
 

Civilian Police Oversight Agency 
 
 

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

Crvrnry Por,rcp Ownsrcnr AcENCy

May 11,2026

Via Email

  

Re: CPC # 001-26

PO Box 1293

COMELAINL

On 01/0612026, K  M  submitted an online complaint to the Civilian police
Oversight Agency (CPOA) regarding an incident on 12/19/2025 at 1300 hours at 734 San
Mateo Southeast. Mr. M  reported that his property was damaged after a vehicle crash
and that he went outside to take photographs and collect information. Police Service Aide
(PSA) H attempted to stop Mr. M  and told him to stay on the sidewalk because he did
not want him taking pictures or collecting witness information. PSA H told Mr. M
multiple times that all the involved individuals were insured and that the information,
along with the witness information, would be in the report. PSA H lied about both
individuals having valid insurance and insinuated that PSA H had a personal relationship
or a crush on a young driver.

Albuquerque

NM 87103

www.cabq.gov

EYIDENCE-BEYIEIIEDr,

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

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

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Police Service Aide D

Other Materials: Email Communications

Date Investigation Completed: April 8, 2026

I

Albuqucrquc - Ma*iry HistorT 1706-2006



FINNINGS

l. Unfounded. Investigation classification when the investigator(s) d€termines, by clear aJld convincing
evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involvc the subject oflicer.

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

3. Not Sustaitlcd. Investigation classification llten the investigator(s) is unable to determine one \,r"y or the
other, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, whether the alleged misconduct either occuned or did not occur.

4. f,xonerrted. 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.
proceduaes. or training.

Policies Reviewed: 2.48.4.8.1 .c: invertory tow, 2.8.5.A: Mandatory Recording

5. Sustained Violstion Not Based on Originrl Comphint. Investigation classification where the
invesligato(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe evidence. misconduct did occur that was not alleged in
the original complaint (whetier CPC or intemal complainl) but that other misconduct \ras discovered during
the inrestigation. atld by a prcpondemncc ofthe evidence. that misconduct did occur.

6. Administrstively Closed. Investigation classification where the investigator determines: 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 are duplicative: -the allegations, even iftrue, do not conslitute misconduct: or -the
investigation cannot bc conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the conrplaint, and further
investigation rvould be futile.

Additional Commentq:

2.48.4.8.1.c: It was determined that PSA D failed to conduct an inventory search of two
vehicles that he towed. He also failed to fill in the damage section ofthe Tow-In Report, and
failed to create a Tow-In Report for one of the two vehicles he towed. He also did not
provide the Owner's information on the Tow-ln Report.

2.8.5.A: It was determined that PSA D failed to activate his OBRD for a mandatory
recording event while on scene at a traffic crash where he had contact with citizens.
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001-26 Police Service Aide D
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The CPOA recommends an 8 hour suspension and a written reprimand.
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings and/or
recommendations of the cPoA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter, communicate your desire to have an
appeal hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.0. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103, or
by email to CPOA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Board's next regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt ofthe
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modi$ the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

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 additionat information becomes
available. Please provide your additional information in writing to the CPOA Director as
listed above.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

)7i
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(s0s) 924-3770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

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

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



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

t)O Box 1293

Albuquerque

www.cabq.gov

CrvILr.{N Por,rCE Ovf,RsIGHT AGENCY

May 11,2026

Via Email

  

Re: CPC # 001-26

COMPI,AINT:

On 0110612026, K  M  submitted an online complaint to the Civilian police
Oversight Agency (CPOA) regarding an incident on 12/1912025 at 1300 hours at 734 San
Mateo Southeast. Mr. M  reported that his property was damaged after a vehicle crash
and that he went outside to take photographs and collect information. police Service Aide
(PSA) H attempted to stop Mr. M  and told him to stay on the sidewalk because he did
not want him taking pictures or collecting witness information. PSA H told Mr. M
multiple times that all the involved individuals were insured and that the information,
along with the witness information, would be in the report. PSA H lied about both
individuals having valid insurance and insinuated that PSA H had a personal relationship
or a crush on a young driver.

I&IDENCEIEUIEEEDT

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

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

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Police Service Aide H

Other Materials: Email Communications

Date Investigation Completed: April 8, 2026

I

Albuquzrque - lvlahiry His,ory 1706-)006

NM 87103



F'INDINGS

Policies Reviewed: 1.1.5.A.4: Pubtic Welfare, & 1.1.5.C.2: Misconduct,

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

2. Sustsined. lnvestigation classification \ ten the investigato(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject oflicer.

3. Not Sustaincd. Investigation classification u'hen the investigator(s) is unable lo determine one way or the

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

Policies Reviewed: 2.16.5.C.1: Timeliness of Reports

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,
procedurcs, or tBining.

6. Administrstively Closed. Investigation classification where the invesligator 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 conslitute misconducti oa -the
investigation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complainl, and further
investigation would be futile.

