because

Officer A made a comment of "Welcome to America," she was being racist because he is
a minority. Mr. L  reported that Officer A misused her authority, and made Mr. L
feel very threatened by her prcsence because he had a hard time understanding and told
him he could either leave or go to jail for trespassing and stated, "What's it going to be it's
a yes or no reply."

EYIDENCEBECU,WEDI

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

Complainant Interviewed: Yes Witness(es) Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Officer A

Other Materials: Email Communications & APD SOP l-4

Date Investigation Completed: Augusl T, 2025

I

Albuqucrqut - Making History 176-2006



EINDING:

PoliciesReviewed: l.l.5.A.l; 1.1.5.A.2; 1.1.5.C.2

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

2. Sustrined. Investigation classilication wherl the investigator(s) determioes, by a preponderance ofthe
I evideoce, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject officer.

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

other, by a prepondera.ce oflhe evidence, whether the alleged misconduct eithe. occuned or did not occur.

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

5. Sustsitred Violation Not Besed on Originsl Comphint. Investigation classificltion where the
investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur that $6s not alleged in
the original complaint (whether CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovered during
the investigation, and by a prcponderance ofthe evidence, that misconduct did occur.

1.1.5.A.2 - A review ofthe OBRD videos confirmed that Officer A did not show any bias, prejudice or act in a
discriminatory manner towards Mr. L  The OBRD video did confirm, Officer A did make the corrune[t,
"Welcome to America," but it did not show any maliciousness on Officer A's part or possess any racial meaning

or undertones.

')088-25 Officer A
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6. Administrrtively Closcd. Investigation classilication where the investigator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor nature and do not constitute a pattem ofmisconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7
sanction, .the allegations are duplicative; -the allegations, even iftrue, do not constitute misconduct; or -the
investigation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complaint, and further
investigation would be futile.

Addiliqualrcsnrcil$
L l.5.A.l - A review of the OBRD videos confirmed that Officer A did not violate the policy in question.

Officer A was at no time rude or aggressive while intemcting with Mr. L

1.1.5.C.2 - A review of the OBRD videos confirmed that Officer A did not violate the policy in question or
show Officer A act officiously and/or misuse her authority while interacting with Mr. L  At no time did

Officer A conduct herselfin a tfueatening or aggressive manner toward Mr. L



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

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

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

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

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

listed above.

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

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

ofthe APD are held accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversi ght Agency by

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

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CTTY OF ALBU UER

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

NN.t 87103

wvw.cabq.gov

CTVILIAN PoLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

March24,2026

Via Email

Re: CPC # 092-25

COMEI.AINL

Mr. S  reported that he was filing the complaint on behalfofhis delivery driver,
G  N  who was stopped for no insurance on a fleet delivery vehicle. A written
waming was issued for no evidence of registration, but Mr. N  was not asked for the
registration. Mr. S  reported that the vehicle had a current registration tag, was

registered and insured, and that proofofsuch was in the vehicle at all times. Mr. S
reported that Mr. N  was detained for thirty minutes, resulting in poor delivery times
and customer complaints.

EYIDENCLBEYIE,]IEDI

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

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

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Officer M

Other Materials: Citations issued, screenshot provided by Officer M

Date Investigation Compieted: August 20,2025
I

Albuqrcrque - Nlaking Hhtory 1706-2006

UE



FINDTNGS

Policies Reviewed: 2.4t.4.A. t.f Traffic Stops

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

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

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

5. Sustailed Violation Not Bssed on Origilal Complaint. lnvestigation classification \4here the
investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in
the original complaint (whether CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovercd duing
the investigation, and by a preponderance ofthe evidence, that misconduct did occur.

Officer M had legitimate grounds for the stop based on a suspended registration per the
MVD system. Officer M provided during the investigation what the system showed. Per the
OBRD videos, Officer M asked for appropriate documents, including the proofof
registration. The driver provided proof of insurance, but did not provide the proof of
registration as required. Officer M used his discretion to issue a written waming rather than a
citation. Officer M explained fleet vehicles usually had to send proofto MVD ofinsurance
annually to avoid the registration from becoming suspended. Officer M was professional and
explained the situation to the driver.

2092-25 Officer M

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

V

T

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

Additional Comments:



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

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

Ifyou are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision ofthe ChiefofPolice or any matter
relating to the Chiefs handling ofthe complaint you may request a review ofthe complaint by
the City's Chief Administrative Officer. Your request must be in writing and within 30
calendar days (inclusive 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/survev. There was a delay in the issuance of findings
due to multiple staff changes including investigators and the Executive Director along with a

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

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

nl
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(s0s) 924-3770

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

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.

3



UER UE

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

NM 87103

www. cabq. gov

CTVILIAN PoLICE OVERSIGI{T AGENCY

 

COMEI,AINL

J  L  submitted an online complaint to the Civilian Police Oversight Agency on
0510512025, reporting that his daughter had been in a crash. When he had asked PSA H
what the other driver had told him, PSA H advised Mr. L  that she would need to
review her OBRD recording to recall what the other driver had reported. He questioned
why PSA H could not recall something told to her five minutes prior. Mr. L
reported PSA H replied that she hadn't had anlthing to eat in seven hours, couldn't
remember what the driver told her, and she would have to check her camera. Mr. L
also reported that it had been over a month, and there was no record ofthe report being
completed.

EYIDENCLBEYIEVEDT

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

Complainant Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: PSA H

Other Materials: Email Communications

Date lnvestigation Completed: Augusl 25, 2025

CAD Report(s): Yes

Witness(es) Interviewed: Yes

Albuqucrqrc - Making Hittory 1706-2006

CITY OF ALBU

March27,2026

To File

Re: CPC # 093-25



PoliciesReviewed: 2.16.5.C.1 (Reporto

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

2. Sustailled. Investigation classification when the inv€stigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject officer.

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

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

PoliciesReviewed: l.l.5.A.l

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

i procedures,ortraining.

5. Sustained Violrtion Not Based on Original Complaint. [nvestigation classification where th€
investigato(s) determines, by a prepoflderance ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in
the original complaint (Efiether CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovered during
the investigation, and by a preponderance ofthe evidence, that misconduct did occur.

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

sanction, -the allegations are duplicative; -the allegations, even iftrue. do not coDstitute misconduct; or -the
investigation cannol be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complaint, and further
investigation would be futile.

2.16.5.C.1: It was determined that PSA H did submit the crash report in a timely manner and
that it was delayed pending the records unit's approval, which was done on04/1712025.

a

2093-25 PSAH

FINDINGS

f-_ I

Addiriqe.Lrcpnn$Iri
1 . 1.5A.1 : It was determined that PSA H's response to J  L  may have been construed
as unprofessional by him, but did not rise to the level ofmisconduct. It should be noted that
PSA H held herself accountable for her response toward Mr. L  in her interview.

a

tr



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

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

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

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

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

listed above.

lf you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at http://*r,,vw.cabq.gov/cpoa/surver'. There was a delay in the issuance offindings
due to multiple staff changes including investigators and the Executive Director along with a

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

ofthe APD are held accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

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

J

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chiefof Police

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

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

0,^



CITY OF AIBU UER UE

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

Niu 87103

www.cabq.gov

CTVILIAN PoLIcE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

March 30,2026

Via Email

Re: CPC # 100-25

COMEI.AINL

R  T  submifted a Civilian Police Oversight Agency reporting that he was
harassed by Officer J. During the interview process Mr. T  also reported Officer J had
gabbed his penis while being patted down and clarified the harassment was Officer J

contacting his supervisor.

EYIDENCI.BECIEEEDI

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

Complainant Interviewed: Yes Witness(es) lnterviewed: Yes

APD Employee Interviewed: No

APD Employee Involved: Officer J

Other Materials: Email Communications and SOPA court document.

Date Investigation Completed: August 22,2025
I

Albuq*rquc - Mahing Hittoty 1706-2006



FINDINGS

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 oflicer.

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

3. Not Sustailed. Invesligation classification when the investigator(s) is unable to dete.mine one way or the

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

PoliciesReviewed: l.l.6.A.l.b(Conduct)

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

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

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

Addiliqlelrconur,$li
The evidence showed that Officer William J did pat down Mr. T  during an investigative
detention and inadvertently grabbed Mr. T  penis while checking his front waistline and
pockets through the outer clothing. This was unintentional. Mr. T  laughed and Officer J

apologized. It was also determined that Officer J had contacted Mr. T  supervisor as part
of his investigation. No form ofharassment was identified by this. APD requires pat-downs
of persons before they are placed in patrol vehicles, and Officer J followed policy. Both
actions occurred, but they did not bring discredit to the department.