ArldiliolElConoe[u
1.15.A.4: It was determined that PSA H acted within the scope of his authority in asking Mr.
M  and his son to stay on the sidewalk for safety reasons. No evidence was submitted or
reviewed that would indicate that he lied to Mr. M  about anything or that he told him to
stop taking any photographs.
I .1.5.C.2: It was determined that PSA H did not let his personal friendships affect his official
decisions. No evidence was submitted or reviewed that would indicate that he had a crush on
one ofthe young drivers, or any previous relationship/friendship with either.
2.16.5.C.1: It was determined that one of the vehicles with a temporary tag had incorrect
information associated with it which required PSA H to visit a junkyard to clarify this
information. PSA H was under direct supervision of his sergeant, who advised that the report
was completed and approved in a timely manner once the information was located. PSA H's
sergeant acknowledged that he was aware the report would be late as a result of
misinformation related to one of the vehicles.

2001-26 Police Service Aide H
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5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Originll Complaint. Investigation classification where the
investigaio(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, miscolduct did occur that was nol alleged in
the original complaint (whether CPC or intemal complainl) but that other misconduct $as discovered during
the investigation. and by a preponderance ofthe evidence. that misconduct did occur.

tr

tr



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

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

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-

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

tu
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(s0s) 924-3770

)

Ifyou are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision ofthe Office ofPolice Reform or
any matter relating to the Office of Police Refornt'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://*rvw.cabq.gov/cpoa/survey. Thank you for participating in the process of
civilian oversight ofthe police, ensuring officers and personnel ofthe APD are held
accountable, and improving the process.

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

CTVILIAN PoLIcE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

 

 

Re: CPC # 002-26

COMELAINL

On0ll07/2026, C  S  submitted an online complaint to the Civilian Police
Oversight Agency (CPOA) regarding an incident on 0110212026 at 2042 hours at 2nd and
Menaul. Ms. S  reported that she had a tow sheet and indicated that she believed her
rights were violated.

PO B<.rx 1293

Albuquerque

NM 87101

www.cabq. gov

EYIDENCI..BEYIEEEDi

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

Complainant Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Officer H

Other Materials: tow in report

Date Investigation Completed: March 3l,2026

CAD Report(s): Yes

Witness(es) Interviewed: N/A

1

May I 1, 2026

Via Certified Mail
'   



policies Reyiewed: General Order 1.1.5.A.1

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

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

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

policies Reviewed: Procedural Orders 2.48.4.8-l.b k 2.48.4.8-l -c

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Original Complaint. lnvestigation classificarion where the
investigator(s) determines. by a preponderance ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in
the original complaint (uhether CPC or irt€mal 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 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.

AddilialeLrcqnuel$i
1.1.5.A.1 - It was determined based on the evidence reviewed, that, Ofhcer H acted
professionally, remained patient with Ms. S  during the incident and did not violate the
policy in question.
2.48.4.8.1.b - It was determined based on the evidence reviewed and interviews conducted
that Officer H did not generate an APD OriginaU Incident Report for the towing of Ms.
Scott's vehicle for documentation purposes. There were additional elemeots missing such as
the tow driver's signature and how Ms. S  left after the officer mentioned a location to
await a ride.
2.48.4.8.1.c- It was determined that Officer H violated the policy in question because he did
not complete the vehicle property inventory or list it in the tow-in report before the vehicle
was towed.
The CPOA recommends a written reprimand and an 8 hour suspension for the violations.

)
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FINDINGS

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

u

tr

002-26 Officer H



You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satislied with the findings andlor
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.

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

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

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

3

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.

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

CTVILIAN PoLIcr Ovrnsrcst AGENCY

May 20,2026

Via Certified Mail

 

Re: CPC # 004-26

COMPI,AINT:

Albuquerque

On 0l/08/2026, C r G  submilted an online complaint to the Civilian
Police Oversight Agency (CPOA) regarding incident 250104497 on l0/18/2025 at
009-26. Mr. G  reported that Officer G responded to a burglary at his residence and
failed to act on an admission of guilt received via Facebook Messenger by A W
Officer G failed to detain the suspect, failed to recover the stolen property, and took no
investigative action to secure the scene or evidence.

www. cabq. gov

IJIDEIICI,.BDYIESIEDi

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: Oflicet G

Other Materials: Email Communicatiotrs, SOP 2-16

Date Investigation Completed: April 24, 2026

PO Box 1293

I

Albuqxcrqat - Mahing Hhtoll 1706-2006

NM 87103



FINDINGS

Policies Reviewed: I.1.5.A.4; Public Welfare

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

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 oIl Original Complaint. tnvestigation classification where the
investigato.(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe €vidence. misconduct did occur that was not alleged in
ihe 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. Administrrtively Closed. Investigation classification where the investigator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor nature and do not constifute a pattem ofmiscodduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7
sanction, -the allegations are duplicativei -the allegations, evefl iftrue, do not constitute misconduct; or -the
iflvestigation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformatioo in the complaint, and further
investigation would be futile.

Addiliqld]Caouellli

2.60.4.D.1.a: lt was determined that Officer G failed to refer this case to Impact Detectives
as promised to Mr. G  There was a preponderance ofevidence that supported a
violation ofAPD Policy with regard to the referral to Impact Detectives as promised by
Officer G. He told Mr. G  that he would refer the case to lmpact, but according to the
police report located for this incident, Impact Detectives were not tagged. Officer G did not
submit his police report by the end of his shift. The CPOA recommends a written reprimand.

a

2
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004-26 Officer G

Policies Reviewed: 2.60.4.D.1.a:, Conluding Preliminary Investigation

2. Sustained. lnvestigation classification when the investigator(s) dete.mines, by a preponclerance ofthe
elidencel:he alleied misconduct did occur by the subject officer.

3. Not Sustsined. Investigation classification when the investigator(s) is unable to detemine one way or the
other, by a prepondera[ce ofthe eviderce, rvhether the alleged tuismnduct either occured ot did not occur.

I

tr

1.1.5.A.4: It was determined that Officer G was never shown any text messages by Mr.
G  indicating an admission of guilt by a person named A  W  When Officer G
responded to his residence, Mr. G  only mentioned a person named D  Glerup,
whom he believed had stolen items from his house. Although Mr. G  accused D
Glerup of theft, there was no evidence to establish probable cause for an arrest.



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 apperl 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.

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



CTTY OF ALBU UER UE

C[,rLrAN Polrcr OwnsrcHr AGENCY

May 22,2026

Via Email

 

Rc: CPC # 006-26

PO Box 1293

Albuquerquc

NM 87103

www- cabq.gov

COMELAINL

C  F  reported that he hasn't been in contact with the "Victim" since

SepVOct 2023 and the home address listed in the report is an Office Depot in
Albuquerque. Mr. F  reported he hasn't been in New Mexico for about four years,

but the police report states the alleged crime was committed May 26th 2026. He reported
that he had a copy of a falsified report and that no city of "Azle" exists in New Mexico.
Mr. F  reported that the arrest date listed was 0610212024, and he was at work in
Texas on that date. He reported that Officer H had tampered with and doctored the report

EYIDENCE BEYIEICEDi

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

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

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Officer H

Other Materials: Email Communications, criminal complaint, and timecard.

Date Investigation Completed: April 21, 2026

Albaqxcrquc - Mahing Hittor! 170&2006
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EINDINGI

policies Reviewed: I .l .6.A.6.a (Conduct)

' 1. Unfoutrded. Invesigation classification when the investigator(s) determines, by clear and convincing
evidence, that alleged misco[duct did not occur or did not involve lhe subject oflicer.

2. SustriBed. tnvestigation classification when the investigato(s) dete.mines, by a preponderance olthe
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject oflicer.

3. Not Sustained. lnvestigation classificatiol \+'hen 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 oot occur.

4. Exo[erstcd. Iovestigalion classification wherc the investigator(s) dete.mines, by a preponderance ofthe

evidence, that alleged conduct in the unde.lying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies,

procedures, or training.

a

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

violations ofa minor oafure and do rrot constitute a paftem ofmiscooduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7

sanctio'l, .the allegations a]e duplicative; -the allegations. even iftrue. do not constitute misconduct; ot -the

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

iovestigation would be futile.

AddiliaElrceEEr,rl$
1.1.6.A.6.a: It was determined that Officer H did not falsifu, tamper, or doctor her police

report, and that the listed incident date year in the report was a tyPographical error. Th€.

diicrepancies reported by C r F  were found to be in the criminal complaint,

whictrwas not completed by Officer H but the SHIELD Unit and automatically populating

systems. The address 2446 vs 2646 was corrected by Records, but the Courts pulled the

information before the report was approved. The system automatically pulled Azle from the

report without the additional context of Mr. F  living in Texas. A summons is

considered an arrest in NM and the violation was allegedly texting the individual that had the

restraining order.

2006-26 Officer H

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

investigato(s) determioes, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur lhal was not alleEed in l--l
the original complaint (whether CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovered during I I

the iovestigation, and by a preponderance ofthe evidelce, that misconduct did occut.



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 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
communication, a hearing on the mafter 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.

Ifyou are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision ofthe Offrce 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.

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

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

accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

tu
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(s05) 924-3770

t

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

0,,



UER UE

CTVILIAN PoLIcE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

May 14,2026

Via Email

Re: CPC # 007-26

COMEIAINL
On 01112/2026, D  V  R  submitted an online complaint to the
Civilian Police Oversight Agency (CPOA) for an incident ot 1211312025 at
approximately 1339 hours at the Coronado Mall located at 6600 Menaul Northeast. Mr.
V ana R  reported that he was battered, and upon receiving the report,
discovered that the provided license plate number that he photographed was incorrect,
and believed the case was not being pursued further.

I'O Box 1293

Albuquerque

NN.l 87103

www.cabq,gov

EYIDENCI.BEYIEICEDT

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

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

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Officer G

Other Materials: Email communications and photograph submitted by the citizen

Date Investigation Completed: April 22, 2026

1

Albrqtcrqrc - Making Hittor! 1706-2006

CITY OF ALBU



FINDTNGS

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

PoliciesReviewed: 2.60.4.C.1.e

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

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

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

PoliciesReviewed: 2.16.5.B.5

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

Z

a

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

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

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

AdditiqleLrc.ao^ufllli
2.16.5.B.5: It was determined that the suspect's license plate number was inaccurately listed
in the narrative ofthe incident report, but it did not rise to the level ofmisconduct. Officer G
also wrote a supplemental report to remcdy the inaccuracy and confirmed that the correct
license plate number had been listed in the CAD and was run through MVDA{CIC.