2100-25 Officer J
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings and/or
recommendations of the CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter, communicate your desire to have an
appeal hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103, or
by email to CPOA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Board's next regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt ofthe
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modify the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more ofthe following:

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

listed above.

Ifyou are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision ofthe ChiefofPolice or any matter
relating to the Chiefs handling ofthe complaint you may request a review ofthe complaint by
the City's Chief Administrative Officer. Your request must be in writing and within 30
calendar days (inclusive 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://wwrv.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 ofthe police, ensuring officers and personnel
ofthe APD are held accountable, and improving the process.

The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

ty

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

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

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

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

Sincerely,

Ar^
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(s0s) 924-3770



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

Albuquerque

NM 87103

www.cabq.gov

CTVTLIAN PoLICE OvERsrcET AcENcY

March23,2026

Via Email

COMEI.AINL

On 07 /22/2025, C  G  submitted an online complaint to the CPOA regarding an
incident that occurred on 07122D026 at 1730 hours at 12612 Copperwood Drive
Northeast. Mr. G  reported that APD officers entered his residence and conducted an

illegal search and seizure after gaining access to the apartment from the landlord, Ancient
Sky Properties, and JR (maintenance worker). Mr. G  indicated that this occurred after
he discovered what he believed to be illegal malware on his telephone.

EYIDENCF.BEYII,]dEDi

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

Complainant Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Interviewed: N/A

APD Employee Involved: Not Applicable

Other Materials: EmaiI Communications

Date lnvestigation Completed: August 22,2025

CAD Report(s): N/A

Witness(es) Interviewed: N/A

Re: CPC # 154-25

P() Box 1293

I

Albuqrcrquc - Making History l7O6-2006



FTNNINGS

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

3. Not Sust8ined. lnvestigation classification when the investigator(s) is unable to dete.mine one way or the

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

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

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

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

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

AddiliqrelCqnrr.riri

a

2L54-25 Not Applicable

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

t
tr

This case was Administratively Closed because an investigation could not be conducted due

to the lack of information provided in the submitted written complaint and by the
complainant. An interview was initiated, but abruptly disconnected and the complainant
could not be reached to continue the interview and did not call back. ln addition, no evidence
ofthe existence ofthe incident, misconduct, or policy violations in reference to this
complaint investigation was discovered.

I

in



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

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

of discretion; or

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

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

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

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

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

tT ---=.>-
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(s0s) 924-3770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police
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Re: CPC # 215-25

COMEI.AINL

Ms. R  reported that the officers did not take any action against the father
regarding the false court documents or the restraining order violation. She later filed
report 25007 67 45 regarding the restralning order violation. Even though she requested
different officers and a sergeant, Officer D and Officer P responded under the
supervision of Sergeant M. She reported, "l wos informed that, per opprovol from the
district attorney's oIlice vio Sergeont M, Anthony could only be chorged for messoging
me ond not for orchestroting the police visit or cousing emotionol distress."

She reported that the actions of Officer l, Officer S, Officer D, Officer P, and Sergeant M
represented an overreach, bias, and misconduct, which included failing to enforce the
laws.

EYIDENCF.BEYIESIEDI

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 D

Other Materials: Email Communications & court status

Date Investigation Completed: January 12, 2026

Albuquctquc - Mahiry Hhto,! 1706-2006
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EINDINGI

Policies Reviewed: L 1.5.A.4

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

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

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

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

4. Eronerrtcd- Investigatiol classilication wherc the investigato(s) determines, by a ptePonderance ofthe
evidence, that alleged conduct in the underlying compl.int did occur but did not violate APD Policies,
procedurcs, or training.

5. Sustained Violation Not B{sed on Origi[al Complsint. lnvestigation classification where the

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

the original complaint (\,lhether CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovered during

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

6. Administrrtively Closed. lnvestigation classification \ tere the investigator determines: The policy

violations ofa minor natrrre atld do not codstitute a pattem ofmisconduct (i.e. a violation subjecl to a class 7

sanction, -the all€gations are duplicative; -the allegations, even iftrue, do not constitute misconduc! or -the

investigation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinfo.mation in the complaint, and further

investigation would be futile.

Arltliliqlll,rcaE0fllli
I .1.5.A.4: It was determined that Officer D was the backup officer and was not responsible

for issuing any criminal sur nons. Officer D was not biased, nor did he display any

misconduct.

2215-25 Officer D
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings and/or
recommendations of the CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter, communicate your desire to have an
appeal hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103, or
by email to CPOA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Board's next regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt of the
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modify the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

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

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

of discretion; or

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

Administratively closed complaints maybe re-opened if additional information becomes

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

listed above.

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

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

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

tT *--<>-.

Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(sls) 924-3770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police
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Re: CPC # 215-25

COMELAINT.

Officer lvey continued to insist that he could enforce the order and stated, "he wos
there to enforce this order, ond he wosn't going to be grobbing my child out of my
orms." Ms. R  requested a supervisor, and Officer I exited the residence to call a
sergeant. Ms. R  observed the child's father in a truck within one hundred yards of
the residence in violation of a restraining order. She informed Officer S of the violation,
and he informed her that it was acceptable because he was being escorted by the
officers. She reported that the restraining order clearly said there were no exceptions,
but the officer's disregard for it put her and the child at risk and caused significant
emotional distress.
Ms. R  reported that Sergeant M arrived on the scene, and his conduct was
concerning.

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

NM 87103

EYIDENCLBEYIE]{EDT

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

Complainant Interviewed: Jg5 Witness(es) Interviewed: No

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Officer I

Other Materials: Email Communications & court status

Date lnvestigation Completed: January 12,2026
I

Albtqucrqtc ' lvlaking H*rotl 1706-2006

CITY OF ALBU UE
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FINUNGS

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

2. Sustained. lnv€stigation classification when the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject olfic€r.

PoliciesReviewed: l.l.6.C.l

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

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

I . I .6.C.1 : It was determined that Officer I acted within the scope of his authority and did not
violate APD policy. Officer I did not represent overreach, bias, or misconduct. Charges

would not be filed for Anthony's presence near the residence since he was accompanied by
officers for a possible custody exchange. Officer I observed a validated, stamped order.

2215-25 Officer I

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

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

l

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

sanction, -the allegations are duplicative; -the allegations, even iftrue, do not constitute misconduct; or -the
investigation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complain! alrd further
investigation would be futile.

Addiliqatrcenrcrlli

I

tr



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

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

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

of discretion; or

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

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

listed above.

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

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

n/ --<>-
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(s0s) 924-3770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by
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Re: CPC # 215-25

PO Box 1293
COMEI/AINL

Ms. R  reported that the officers did not take any action against the father
regarding the false court documents or the restraining order violation. She later filed
report 250076745 regarding the restraining order violation. Even though she requested
different officers and a sergeant, Officer D and Officer P responded under the
supervision of Sergeant M. She reported, "l wos informed thot, per opprovolfrom the
district ottorney's office via Sergeant M, A  could only be chorged for messoging
me and not for orchestroting the police visit or cousing emotionol distress."
She reported that the actions of Officer l, Officer S, Officer D, Officer P, and Sergeant M
represented an overreach, bias, and misconduct, which included failing to enforce the
laws.

NM 87103

www.cabq.gov

EYIDENCI.BEYIEIEDT

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 P

Other Materials: Email Communications and court case status

Date Investigation Completed: January 12,2026

Albuquerque

I



FINDINGS

PoliciesReviewed: 1.1.5.A.4

l. Unfounded. Investigation classification when the investigato(s) determines, by clear 6nd convincing
evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subject officer.

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

3. Not Sust8ined, Investigation classificatiol when the investigato(s) is unable to determine one way or the

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

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

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

investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur that $'as not alleged in
the original complaiflt (l\hether CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovered during
the investigation, and by a preponderance ofthe evidence, that misconduct did occur.