2.60.4.C.1.e: It was determined that Officer G, as the primary officer, did not ensure that all
tasks necessary to complete the preliminary investigation were performed, including
attempts to locate video surveillance footage and to use police databases and resources to
locate the suspect vehicle.

The CPOA recommends a letter ofrepdmand for the involved officer.

z

t.

L

T
5. Sustained Violstion Not Based on Original Complailt. lnv€stigation 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.

007 -26 Officer G



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 Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more ofthe following:

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

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

of discretion; or

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

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

listed above.

If you are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision of the Office of Police Reform or
any matter relating to the Office of Police Refomr's handling of the complaint you may
request a review of the complaint by the City's Chief Administrative Officer by sending a letter
to 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 .sov/cooa/survev. Thank you for participating in the process of
civilian oversight ofthe police, ensuring officers and personnel ofthe APD are held
accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

n/

.,

cc: Albuquerque Police Depanment Chief of Police

Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(s0s) 924-3770



CTTY OF AIBU UER UE

PO Box 1293

Albuqucrque

NNt 87101

wr,vw. cabq.gov

May 22,2026

Via Email

Re: CPC # 006-26

EIIDENCE-BEYIESDi

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

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

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee lnvolved: Sergeant K

Other Marerials: Email Communications, criminal complaint, and timecard'

Date Investigation Completed: April 21, 2026

Albaquerquc - tvlaking Hittory 170G2006

CTVILIAN PoLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

qQMPIAINT.

C r F  reported that he hasn't been in contact with the "Victim" since

Sept/Oit 2023 and the home address listed in the report is an Office Depot in

Altuquerque. Mr. F  reported he hasn't been in New Mexico for about four years,

but the poiice report state; tha alleged crime was committed May 26th 2929: He-reported

that he fiad a copy of a falsified report and that no city of"Azle" exists in New Mexico'
Mr. F  reported that the arrest date listed was 0610212024, and he was at work in

Texas on that date. He reported that Sergeant K signed off on the repo(.

I
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EINDING:

policiesReviewed: 1.1.6.A.6.a(Conduct)

l. Unfounded. lnvestigatiofl clsssification when the ilvestigato(s) determines, by cle& and convincing

evidetlc., that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subject ollicer.

2. Sustsined. Investigation classification when the i[vestigato(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject oflicer.

3. Not Susirined. Investigation classification when the investigato(s) is unable to dctemin€ one way or the

other, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, \dtethet the alleged misconduct either occurred or did not occur'

4. Eronerated. lnvestigation classification \ fiere the investigato(s) determines, by a p.eponderance ofthe

evideBce, that alleged cotrduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies,

paocedurcs, or training.

policiesReviewed: 2.'16.5.C.1 (Reports)

5. Sustsined violation Not Brsed on Origin8l comphint. Investigation classification where the

investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe evideoce, misconducl did occur that was not alleged in LV
the ori;inal complaint (whether CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misconducl was discovered during lV I

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

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

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

sanction, -tie alleSations are duplicativel -the allegations. even if true. do not constitute misconduc! or -the

investigation cannot bc conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complaint, and fu(her

investigatiol would be futile.

Addiliqlllc.a[Dr.r$i
l.t .6.A.6.a: It was determined that, based on the review ofthe evidence, Sergeant K did

approve Officer H's report; however, it was found not to have been doctored by her, as

reiorted by Christophir F  It should be noted that there was no evidence provided by

Mr. F  to substantiate that the report had been doctored.

2.16.5.C.1: It was determined that, based on the review ofthe evidence, Sergeant K did not

complete the review and approve Officer H police rePort within three (3) work days ofwhen

it was submitted. The CPOA recommends a written reprimand.

2
006-26 Sergeant K

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

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

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

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

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

accountable, and improving the process.

Diane McDemrott
Executive Director
(5Os) 924-3770

l

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

o^ n/



CTTY OF ALBU UER UE

PO Box 1293

Albuquerquc

NM 87103

www.cabq.gov

CTVILIAN POLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

}ulay 22,2026

Via Email

Re: CPC # 009-26

COMPJ.AINT

Or 01123t2026, J  K  submitted an online complaint to the CPOA regarding an

incident that occuned on ll t2412025 at 0830 hours. Mr. K  indicated that the video

ofthe offenders from the smoke shop was never obtained for the burglary investigation'

even though he mentioned it several times.

ECIDENCEIEYIEUDi

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

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

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee tnvolved: Offrcer B

Other Materials: Email Communications & SOP 2.16.

Date Investigarion Completed: April 16,2026

Alhtquoquc - Making Hirtory 1706-2005

I



EINDINCE

l. Unfounded. lnvestigation classification when the investigalor(s) determines, by cleat and convincing

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

Policies Reviewed: 2.60-4-C.l.e (Conducting the Preliminary Investigation)

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

other, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, whether the alleged misconduct either occuned or did oot occur.