6. Administratively Closcd. Investigation classification where the investigator detemines: The policy
violations ofa minor nature and do not constifute a pattem ofmisconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7

sanction, -the allegations are duplicativ€; -the allegations, even iftrue, do not constitute misconduct; or -the

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

AddilioretCarnrrlri
1.1.5.A.4: It was determined that Officer P charged A for violating his restraining
order by issuing him a criminal summons. Officer P was not biased nor did he display any
misconduct.

2215-25 Officer P
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings and/or
recommendations of the CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter, communicate your desire to have an
appeal hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103, or
by email to CPOA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearirg on the matter will be scheduled at the Boardrs next regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt ofthe
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modifu the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

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

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

of discretion; or

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

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

listed above.

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

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

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

n/ --4v'
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(50s) 924-3770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police
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Re: CPC # 2l 5-25

COMPJ.AINL

Offlcer lvey continued to insist that he could enforce the order and stated, "he wos
there to enforce this order, and he wosn't going to be grobbing my child out of my
orms." Ms. R  requested a supervisor, and Officer I exited the residence to call a

sergeant. Ms. R  observed the child's father in a truck within one hundred yards of
the residence in violation of a restraining order. She informed Officer S of the violation,
and he informed her that it was acceptable because he was being escorted by the
officers. 5he reported that the restraininB order clearly said there were no exceptions,

but the officer's disregard for it put her and the child at risk and caused significant
emotional distress.
Ms. R  reported that Sergeant M arrived on the scene, and his conduct was

concerning.

PO Box 1293

A.lbuquerque

NM 87103

*wwcabq.gov

EYIDENCI.BEYIEIYED.

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 and court case status

Date lnvestigation Completed: January 12,2026

CITY OF ALBU

CTVTLIAN PoLICE OVERSIGIIT AGENCY

I

Albxqwrqw - Mahirtg H*tor1 1706-2006



You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings and/or
recommeDdations ofthe CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter, communicate your desire to have an
appeal hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing rddressed 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
communicatiou, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Board's next regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt ofthe
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modiS the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

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

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

of discretion; or

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

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

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

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

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

ty
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(s0s) 924-3770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



EINDINGI

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

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

3. Not Sustsi[ed. lnvestigation classification when the investigator(s) is unable to determine one way o. the

other, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, whelher the 6lleged misconduct either occurred or did not occur.

PoliciesReyiewed: l.l.6.C.l

4. Exoner8ted. Investigation classification where the investigato(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate A?D policies,
prccedures, or tmining.

5. Sust8ined Violation Not Bssed ort Originsl Comphint. Investigation classification where the
investigato(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe evidence. misconduct did occur that was not alleged in
the original complaint (whether CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovered during
the investigation, and by a preponderance oithe evidence, that misconduct did occur.

6. Admi[istratively Closed, Investigation classification where the investigator detennines: The policy
violations ofa minor nature and do nol constitute a pattem ofmisconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7
sanction, -the allegations ale duplicative; -the allegations, even if true, do not constitute misco[duct; or -the
investigation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack of information in the complaint, and further
investigation would be futile.

AdditiqrlcarEqlu
1.1.6.C.1: lt was determined that Officer S did tell S  R  that Anthony was
allowed to be at the residence since he was following a police escort. Officer S did not
represent overeach, bias, or misconduct and did not violate any APD policy.

2215-25 Officer S
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CITY OF AIBU UER UE

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

NM fr7l03

www. cabq. gov

March 9,2025

Via Certified Mail

Re: CPC # 215-25

COIIPIAINL
Officer lvey continued to insist that he could enforce the order and stated, "he wos
there to enforce this order, ond he wosn't going to be grobbing my child out of my
drms." Ms. R  requested a supervisor, and Officer lvey exited the residence to call
a sergeant. Ms. R  observed the child's father in a truck within one hundred yards
of the residence in violation of a restraining order. She informed Officer S of the
violation, and he informed her that it was acceptable because he was being escorted by
the officers. She reported that the restraining order clearly said there were no
exceptions, but the officer's disregard for it put her and the child at risk and caused
significant emotional distress.
Ms. R  reported that Sergeant M arrived on the scene, and his conduct was
concerning.

ETIDENCE BEYIEIIEDr

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

Complainant lnterviewed; Yes Witness(es) lnterviewed: No

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Sergeant M

Other Materials: Email Communications and court case status

Date Investigation Completed: January 12,2026
I

CTVILIAN PoLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY



FINDINGS

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

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

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

other, by a preponderadce ofthe evidence, whethet the alleged misconduct eithel occuned or did not occur.

5. Sustailed Violstion Not Based on Original Complaint. lnvestigation classification where the

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

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

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

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

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

sanction, -the allegations are duplicative; -the allegations, even ifttue. do not mnstitute misconduct; or -the

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

investigation would be futile.

Additiuelrc@rcil$
1.1.6.C.1: It was determined that Sergeant M acted professionally and did not violate any

APD policy. Sergeant M did not minimize the seriousness ofthe restraining order and did

not take any legal action because there was none to take. Sergeant M did not represent

overreach, bias, or misconduct.
He did call Ms. R  after the incident, because she requested to speak with a sergeant.

2

I

L

PoliciesReviewed: l.l.6.C.l

tr

ltr

4. Exonerated. Investigation classification where the investigato(s) determin€s, b) a preponderance ofthe f71
evidence. that alleged conduct in the uddetlying complaint did occut but did not violale APD policies. V-)

. procedures, or training.

tr

215-25 Sergeant M



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

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

ofdiscretion; or

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

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

Ifyou are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision ofthe Office ofPolice Reform or
any matter relating to the Office of Police Reform's handling of the complaint you may
request a review of the complaint by the City's Chief Administrative Officer by sending a letter
to the 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.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

tu
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(s05) 924-3770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

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



CITY OF AIBU UER UE

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

NM 87103

www.cabq.gov

CrvrIr.u PoT,Icn OWRSIGHT AGENCY

March 9, 2026

Via Email

 

Re: CPC # 239-25

COMPIAINL

On 1:1121l2O25, Ms. M  submitted a complaint regarding an incident that
occurred on LOl25l2O25 at a smoke shop with Officer R. She called 242-COPS and
requested to be contacted by a sergeant, who later called her, told her that he reviewed
the OBRD recording, and believed that Officer R acted appropriately.

EYIDENCEBEYEWDT

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

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

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Sergeant C

Other Materials: Email Commuications

Date Investigation Completed: February 19, 2026
I



EINDINGI

trded. Investigation classificatiofl when the investigator(s) determines, by clear and convincing
that alleged misconduct did not occu. o. did not involve the subject ofncer.

l. Unfou
evidence, a
2. Sustained. lnvestigation classification when the investigator(s) determines, by a prepooderance ofthe
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject office..

4. Exonerated. Investigation classification where the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evideflce, that alleged conduct in the uflderlying 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

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

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

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

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

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

Addiliolal,:Csnnsrtu
The evidence showed Sergeant C did not violate any policies or procedures- He obtained
information from the public in a professional, prompt, and courteous manner and acted upon
it in a proper and judicious manner within the scope of his duties. Sergeant C called Ms.
M  after reviewing Officer R's lapel video and informed her of her options for filing a

complaint and informed her that he had not observed any policy violations.

2239-25 Sergeant C

PoliciesReviewed: l.l.5.A.4

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

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

T

u



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

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

of discretion; or

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

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

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

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

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

n1
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(s0s) 924-3770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief ofPolice



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

PO Box 1293

Albuqr-rcrque

NM 8710-l

wwrr.cebq.gov

Cn'ILhN PoLIcE OvERSIGHT AGENCY

March 9, 2026

Via Email

Re: CPC # 239-25

COIAITAINL

On L012712025, Ms. M  submitted a complaint regarding an incident that
occurred o^ LOl25l2O25 at a smoke shop. She reported that she heard Officer R and a
security guard outside talking aboul "femoles showing oss". She went inside, and an
incident ensued in which a cashier told her to leave the business. A cashier got Officer
R's attention, at which time he approached her, grabbed her by the arm, and yanked on
it. She told the officer to let her go, and he stated, "Shut the fuck up, you wont to go
joil." She indicated that she told Officer R to call his sergeant and that he did not ask for
her identification and did not have probable cause.

DYIDEIiCESEYIEEEDT

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

Complainant lnterviewed: !9s Witness(es) Interviewed: N/A

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Of{icer R

Other Materials: Email Communications

Date Investigation Completed: Februxy 19,2026
I



FINDTNGS

Policies Rsviewed; l.l.5.A.l and 2.52.4.C.3

l. Unfouoded. Investigatioo classification when the investigator(s) determines, by clear and convincing
evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve lhe subject ollicer.

2. Sustai[ed. I[vestigation classification when the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subj€ct officer.

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

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

4. Exoneratcd. hvestigation classilication where the investigato(s) delermines, by a prcponderance ofthe
evidenc!, that alleged colduct in the underlying complainl did occur but did not violate APD policies,

procedures, or training.

5. Sustrioed Violrtion Not Bgscd on Origiml Compl8int. lnvestigation classification where the

invesligator(s) dete.mines, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, n sconduct did occur that was not alleged in
the oriSinal complaint (whether CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovered during
the investigation, and by a prcponderance ofthe evidence, that misconduct did occur.

6. Administrrtively Closed. lnvestigation classification where the investigator determines: The policy

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

sallctio'l, -the allegations are duplicative; -the allegatiols, even if true, do not constitute misconduct: or -the

investigation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complain! and further
investigation would be firtile.

AddiliqelcoEEq$i
The OBRD showed Officer R did grab Ms. M  by the arm and tumed her around to try
to get her attention away from the argument occurring at the smoke shop when she did not
pay attention to him calling out to her or tapping her back. He asked Ms. M  if she

wanted to go to jail, but did not use any derogatory language as alleged. He did not use force
on Ms. M  as it was not necessary. No evidence of the alleged inappropriate
conversation between Officer R and the security guard could be located, and he denied
having the conversation. In assessing the totality of the situation, other facts supported the
preponderance that the inappropriate conversation alleged did not occur. The OBRD
recordings showed Officer R treated Ms. M  with respect, courtesy, and
professionalism during their interaction. Officer R's attempts to gain her attention were
within policy. He had reason to speak with her, but the store did not ask for a formal trespass

so she was allowed to leave.

2239-25 Officer R
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings and/or
recommendations ofthe CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter, communicate your 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 maffer will be scheduled at the Board's next regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt ofthe
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modiff the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

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

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

of discretion; or

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

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

listed above.

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

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

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

n/

J

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(s0s) 924-3770



CITY OF ALBU UER

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

wwwcabq.gov

CTWLIAN PoLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

March27,2026

Via Email

COMELAINL

Mr. D  reported that Officer C pulled him over for not having a license plate and
staled, "You know why I'm pulling you over, the same reason I pulled you over last time. "
Mr. D  reported that Officer C opened his vehicle door without consent, placed a
spike strip under his vehicle, and advised him that he did it so he would not run. He asked
Officer D  if he had his OBRD activated, but he did not respond. Officer C told him
that his vehicle was going to be tov/ed, but he later discovered that it had been seized.
Because an operator could not find a report, Mr. D  believed that Officer C did not
file the report in a timely manner. Mr. D  reported that Officer C took extra steps to
get him, went overboard, went too far, and did not do the right thing.

Albuqrcrquc - Mahiag Hittory 1706-2006

UE

Fie: CPC#246-25

NN{ 87103

FJIDENCE-BEYIf.EEDi

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

Complainant Interviewed: Yes Witness(es) Interviewed: No

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee lnvolved: Officer C

Other Materials: Email Communications and any additional materials not listed above.

Date Investigation Completed: February 2,2026
I



EINDINGI

PoliciesReviewed: 1.1.5.C.2

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

2. Sustsined. Investigation classilication when the investigato(s) determines, by a preponderance oflhe
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject omcer.

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

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

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

i p.ocedur€s, or training.

5. Sustained Violltion Not Based on Originrl Complaint. Investigation classilication *'here the

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

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

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

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

ArlrlilisrtCanuf,rlri
A review ofthe OBRD recordings showed that Officer C kept his OBRD on for the entire
duration. Officer C opened Mr. D  car door to speak with him and asked him to exit
the vehicle, but Mr. D  refused. Officer C did place spike strips under Mr. D
tires, but that was not a violation ofany APD policy nor constituted misconduct since a

supervisor provided authorization. Officer C didn't touch Mr. D  or treat him rudely nor
did Officer C escalate the situation. Officer C opened Mr. D  car door for safety
reasons because Mr. D  windows could not roll down. Officer C submitted his report
within policy time l  Officer C had a history with Mr. D  and took preventative steps

based on his experience, but did not act o{ficiously or abuse authority as alleged. Mr. D
left the area as Officer C was conducting an inventory search ofthe vehicle, and Officer C

didn't have an opportunity to tell Mr. D  the vehicle was being seized after locating an

indication of possible narcotics.

2246-25 Officer C
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings and/or
recommendations of the CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) 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 Ieast 14 business days between the receipt of the
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modify the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

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

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

of discretion; or

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

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

listed above.

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

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

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

n/ --fr'
Diane McDemrott
Executive Director
(s05\ 924-3770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

PO Box 1293

AJbuquerque

Nt 87103

www.cabq.gov

CTyILTAN PoLrcE OvERSIGHT AcENCY

Via Email

Re: CPC#247-25

COMEI.AINL

On ll105/2025, M  V  submitted an online complaint to the Civilian Police
Oversight Agency (CPOA) regarding an incident that occurred on 10/29/2025 at 1830
hours at Charleston Street Northeast and Central Avenue. Mr. V  repo(ed that he was
involved in a crash with a motorcycle, but the officers did not wlite a true, honest, and
accrlrate report or diagram. lle reported that Officer T wrote a false repoft against hirn
because of his past. He felt that the officers were extremely biased towards him because

of his criminaI record.

DYIDENCE-BEYIE$IEDI

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

Complainanl Interviewed: Jss Witness(es) Interviewed: N/A

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Officer T

Other Materials: Email Comm"nications & RTCC Video Footage

Date Investigation Completed: FebruNy 26,2026

March I 1, 2026

I



EINIUNGS

2. Sustained. Investigation classification when the investigalor(s) determines, by a prepondera[ce ofthe
' evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject officer.

, 3. Not SustaiDed. Investigation classification wher the investigator(s) is unable to determine one way or the

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

5. Sustrined Violation Not Brs€d on Originrl Complaint. lnvestigation classification \ ;here the

investigato(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, miscorduct did occur that was not alleged in
the original complaint (whether CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misconduct was discoveted during
the investigation, and by a preponderance ofthe evidence, that misconduct did occur.

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

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

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

AdditiqretrcaEDstri
L1.5.A.2; It was determined that Officer T was not biased in her treatment of Mr. Vigit
because of Mr. V  criminal history. She acted professionally at all times with him.
2.8.5.A; It was determined that Officer T violated APD Policy regarding mandatory OBRD
recording. She forgot to activate her OBRD and missed approximately two minutes of video
while riding in her police vehicle with a citizen.
2.16.5.8.5; It was determined that Officer T accurately described the motor vehicle traffic
crash in her narrative on the New Mexico Uniform Traffic Crash report. Mr. V  did report
the speed ofthe motorcycle to the officers more than once, and RTCC video footage ofthe
accident was viewed by Officer T which helped her to make determinations and drawings.
2.82.4.C.3.a.i;lt was determined that Officer T violated APD poticy when she failed to
conduct a pat-down on a citizen who was placed in the rear ofAPD police vehicles at least
twice. The CPOA recommends a written reprimand and a 40 hour suspension.

247-25 OfficerT

Policies Reviewed: t.1.5.A.2 Conduct, & 2.15.5.8.5 Report Accuracy

' l. Unfounded. Investigation classilication whe,l the investigato.(s) determines, by clear and convincing
evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subject omcer. a

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

Policies Reviewed: 2.8.5.A Mandatory Recording, & 2.82.4.C.3.a.i Pat-Down

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

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

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

of discretion; or

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

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

listed above.

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

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

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

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

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



UER UE

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

NM 87101

www.cabq.gov

CTvnux PoT,IcE OVERSIGIIT AGENCY

March 11, 2026

Via Email

Fie: CPC # 247 -25

COMPIAINL

On 1l/05/2025, M  V  submitted an online complaint to the Civilian Police

Oversight Agency (CPOA) regarding an incident that occured on 10129/2025 at 1830

hours at Charleston Street Northeast and Central Avenue. Mr. V  reported that he was

involved in a crash with a motorcycle, but he felt that the officers were extremely biased

towards him because of lris criminal record.