4. Exo[errted. I[vestigation classification where the investiSato(s) determines, by 8 preponderance ofthe

cvidence, that alleged c-onduct i[ the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies'

p.ocedurcs, or raining.

a

5. Sustrincd violrtion Not Bssed on originrl complsint. lnvestigation classilication where the

investiSator(s) dete.mioes, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in

the ori;inal 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. Administrrtivety closed. lnvestigation classilication where the investigator determines: The policy

violations ofa minor nature and do not constitute a pattem of misconduct (i.e. a violatiofl sub.ject to a class 7

sa[ction, -the allegations 8re duplicative; -the allegations, even iftrue, do not constitute misconducl; or -the

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

investigatio[ would be futile

AdditiwlrcaED$sr
It was determined that officer B did not attempt to contact the smoke shop to obtain

statements or secure evidence. Officer B did not note the existence or availability ofthe
smoke shop evidence in his report so that the impact detective would know it existed. He did

not advise ihe digital recovery unit. Officer B did not complete and submit the required

report by the end olhis shift as mandated in 2.16.5.c.1. The evidence from Maverick was

seiured'by DIVRT on llll7l2OZ5, but there was no indication that the evidence from the

smoke shop was ever requested or obtained. It was important that the report be submitted by

the end ofihe shift, as required, due to the theft ofproperty, including identification and

charge cards that were aciively being used. In addition, the report would need to be routed

pro,iptly so that others could secure the documented evidence- The CPOA recommends a

written reprimand lor the policy violation.

2
009-26 OfficerB

2. Sustrined. Investigation classification when the i[vcstig{tor(s) determines, by a preponde.alce ofthe
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject officer.

tr
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You have the right to appear this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings and/orrecommendations of the cpoA Executive Director within 30 carendar days (ir"iir,," riholidays and weekends) of receipt ofthis retter, communicate your desire to have anappeal hearing before the cpoA Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to theCPOA Director. Please send your request to p.O. Box t293, AlUuquerque, NM g7t0i, orby emailto CPOA@cabq.gov. Include your CpC number. Upon receipi oithe
communication, a hearing on the matter w r be schedured at the Board's next regurarry
scheduled meeting provided there is at reast 14 business days between the receiptlf 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 oi the following: 

-

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

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

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

Ifyou are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision ofthe office ofpotice Reform or
any matter relating to the office of police Reform's handling of the complaint you may
request areviewof the complaint by the city's chief Administrative ofdcer by sending a letter
to the office of the Mayor, P.o. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM g7103. your reiuest *,r.t u. in
writing and within 30 calendar days (inclusive oiholiduy. and weekends) ot,"..ipi oi in" 

-

office ofPolice Reform letter. Include your cpc number. The review bv the chiei
Administrative Officer is independent of the Advisory Board.

If you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at http:/www.cabq.gov/cpoa/survev. Thank you foi participaiing in-the process of
civilian oversight ofthe police, ensuring officers and personnel oithe epo aie 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 of police

0*



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

I'O Box 1293

NM 87103

www.cabq.gov

CTVILIAN PoLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

May 15,2026

Via Email

Re: CPC # 012-26

COMPIAINL
Ms. Rashauna B  was involved in a crash without insurance. She and her mother, Ms. P

B  asked to leave, and the PSA confirmed they coutd. As they unloaded the vehicle, they

heard someone shouting commands, which alarmed and frightened them, especially due to the

aggressive demeanor oi a large man. Sergeant J. accused them of leaving the scene of art accident,

d;pite their explanations thtt PSA H. had told them they could leave and that they had

apoiogized for any misunderstanding. Sergeant J. wamed them they were lucky he found them,

threatined to cite'Ms. p. B  and told them to "Shut up" when they tried to speak. He later

issued no citations but handed them a card and teff, with Ms. P. B  describing his behavior as

uncalled for and inhumane.

EYDENCT..BEYIEIYID

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

Complainant Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee lnterviewed: Yes

APD Emptoyee Involved: PSA H

Other Materials: None

Date Investigation completed: April 29, 2026

CAD Report(s): Yes

Witness(es) lnterviewed: No

Albrqucrque ' Mahing Hitory 1706-2UM

Albuquetquc

I



FINDINGS

PoliciesReviewed: L1.5.A.4

r l. Unfounded. lnvestigation classification when the investigato(s) determines, by clear atld convincing

evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve lhe subject oflicer'

, 
2. Sustsin€d. Investigation classification when the investigsto(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe

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

PoliciesReviewed: 2.16.5.C.1

4. Eronentcd. I[vestigation classification where the iovestigato(s) determines' by a preponderance ofthe

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

procedures, or traininS.