DYIIIENCE-BEYIE$EDI

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 U

Other Materials: Email Communications & RTCC Video Footage

Date Investigation Completed: February 26, 2026
1

CITY OF ALBU

Albuqucrque - Making Hittory 1706-2006



FINDINGS

PoliciesReviewed: l.l.5.A.2Conduct

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

AddiliqalCanrcdri
1.1.5.A.2- It was determined that Officer U was not biased in his treatment of Mr. V
because of Mr. V  criminal history. Mr. V  reported that he believed his criminal
history had been run on the computer because he saw his picture appear on the monitor.
Officer U explained that he entered Mr. V  driver's license number into the CAD, which
automatically populated his photo. He was unaware ofany criminal history and denied
treating him differently because ofa history he did not know about. No evidence was
submitted or reviewed indicating that Officer U was biased.

2247-25 Officer U

a
I

itr
L

itr

tr

tr

rE



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

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

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

tu _.4-v'

Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(sos) 924-3770

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

l) A policy was misapplied in the evaluation ofthe 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.

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF AIBU UER

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

NM 87t03

www.cabq.gov

CrvrLrAN PoLICE OvERsrcHT AGENCY

March12,2026

Via Email

Re: CPC # 248-25

COEI.AINL
On lll10/2025, M  G  submitted a telephone complaint to the Civilian Police
Oversight Agency staff regarding an incident that occulred on 1011912025 at I 509 hours.
Mr. G  reported that he was improperly charged with harassment by Officer E. He

advised that he only sent one text message to his ex-wife, whom he had a protection order

against, which did not constitute harassment. He believed that they both should have been

charged for exchanging text messages and that the Albuquerque Police Departmentjust
did whatever his ex-wife wanted.

EYIDENCLBEYIDUEDI

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

Complainant Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Officer E

Other Materials: Email Communications

Date Investigation Completed: March 5, 2026

CAD Report(s): Yes

Witness(es) Interviewed: N/A

I
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EINDINGI

PoliciesReviewed: 1.1.5.A.4

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

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

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

. procedures, or training.

V

5. Sustained violation Not Based on Origi[al complaint. lnvestigation classification where lhe

investigato(s) determines, by a prcponde.ance ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in

the original complaint (whether CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misconduct was discove.ed duling

the inv;stigation, and by a prEponderance ofthe evidence, that misconduct did occur'

6. Admilistratively closed. lnvestigation classification where the investigato. determines: The policy

violations ofa minor [ature and do not constihrte a paftem ofmisconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class ?

sanction, -the allegations are duplicative; -the allegations, even if true, do llot constitute misconduct; oI -the

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

investigation would be futile.

Arlditiqlal.tcprDfllri
officer E documented various contacts as provided by Mr. G  ex during the course of
the investigation. officer E attempted to obtain Mr. G  version of events, as was

captured o; OBI{D, but Mr. G  did not answer the phone. Officer E did not violate any

Albuquerque Police Department policies or procedures. officer E obtained information from

the publicin a professionai, prompt, and courteous manner, and she then acted upon it in a

proper andjudicious manner within the scope ofher duties.

2248-25 Officer E

L Unfounded. lnvestigation classification when the investigator(s) determines, by clear and convincing

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

r
I
L

I 2. Sustaited. Investigation classification when the investigator(s) determines, by a p.eponderalce ofthe

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

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

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

tu
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(s0s) 924-3770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

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

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

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

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

of discretion; or

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

Administratively closed complaints maybe re-opened if additional information becomes

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

listed above.



CTTY OF ALBU UER

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

NM 87103

www.cabq.gov

CTvu,ux PoT,ICE OVERSIGIIT AGENCY

March27,2026

Via Email

Re: CPC # 256-25

COMEI,AINL

On Lll29/2O75, Mr. B  submitted a complaint regarding an incident on 09/17/2025.
He said that Ofc. F treated him like a criminal and ignored the facts of what occurred_
The Ofc. ignored his calls and messages for days and weeks and called him days later,
prior to serving him, after refusing to listen to any of his facts for weeks. The Ofc's
treatment was careless, harmful, and not respectful. The Ofc. took no notes, did not
look into what he reported, and stated, "thot's irrelevont" regarding the reporting of
prior incidents. He indicated that bias occurred because he was the only Black individual,
while everyone else involved was Latino. He said that the Ofc's violated his rights and
allowed him to be falsely charged. He advised that he feared for his life because Ofc. F
placed her hand on her gun.

EVITTT'.NCT', RPVIxWtrN:

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

Complainant Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee lnvolved: Officer F

Other Materials: Email communications

Date Investigation Completed: March 26,2026

CAD Report(s): Yes

Witness(es) Interviewed: N/A

Albaqxcrquc - Ltahing H*tor! 1706-2006
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EINDINGS

PoliciesReviewed: 1.4.4.4.2.a

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classification where the investigator detemines: The policy
violations ofa minor nature and do not constitute a pattem ofmisconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7
sanction, -the allegations are duplicative; -the allegations, even if true, do no1 constitute misconduct; or -the
investigation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complain! and further
investigation would be futile.

Addilialelrcorueliri
It was determined that Officer F obtained information from the public in a professional,
prompt, and courteous manner and acted upon it in a proper andjudicious manner within the
scope ofher duties. Officer F's actions and decisions were based on the information that was
provided to her during her investigation, which was relevant to that particular incident. There
was no evidence to suggest the actions taken by Officer F were due to any bias as alleged by
Mr. B  The evidence showed Officer F did not touch her weapon. Officer F called Mr.
B  but was limited in what she could discuss due to the pending case.

2256-25 Officer F
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings and/or
recommendations of the CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter, communicate your desire to have an
appeal hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103, or
by email to CPOA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Board's next regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt ofthe
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modiff the Directorrs
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.

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

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

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

tu
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(s0s) 924-3770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

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



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

I'O Box 1293

Albuquerque

NM 87 t0.1

www.cabq .gov

CnILIAN POLICE OVERSIGIIT AGENCY

March 30,2026

Via Email

Re: CPC # 260-25

COMEIAINL

Mr. D  reported that Sergeant H did not try to take his side, have any heart, or listen
to him. Mr. D  reported that his eye was twitching and looked like he wanted to do
something. Mr. D  reported that Sergeant H told him to file another complaint.

IJIDEICI.BEYIEIUED.T

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

Complainant Interviewed: Yes Witness(es) Interviewed: No

APD Employee lnterviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Sgt. H now Lt. H

Other Materials: Email Communications and any additional materials not listed above

Date Investigation Completed: March 6, 2026

Albuqucrqxe - lllaking Hittory 17002006

Mr. D  said he wanted to file complaints against both Sergeant H and Officer C
because he was in fear for his life. He reported that the first time he had a run-in with
Officer C, he got the better of him in a physical altercation. Mr. D  felt that this was
ajoke to both Sergeant H and Officer C, and there would be no repercussions.



FINDINGS

Policies Reviewed: 1.1 .5.C.2

l. Unfounded. lnvestig.tion classification when the investigato(s) determines, by clear and convincing
; evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did oot involve the subject officer.

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

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

4. Exonerrted. Investigation classification where the investigator(s) determiles, by a prcponderance ofthe
evidence, that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies.
procedures, or traioirlg.

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

It was determined that Mr. D  initially brought up the previous complaint he had made
against Officer C. Officer C identified violations of the law for lack of registration or
insurance. Mr. D  continues to violate the law by not having valid insurance or
registration, and Officer C is within the scope ofhis duties to enforce the law. Lt. H
informed Mr. D  of such. Lt. H had to leave for another call and told Mr. D  that
they had given him a big break. It was determined that Lt. H told Mr. D  that he could
file another complaint, which did not violate any APD policy. There is no evidence of
officiousness or abuse of authority.

a

1260-25 Sgt. H now Lt. H

tr

6. Administrstively Closed. lnvestigation classification \atere the investigator dete.mines: The policy
violations ofa minor natuae and do not constitute a pattem ofmisconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7
sanction, -the allegatioos are duplicative; -the allegations, even iftrue, do rol coNtitute misconduct; or -the
investigation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complain! and further
investigation would be futile.

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

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

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

of discretion; or

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

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

listed above.

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

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

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(s0s) 924-3770

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

n/



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

Crulur PolrcE OvERsrcHr AcENCy

March 30, 2026

Re: CPC # 260-25

COMPI.AINT:

Mr. D  reported that he had previously filed a complaint (246-25) against Officer C.
Mr. D  reported that Officer C approached while he was parked in his vehicle and
mentioned on at least two occasions that he knew Mr. D  had filed a complaint and
stated,, "Yeah, youwent tofile a complaint on me. " Mr. D  immediately called 91 I
and 242-COPS. Officer C told him that he would continue pulling him over, and Mr.
D  could continue filing complaints.

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

NM 87103 Officer C asked Mr. D  if he wanted him to call a sergeant to get it over with; Mr.
D  said yes. Sergeant H also mentioned the previously filed complaint and told Mr.
D  "Go file another complaint. " In addition, Mr. D  reported that Officer C
also left with his driver's license.

EYIDENCI.BEYIESIEDi

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

Complainant lnterviewed: Yes Witness(es) Interviewed: No

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Officer C

Other Materials: Email Communications and any additional materials not listed above.

Date Investigation Completed: March 6, 2026

1

Albrqwrquc - Making Hitrorl 1706-2006

Via Email

www.cabq.gov



FINDINGS

policiesReviewed: l-1.5.C.2

L Unfounded. lnvestigation classification when the investigaror(s) delermines. by clear and convincing
evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur o. did not involve lhe subject officer. a
2. Sustained. Investigation classification when the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject oIficer.

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

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

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

It was determined that Mr. D  initially brought up the previous complaint he had made
against Officer C. Officer C did not open Mr. D  door and conducted a lawful vehicle
stop based on the observation of no license plate. Further investigation during the traffic stop
showed Mr. D  did not have insurance. Mr. D  continues to violate the law by not
having valid insurance or registration, and Officer C is within the scope ofhis duties to
enforce the law. It was addressed with the supervisor to log a retained ID at the substation
rather than to leave it at a business, even though Officer C knew Mr. D  would retum to
the business, as he had, since his car was still there.

6. Admitristratively Closcd. Investigation classification wherc the investigator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor nature aJ do not constitute a pattem ofmisconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7
sanction, -the allegations arc duplicative: -the allegations, even iftrue, do not constitute misconduct; or -the
investigation cannot b€ conducted because ofthe lack of information in the complain! and further
investigation would be futile.

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

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

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

of discretion; or

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

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

listed above.

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

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

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

tu ---'4->-

Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(s0s) 924-3770

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF AIBU UER UE

PO Box 1293

NM 87103

www.cabq.gov

CrvrLrAN PoLrcE OvERsrcHT AcENCY

March23,2026

To File

Re: CPC # 263-25

COMPI,AINT:

On 1210812Q25, S  J  submitted an online complaint to the Civilian Police
Oversight Agency (CPOA) regarding an incident that occuned on l2106/2025 at "7:30 "
at "Albuquertprc. " Mr. J  reported that Officer G would not let him have his
scheduled visit with his child and insisted that he knew more about the parenting plan
than "r.r'e " did. Officer G staled, "lhal apd is abot'e qfd and the judges signed orders. "
Mr. J  reported that OIIicer G believed his badge kept him above the law and that
the olTicer's misinformation caused him to miss his visitation.

EYIDENCE-BECIDYDDT

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

Complainant Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Officer G

Other Materials: Email Communications

Date lnvestigation Completed: March 10,2026

CAD Report(s): Yes

Witness(es) Interviewed: N/A

Albuqacrquc - Makiag llittory 1706-2006

Albuquerquc
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EINDING1

Policies Reviewed: 2.104.4.4.1.a; CustodyDisputes

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

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

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

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

Policies Reviewed: 1.1.5.A.4; Public Welfare

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

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

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

sanction, -the allegations a.e duplicative; -the allegations, even if true, do not constitute misconduc! or -the

investigation carmot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complaint. and further
investigation would be futile.

Addiliolal,:Cpnnedsi
1.1.5.A.4; It was determined that Officer G did tell Mr. J  that he knew more about
the parenting plan than Mr. J  He also told Mr. J  that APD was above CYFD
in interpreting the signed agreements and that he knew the [aw. However, Officer G did not
say that he was above any judges or signed orders issued by the courts. Officer G explained
that he had experience with safety plans and custody disputes and that Mr. J  was

fundamentally mistaken about the elements ofthe current twenty-one-day safety plan. He
simply tried to explain the suspended visitation to him.

2.104.4.A.1.a; It was determined, with clear and convincing evidence, that Officer G did not
interfere with the child's custody. Ms. K  R  the child's mother, provided him with
a copy ofa twenty-one-day safety plan that CYFD put in place a couple ofdays earlier. The
document showed that the visits were suspended until a hearing on the matter. Mr. J
thought that the document did not alter his visitations and that Officer G should have told
Ms. R  to bring the child for the regular visits.

2263-25 Ofhcer G
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings and/or
recommendations of the CPoA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter, communicate your desire to have an
appeal hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103, or
by email to CPOA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Board's next regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt ofthe
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modify the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

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

of discretion; or

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

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

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

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

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

-a4>-'

Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(50s) 924-3770

3

n/1

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

NM 87103

v9ww.cabq.gov

Cnu,nn Por,rcE OvERsrcHT AcENcy

March 20,2026

Via Email

Re: CPC # 264-25

CIIMELAINL

On 1210812025, K  W  submitted an online complaint to the Civilian Police
Oversight Agency (CPOA) regarding an incident that occurred on 11/12/2025. K. W
reported that she and H W  were involved in an altercation with H. W
ex-boyfriend (M  C  and the police were called. She felt it was predefined
and prejudiced because the officers treated her and her sister differently than the person
who battered her. She alleged they "Were the same kind o  which she described as

Hispanic and in their thirties. K. W  alleged that she was never given the opportunity
to press charges against Mr. C  and Officer K failed to conduct a thorough
investigation. She reported that she suffered traumatic injuries and somehow Officer K
charged her with a battery.

DYIDENCI.BEYII,UDr

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

Complainant lnterviewed: Yes

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Officer K

Other Materials: Email Communications

Date Investigation Completed: March 11,2026

CAD Report(s): Yes

Witness(es) Interviewed: Yes

I

Albuqucrquc - Makirg Hittory 1706-2006



F'INDINGS

Policies Reviewed: I.1.5.A.2; Personnel Code ofConduct

l. Unfo[nded. lnvestigation classification when the investigato(s) determines, by clear and convincing
evidence, tiat alleged misconduct did not occur or did rlot involve lfie subject officer. a

' 2. Sustrined. Investigation classification when the investigator(s) determines, by a prepolderalce ofthe
I evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject olficer.

3. Not Sustrined. Invesligation 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 occurrcd or did not occul

4. Etotrerrted. Investigation classification where the investigato(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, that alleged conduct in the underlying complaiot did occur but did not violate APD Policies,
procedures, or lraining.

5. SustliBed Violstion Not Brsed orl Originrl Complaitrt. Iovestigation classification u'here the

invesligato(s) delermines, by a preponderance ofthe evidence. misconduct did occur that \ as not alleged in
the original complailt (whether CPC o. intemal complaint) but lhat othet misconducl was discovercd during
the investigation, and by a preponderalce ofthe evjdence, that misconducl did occur.

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

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

sanction, -the allegations are duplicative; -the allegations, even iftrue, do nol constitute misconduc! or -the

investigation canrDt be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complain! aod further
investigation would be futile.

AdtlitiolllCqnrcilsr
LL5.A.2- It was determined that Officer C was not prejudiced or had any predetermined

opinions about which direction the investigation would go. No evidence was submitted or
reviewed indicating that this occurred.

2264-25 Officer C
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings and/or
recommendations of the CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter, communicate your desire to have an
appeal hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103, or
by email to CPOA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Board's next regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt ofthe
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modify the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more 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.

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

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

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

n/
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(s0s) 924-3770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

NM 87r0.1

wuw.cabq.gov

Cnrlut Ponce OvnnsIGHT AGENCY

Via Email

 

COMPI.AINL

On 1210812025, K  W  submitted an online complaint to the Civilian Police

Oversight Agency (CPOA) regarding an incident that occurted on 1111212025. K. W
reported that she and H  W  were involved in an altercation with H. W

ex-boyfriend (M  C  and the police were called. Based on her concussed

memory, the police arrived, took statements from H. W  and Mr. C  and

arrested Mr. C  for battery and aggravated assault against H. Wiltard. She felt it was

predefined and prejudiced because the offtcers treated her and her sister differently than

the person who battered her. She alleged they "Were the same kind o  which she

described as Hispanic and in their thirties.