5. Sust8ined Violrtion Not Brsed on Originrl Complsint' Iovestigation classification where the

iir"riig",o<O a"t".*ines. by a preponderance ifthe evidence, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in

ii" oriiin"t 
"o.ptnint 

lwhetirer'Cpb or intemal complaint) but that orher misconducr was discovered dudng

the inv-estigation. and by a preponderance ofthe evidence' that misconduct did occur'

6. Administrrtivcly Closed. Investigation classificalion where the investigator determines: The policy

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

sanction, -the allegations are duplicative:'the allegations, even iftru€' do not constitute misconduct: ot -the

i*".,i!ution 
"-,iot 

Ue conductid because ofthe lack of information in the complaint' and further

investigation would be futile.

AddillalrlrcaEDr,llL
1.1.5.A.4 - Based on this investigation, it was found that PSA H did not give Ms' P' B

unJ n", auugt t"., Ms. R. B  permission to leave the.sce_ne. He was professional during

hi. int.ru"tiIn, *ith all parties involved. lt was determined that, based on the evidence

ieviewed and interviewi conducted, PSA H did not violate the policy in question'

2.16.5.C.1 - Based on this investigation, it was found that although PSA H tumed in-his

"iurt 
."po.t t*o days late, he sub-mitted Supplemental Report.#26000533 8 (Mark 43 system)

on the same date as the incident, ol 12012026, which contained details from the crash

inu".iigution, including his contact with Ms. R. B  the findings ofhis investigation that

.".uft"E in Ms. R. Budi receiving several citations, and Ms. R. B  leaving the scene with

i,.. -oit ". 
p.io. to receiving the;itations. This was suffrcient for documentation purposes.

z
012-26 PSA H

V

; 3. Not Sustrined. lnvestigation classification when the invesligato(s) is unable to determine one way or the ;-1
other, by a prcpooderance ofthe evidence, *,hethe. the alleged misconduct eithe. occured or did not occut. Ll

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 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

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

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

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

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

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

of discretion; or

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

Administratively closed complaints maybe re-opened if additional information becomes

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

listed above.

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

"ny 
*"tt", relating to the office of Police Refomr's handling of the complaint you may

request a review of the complaint by the city's chief Administrative officer by sending a letter

to ihe Office of the Mayor, ir.O. go* 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103. Your request must be in

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

OfficJof police Reform letter. lnclude your CPC number. The review by the Chief

Administrative Officer is independent of the Advisory Board'

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

srir"y fo.- at htti://uw,w.cabq.gov/cooa/survev. Thank you for participating in the process of

cirilian oversighGf the oolt of the police, oouring officers and personnel of the APD are held

accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civitian Police Oversight Agency by

)q ---4-
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(s0s) 924-3770

l

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

,0t"



CTTY OF ALBU UER

PO Box 1293

Albuquetque

NM 8710,1

www. cabq.gov

Cn rLrAN PoLIcr OwnslcHr AGENCY

May 22,2026

Via Email

Re: CPC # 012-26

CQMPJdINT,

Ms. Rashauna B  was involved in a crash without insurance. She and her mother, Ms. P

B  asked to leave, and the PSA confirmed they could. As they unloaded the vehicle, they

heard someone shouting commands, which alarmed and frightened them, especially due to the

aggressive demeanor oi a large man. Sergeanl J. accused them of leaving the scene ofan accident,

dipite their explanations thai PSA H. had told them they could leave and that they had

apologized for any misunderstanding. Sergeant J. wamed them they were lucky he found them,

threatlned to cite-Us. p. B  and told them to "Shut up" when they tried to speak. He later

issued no citations but handed them a card and left, with Ms. P. B  describing his behavior as

uncalled for and inhumane.

EYIDENCI.BE,YIEIEDT

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

Complainant Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee lnvolved: Sergeant J

other Materials: None

Date Investigalion Completed: April 29, 2026

CAD Report(s): Yes

Witness(es) Interviewed: No

UE

I

Albuqucrquc ' lvlaLing Hntory 1706-2006



EINDING:

policiesReviewed: 1.1.5.C.2

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

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

2. Sustsined. Investigation classification when the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe

evidelce, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subjecl office..

5. Sustsined violation Not Bssed or Originrl compleint. Investigation classification $'here the

investiBato(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur that was not alleged ir
the oriiinal complaint luhetirer-CPb or intemal complai[t) btrt thar other misconduct was discovered during

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

2
012-26 Sergeant J

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

V

tr

4. Exoncrrted. tnvestigatioo classification wh€rc the investigator(s) determioes. by a preponderance ofthe

evidence, that alleged conduct in the udderlying complaint did occur but did not violale APD Policies, Ll
procedures, oa traininB.

6. Admilistratively Ctosed lnvestigation classification where the investigator determines: The policy

violations ofa minor oature and do not ionstitute a pattem ofmisconduct (i.e. a violalion subjecl lo a class ? l-l
salction. -the sllegations are duplicalive; -the allegations. even iftrue, do nol conslilute misconduct: or _lhe t--J
investigation cann_-ot be conductid because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complaint, and further

iovestigation would be futile.