EYIDENCEBEYIEICEDT.

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

Complainant Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Oflicer C

Other Materials: Email Communications

Date Investigation Completed: March 11,2026

CAD Report(s): Yes

Witness(es) Intewiewed: Yes

Albuqucrquc - Makiry Hntory 170G2006

March 20,2026

Re: CPC # 264-25

I



EINDINGI

Policies Reviewed: 1.1.5.A.2 & l.l.5.A.l Personal Code ofConduct

l. Unfounded. Ilvestigation classification when the investigato(s) deterrnircs, by cleat and convincing

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

PoliciesReviewed: 2.60.4.C.l.e;P yandFollow-UpInvestigations

2. Sust8ined. Investigation classification when the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance o[the
evid€nce, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject officer.

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

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

4. Exoncrsted. Investigatiol classilicalion where the investigator(s) determines, by a prepooderance ofthe
evidence, that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violste APD policies,

procedures, or taining.

5. Sustrined Violstion Not Based on Origitrsl Comphint. Investigation classificatioo where the

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

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

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

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

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

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

ilvestigalion would be futile.

AddiliqelcaDryr$r
1.1.5.A.2; It was determined that Officer K was not prejudiced or had any predetermined

opinions about which direction the investigation would go. No evidence was submitted or
reviewed indicating that this occurred.
1.1.5.A.t- After reviewing the OBRD Video of Officer K and Ms. K W  phone call,
there was no intimidation or harassment as alleged.
2.60.4.C.1 .e-There was a preponderance of evidence supporting a sustained violation for
failing to ensure that all tasks necessary for this investigation were completed. Officer K's
documentation ofthe video did not match an objective review. Additionally, Officer K
misquoted Ms. K W  in two police reports. The CPOA recommends an 8 hour

suspension.

n

2264-25 Officer K
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If you are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision ofthe Office ofPolice Reform or

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

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

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

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

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

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

accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

1y
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(s05) 924-3770

l

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

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

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

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

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

of discretion; or

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

Administratively closed complaints maybe re-opened if additional information becomes

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

listed above.



CITY OF ALBU UER

l'O Box 1293

Albuquerqr.re

NM 87103

www.cabq.gov

March2'7,2026

Via Email

Re: CPC # 266-25

COI4EI.AINL

On 1210812025, E  M  submitted a telephone complaint to the Civilian Police
Oversight Agency (CPOA) staff regarding an incident that occurred on 11107/2025 at
around 1700 hours at 4529 Greene Avenue Northwest. Ms. M  reported that
Officer M purposely provided her with the wrong information on how to file charges. He
did not handle the call well, provided her with inaccurate information, and spoke with her
for only 30 seconds. He did not help her, puqposely lied, did not act as a good community
liaison, and was not very skilled in mediation. She indicated that she believed the officer
was a child (impersonating an officer) and was the boyfriend ofthe individual who
reported the incident.

EYIDENCI.BEYILEEDi

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

Complainant Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Officer M

Other Materials: n/a

Date lnvestigation Completed: March 12,2026

Albryucrquc - Mahiry Hittoty 1706-2006

CIVILIAN PoLIcE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

UE

CAD Repot(s): Yes

Witness(es) Interviewed: N/A

I



l, Unfounded. Investigation classification when the investigator(s) determines, by clear and convincing
€vidence, that alleged misconduct did not occr.rr or did not involve the subject ollicer.

2. Sustained. Investigation classification when the investigator(s) det€rmines, by a ptepondera[ce ofthe
evidelce, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject olIicer.

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

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

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

procedures, or training.

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

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

AdditiarelCpursrrri
A review ofthe evidence showed Officer M spoke with all parties involved in a professional,
prompt, and courteous manner and acted properly and judiciously within the scope of his
duties. Officer M gave Ms. M  multiple opportunities to further explain her side of
the incident, but she refused and indicated she did not want to say anything to harm the girls.
She minimized the physical exchange even after Officer M and Ms. M 's father
encouraged her to be forthright. When she called later Officer M explained the situation
regarding charges and that in a domestic incident only one party receives charges based on
establishing a primary aggressor. Officer M tried to be realistic with her based on what he
knew from his experience. Officer M gave her encouraging words during the call in an

attempt to alleviate her stress about the incident to which Ms. M  expressed
gratitude at the time. Ms. M  clarified she did not think the officer was involved
romantically with either of the girls, her fiancd, who was not there made the comment. Ms.
M  never asked for a supervisor's intervention.

a

2266-25 Officer M

FINDINGS

PoliciesReviewed: 1.1.5.A.4

iI

tr

I



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

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

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

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

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

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

3



CITY OF AIBU UER

I'O Box I293

Albuqucrque

Nlr,l 87103

www.cabq.gov

CTVILIAN PoLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

MarchZ7,2026

Via Email

Re: CPC#267-25

COMEIAINL

On 12110D025, J  A  submitted a telephone complaint to the CPOA regarding
incident 250098861 that occurred on 1112512025. He reported that the crash report had
not been completed, and an officer anived, said, "/rb a civil malter, " asked no questions
or took notes, and left.

DYIDENCE-BEYIEWDT

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

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

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: PSA I

Other Materials: Email Communications & Time Cards.

Date Investigation Completed: March 12,2026
I

Albuqtaquc - Mahing Hicorl 1706-2006
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FINNINGS

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

PoliciesReviewed: 2.16.5.C.1 (Reports)

2. Sust8ined. Investigation classificalion \rhen the investigator(s) determines, by a prcponderance ofthe
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject oflicer.

3. Not Sustrined. Investigatiol classification $hen the investigator(s) is unable to determirc one way o. the

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

' 4. Exonersted. Investigation classilication whe.e the investigator(s) determines, by a prepond€rance ofthe
' evidence, that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occrrt but did not violate APD policies,

paocedures, or tmilling.

5. Sustained Violstion Not Based or Originsl Complxint. Investigation classification where the

investigato(s) determioes, by a prepondetance ofthe evidence, miscotrduct did occur that was not alleged in
the original complaint (whether CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misconduct rvas discovered during
the investigation, and by a preponderance ofthe evidence, thai misconduct did occur.

6. Administrativcly Closed. Investigation classification wherc the investigalor determines: The policy

violations ofa mhor nature atld do not constitute a paftem ofmisconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7

sanction, -the sllegations 8re duplicative; -the allegations, even ifltue, do not conslitute misconduct; or 'the
investigation cannot b€ conducled because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complairll atld furlher
investigation would be futile.

Additiryl:Cannellsr
2.16.5.C.1: lt was determined that PSA I did not create or submit the associated crash report

by the end ofhis shift as required and had not notified or received permission from a

supervisor to delay the completion and submission ofthe rePort' The late report created a

deiayed approval and the ability to release the report. Based on the disciplinary policy the

CPOA recommends a verbal reprimand.

2267-25 PSA I
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings and/or
recommendations of the CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter, communicate your desire to have an

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

CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.0. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103' or
by email to CPOA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the

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

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

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

of discretion; or

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

Administratively closed complaints maybe re-opened if additional information becomes

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

listed above.

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

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

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

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

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

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

If you have a computer available, we would $eatly aPpreciate your completing our client

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

accountable, and improving the ptocess.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

)T
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(sls) 924-3770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

,C'^



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

Cn.ILIAN POLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

March27,2026

Via Email

 

Re CPC#267'25

PO Box 1293

AJbuquerquc

NM 87103

www.cabq.gov

COMPJ.AINL

J  A  reported that crash report #2500988961 had not been completed and that
the crash had occurred on I l/2512025. He reported he called APD Records several times,
and it was not ready until he obtained a copy on 1211312025.

EYIDETICI.BEXII.IIED;

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

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

APD Employee lnterviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Officer S

Other Materials: Email Communications and copies of timecards.

Date lnvestigation Completed: March 12,2026

AlbxEtcrquc - Maling Hitrory 1706-2006
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FINNINGS

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

evidence, that alleged misclnduct did not occur o. did not iflvolve the subject oflicer.

2. Sustrined. Investigation classification when the investigalor(s) determifles, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subjed omcer.

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

other, by 8 preponderance ofthe evidence, whether the alleged misconduct eilher occufted or did not occur.

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

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

proc€durcs, or tmining.

5. Sustrined Violation Not Bssed on Origiml Comphint. Investigation classification where the

investigato(s) determines, by a prepondera[ce ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in

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

the investigation. and by a prcponderarce ofthe evidene, thal misconduct did occur-

6. Admilistrrtively Closcd. Investigation classification where the investigator determines: The policy

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

sanction, -the allegations a.e duplicative; -the allegations, even iftrue, do not constitute misconducl;or -the

investigation cannot be conducted becaus€ oflhe lack ofinformation in the complainl and further

investigation would be futile.

Additiqlllcanrcll$
2.16.5.C.1.b: It was determined that Officer S, as an acting supervisor, approved PSA l's
report on l2llll2025 after having been requested to approve other reports by PSA I's actual

supervisor. PSA I submitted the report late. PSA I's supervisor was on leave; Officer S

approved the report when she saw that it needed approval.

2267-25 Officer S
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings and/or
recommendations of the CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter, communicate your desire to have an

appeal hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.O. Box 1293' Albuquerque' NM E7103, or
by email to CPOA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Board's next regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt ofthe
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modify the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

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

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

of discretion; or

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

Administratively closed complaints maybe re-opened if additional information becomes

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

listed above.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

tu
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(s05) 924-3770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBU UER

l']O Box 1293

Albuquerque

www.cabq.gov

CTWLIAN PoLIcE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

March27,2026

Re: CPC # 269-25

COMEI,AINL

Ms. M  reported that she was battered, and the responding officers did not make an
arrest. Ms. M  believed that the officers did not want to address the situation, were
being inconsiderate ofher circumstances, and were reluctant to make an arrest because it
might be near the end oftheir shift.

EYIDENCE-BEYII,$EDi

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 H

Other Materials: Email Communications, SOP 2-80

Date Investigation Completed: March 18,2026

UE

NM 87103

Via Email

I

Albuquoquc - Llahing History 1706-2006



FINDINGS

PoliciesReviewed: 1.1.5.A.4

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

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

3. Not Sustained. Investigation classification rvhen the investigator(s) is unable to d€termine one way or the
other, by a preponderance ofthe evidence. whether the alleged misconduct either occured or did not occur.

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

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

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

AddilialslCanur,rl$
A review ofthe OBRD recordings showed that Officer H spoke with all the subjects at the
dispatched location. Ms. M  told Officer H that she wanted to press charges against
Mr. L  and Officer H issued Mr. L  a summons to appear for battery charges. Officer
H was professional with all parties. There was no evidence to suggest that Officer H did not
want to fulfill his responsibilities. Officer H did not anest the male subject due to the alleged
battery occurring outside his presence. APD SOP 2-80 provides that a criminal summons is
issued in lieu ofcustodial arrest when it is misdemeanor charges and when the officer did not
witness the incident, but has probable cause a crime occurred. A custodial arrest was not
appropriate given the circumstances, but has the same end result ofthe individual needing to
appear before ajudge for the allegation. Officer G made no investigative decisions. Sgt. M
was not present at the scene, did not make investigative or arrest decisions and his role was
simply to sign off on the summons and report.

2269-25 Officer H
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If you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at http://urwv.cabq.gov/cpoa/survey. Thank you for participating in the process of
civilian oversight ofthe police, ensuring officers and personneI ofthe APD are held
accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(505) 924-3770

l

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

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

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

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

ofdiscretion; or

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

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

listed above.

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

Re: CPC # 271-25

PO Box'129-3

Albuquerque

NM 87r03

www.cabq.gov

COIEI.AINL
Ms. A  indicated that she was on her period when she was arrested and that she was

improperly searched by multiple male personnel on the scene and at the Prisoner

Transport Center (PTC) when female personnel were available.

UIDENCI.BTIEIEDI

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

Complainant Interviewed: No Witness(es) Interviewed: No

APD Employee Interviewed: No

APD Employee Involved: Officer R

Other Materials: Email Communications, SOP 2-80 and 2-82

Date Investigation Completed: March 3, 2026
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FTNNINGS

2. Sustaifled. lnvestigation classilication when the investigator(s) det€rmines, by s prepondemnce ofthe
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject omcer.

4. Exonertted. Investigation classification where the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe

, evidence, that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies,
' pmcedures, or trai.ing.

5. Sustained Violation Not Brsed on Original Complrint. Investigation classification where the

investigato(s) determines, by a prepondetance ofthe eviden€e, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in
the original complaint (\ 'hether CPC or intemal complaint) but that othe. misconduct was discovered dlring
the investigation, and by a preponderance ofthe evidence, that misconduct did occur.

6. Administrrtively Closed. Investigation classiltcation where the investigalor determines: The policy

violations ofa ftinor natu.e 8od do not constitute a pattem ofmiscondu.l (i.e. a violation subject lo a class 7

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

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

AdditialllCannll8i
It was determined that Officer R searched V  one time when she was placed under arrest

and prior to placing her in his patrol vehicle. V  never asked for a female officer to
search her. There was no high-fiving as the complainant alleged. There was some chuckling
in response to her unabashed outburst. Both SOP 2-82 and 2-80 require personnel to perform

searches whenever someone is placed in the back of the patrol car and when processed for
arrest. The number of searches was subjected to was less than reported, performed consistent

with policy, and required by the circumstances.

271-25 Officer R

Policies Reviewed: 2.71.4 -C-5 -b.vii

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

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

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

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

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

of discretion; or

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

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

listed above.

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

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

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

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

111

Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(so5) 924-3770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police
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EUIDENCE.BEYIE$1ED.I

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

Complainant Interviewed: No Wihess(es) lnterviewed: No

APD Employee lnterviewed: No

APD Employee lnvolved: Officer V

Other Materials: Email Communications, SOP 2-80 and 2-82

Date Investigation Completed: March 3, 2026
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COI4EI.AINL

Ms. A  indicated that she was on her Period when she was arrested and that she was

improperly searched by multiple male personnel on the scene and at the Prisoner
Transport Center (PTC) when female personnel were available.

Albuquerquc



EINDINGS

PoliciesReviewed: 2.71.4.C.5.b.vii

1. Unfounded. lnvestigation clrssificatio[ when the investigator(s) determines, by cleai 8nd convincing

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

2. Sust8ined. Investigalion classific4lion when the investigator(s) determines, by a prepooderance ofthe
evidenc€, lhe alleged misconduct did occur by the subject officer.

3. Nol Sustsined. Investigation classification when the investigato(s) is unable to dete.mine one way or the
' other, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, whethea the alleged misconduct either occured or did not occur.

4. Exonersted. Investigation classification where the irvestigator(s) determines, by a prcponderance ofthe
' evidenc€, that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur bul did not violate APD policies,

procedu.es, or training.

5. Sustrined Violation Not Bssed oll Originsl Complrint. lnvestigation classification where the

investigato(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in
the original complaint (whether CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misconduct was discoveted during
the inrcstigation, and by a prcponderance ofthe evidence. that misconduct did occut.

6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classihcation where the investigator determires: The Policy
violations ofa minor oaturc 8nd do not coNiitute a pattem ofmisconduct (i.e a violation subject to aclass ?

sanction, .the allegations are duplicative: -the allegatiods, even ifl.ue, do not constitute misconduct; or -the

investigation cannot be conducted because ofthe lsck ofinformation in lhe complain! and further
investigation would be futile.

Addiliqlll,rCannrlt$
It was determined that Officer V had searched V  two times, once when she was placed

in his patrol vehicle and the second time when she was transferred into the custody ofthe
PTC. V  did not ask for a female officer to search her. There was no hiSh-fiving as the

complainant alleged. There was some chuckling in response to her unabashed outburst. Both

SOP 2-82 and 2-80 require personnel to perform searches whenever someone is placed in the

back ofthe patrol car and when processed for arrest. The number of searches was subjected

to was less than reported, performed consistent with Policy, and required by the

circumstances.

2271-25 Officer V
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You have the right to appeal this decision, Ifyou are not satislied with the findings and/or
recommendations of the CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter, communicate your desire to have an
appeal hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM E7103, or
by email to CPOA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Board's next regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt ofthe
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modify the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

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

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

of discretion; or

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

Administratively closed complaints maybe re-opened if additional information becomes

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

listed above.

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

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(s0s) 924-3770

l

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

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