AdrlilialeltcaD^EllEi
lt was determined that, based on the evidence and interviews, it was concluded that the

misconduct allegations against Sergeant J were unsubstantiated. While he did raise his voice

during contact iith Ms. Faula and Rashauna B  the recordings did not show aggression

o. deileaning language. The evidence indicated that Ms. R. B  knew she was not free to

leave but ledthe icenl anyway. According to PSA H's recordings, he did not tell the.Budds

they could leave. Sergeani J's ione and poiture aligned with safety protocols, especially since

he was alone with thJtwo individuals and the vehicle's cargo was open and filled with

urrLno*r, items. Footage confirmed he handed out case cards, explained the next-s1eR;'.1d

Jia not ur. physical fo-rce or force anyone to the ground, even though Ms. P. B  said he

ioomea ovei trir aaughter and ordered them to sit Ms. R. B  sat on her own. The videos

showed he never told them to "shut up" as alleged.



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

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

CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.O' Box 1293, Albuquerque' NM t7103' or
by email to CPOA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the

communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Board's next regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt ofthe
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modi$ 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.

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

any matter relating to the office of Police Reforn's handling of the complaint you may

,"qu.rt u review olthe complaint by the City's Chief Administrative Officer by sending a letter

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

writing and within 30 ialendar 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

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

"iriliun 
ou...ig[Gf th" poli*, *r*i,tg officers and personnel of the APD are held

accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civitian Police Oversight Agency by

n1
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(sls) 924-3770

-_e_

l

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

,0,^



UER UE

Crvrr,nx PoLICE OvERSIGHT AcENcY

May 22,2026

 

Re: CPC # 012-26

COMEAINL
Ms. Rashauna B  was involved in a crash without insurance. She and her mother, Ms. P

B  asked to leave, and the PSA confirmed they could. As they unloaded the vehicle, they

heard someone shouting commands, which alarmed and frightened them, especially due to the

aggessive demeanor oi a large man. Sergeant J. accused them of leaving the scene ofan accident,

diipite their explanations that PSA H. had told them they could leave and that they had

apoiogized for any misunderstanding. Sergeant J. wamed them they were lucky he found them,

threatined to cite Ms. p. B  and told them to "Shut up" when they tried 10 speak. He later

issued no citations bu1 handed them a card and left, with Ms. P. B  describing his behavior as

uncalled for and inhumane.

I'O Box 1293

Albuqucrque

NN{ 87101

wvw, cabq.gov

EYIDENCE BEVI&IEDT

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

Complainant lnterviewed: Yes

APD Employee Intewiewed: Yes

APD Employee lnvolved: PSA S

Other Materials: Nooe

Date Investigation Completed: April 29,2026

CAD Report(s): Yes

Witness(es) lnterviewed: No

CITY OF AIBU

Via Email

Albuqroquc - Maling H*tory 1706-2006



EINDINGT

1. Unfounded. Investigation classification when ihe investigato(s) determines, by clear and convincing

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

I 
2. Sustrined. Investigation classification whe[ the investigato.(s) determines, by a prcponderalce ofthe

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

3. Not Sustsined. Investigation classification when the investigato(s) is unable to determine one 
"\By 

or the

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

Addiliqlel,tC!0n&ilL
2.48.4.B.1.c - lt was determined, based on the evidence reviewed and interviews conducted,

that PSA S violated the above-referenced policy, which was not alleged in the original

co-ptaint Uut *us discovered during the investigation, by not conducting an inventory ofthe

prop".ty ofthe vehicle to be towed, and listing that property on the APD Tow-ln Report'

i,Sa S 
"tro 

failed to obtain the Wrecker Operator's signature per APD Policy

#2.48.4.8.1 .b.ii. The CPOA recommends a written reprimand'

2
012-26 PSA S

I

6. Admitristrstively closed, Investigation classification where the investigator determines: 1'he policy

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

sanction, -the allegations arc duplicative; -the allegations, even iflrue. do not constitute misconduct ot -the

investigation can;ot be conductid because ofthe lack ofinformation in thc complaint' and further

investigation would be futile.

E

4. Exonerrted. Ilvestigation classification where the investigator(s) determines. by a preponderance ofthe

evidence, thst alleged conduct in the underlyi[g complaint did occur but did nol violate APD policies. ,LJ
procedures. or taaining.

policies Reviewed: 2.48.4.8.1.c

5. Sustained Violetion Not Brsed on original complsint. lnvestigation classification r.rtrcre the

investigstor(s) determines, by a prepondetance oftbe evidenc., misconduct didoccur that wEs oot alleged in lv
the oriiinal complaint (whetier 

-CPb 
or intemal conrplaint) but that other misconducl was discovered during lV I

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



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 of the following:

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

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

of discretion; or

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

Administratively closed complaints maybe re-opened if additional information becomes

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

listed above.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

111 ---=>'

Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(505) 924-37'10

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

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

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

Administrative Officer is independent of the Advisory Board.

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

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

accountable, and improving the process.

,'

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

0*



CTTY OF ALBU UER

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

rvww. cabq.gov

CrvrLrAN PoLrcE OvERSTGHT AcENCY

May 22,2026

Via Email

Re: CPC # 012-26

COIELAINI
Ms. Rashauna B  was involved in a crash without insurance. She and her mother, Ms. P

B  asked to leave, and the PSA confirmed they could. As they unloaded the vehicle, they

heard someone shouting commands, which alarmed and frightened them, especially due to the

aggressive demeanor ofa large man. sergeant J. accused them ofleavingthe scene ofan accident,

diipite their explanations that PSA H. had told them they could leave and that they had

apologized for any misunderstanding. Sergeant J. wamed them they were lucky he found then,
threatened to cite Ms. P. B  and told them to "Shut up" when they tried to speak. He laler

issued no citations bu1 handed them a card and left, with Ms. P. B  describing his behavior as

uncalled for and inhumane.

EYIDENCI.BEYII.EEDI

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

Complainant Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee lnterviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: PSA O

Other Materials: None

Date Investigation Completed: April 29, 2026

CAD Report(s): Yes

Witness(es) Interviewed: No

Albuquerqu - bt&ing Hitorl l7O6-2006

UE

NM 87r 03
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FINnINGS

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

3. Not Sustrincd. Investigation classification when the invesiigato(s) is unable to determine one wat or the

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

4. Exonerated. Investigation classilication \ 4lere the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidenc!, that alleged conduct in lhe underlyin8 complaint did occur but did rct violaie APD policies,

procedures, or training.

Policies Reviewed: 2.48.4.8.1 .c

5. Sustsined Violstion Not Based o[ Originsl Comphint. Investigation classification where the

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

the original complaint (wheiher CPC or intemal complaint) but that othe. misconduct u'as discovered during

lhe investigation, and by a prepondetance ofthe evidence, that misconduct did occur.
a

6. Administretivcly Closed. lnvestigation classification where the investi8ator determines; The Policy
violations ofa minor nature and do not conslitute a pattem ofmisconduct (i e a violation subject to a class 7

sanction, -the allegations are duplicative; -the allegations, elen iftrue, do rlot constitute misconduct: or -the

investigation cannot be conducted bccause ofthe lack ofinformation in the complaint, and futther

investigation would be futile.

AddiliauLrConnell$
2.48.4.8.1.c - It was determined, based on the evidence reviewed and interviews conducted,

that PSA O violated the above-referenced policy, which was not alleged in the original
complaint but was discovered during the investigation, by not conducting an inventory ofthe
property ofthe vehicle to be towed, and listing that property on the APD Tow-ln Report.

PSA O also failed to obtain the Wrecker Operator's signature per APD Policy
#2.48.4.8.1 .b.ii. The CPOA recommends a written reprimand.

1
ot2-26 PSAO

2. Sustei[ed. lnvestigation classification when the investigalor(s) determines, by a prcponderance ofthe
i evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subjed oflicer.

in

ln

tr



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

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

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

of discretion; or

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

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

listed above.

Ifyou are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision olthe 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.

If you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at http://wr,lvv.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 Depanment Chief of Police

n/
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CTTY OF ALBU UER UE

Cnrr,r.AI Por,rcn Ovnnsrcnr AcENCy

May 21,2026

Via Email

Re: CPC # 040-26

CAMEI.AINT

Mohammad K  reported that Officer M was professionally negligent in his duties
because he used an old address for him, which resulted in him missing court and the case
being dismissed. Mr. K  also reported that an arrest warrant was issued for him
because he failed to appear regarding a criminal case filed against him. He reported
Officer M used an old address he hadn't used in eight years.

PO Box 1293

Albuqucrque

NM 87103

www.cabq.gov

DYIDENCF.BEYIEUED;,

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 lnvolved: Officer M

Other Materials: Email Communications and court-related items.

Date Investigation Completed: April 22, 2026

Albuquerque - Mahing Hktott 1706-2006

1



FINDINGS

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

Policies Reviewed: 2.60.4.C. l.e (preliminary irvestigation)

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

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

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

5. Sustained Violation Not Based oll Originrl 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 oth€r misconduct was discovered during
the investigation. and by a preponderance ofthe evidence, that misconduct did occur.

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

AddiIiareLcapnr.rlri
The incorrect address initially caused the case where Mr. K  was listed as a victim to be
dropped when he failed to show. Officer M did not confirm Mohammad Khan's address in
Mark43. He had used Mr. Khan's previous address and not his current address, which was
listed on Mr. Khan's driver's license. Officer M acknowledged that not confirming Mr.
Khan's address was his mistake. Officer M had not documented attempts to reach Mr. Nassar
for his statement about the incident. When Mr. Nassar reached out to police about the same
incident, Officer M then reviewed the same evidence and reached completely different
conclusions depending on which party he was with. These are all elements to demonstrate
that the tasks ofthe preliminary investigation were not completed. Officer M mentioned he
was fairly new at the time and still learning. The CPOA does not have jurisdiction to affect
any court cases or authority to instruct APD what to file in court. Mr. K  raised a concern
late in the investigation regarding a supervisorrs unr€sponsiveness to calls. The issue was
reviewed, but the available evidence demonstrated that an additional subjecting ofthe
sergeant was unwarranted.
The CPOA recommends a written reprimand against the officer for the violation.

2040-26 Officer M

tr
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings and/or
recommendations of the CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) ofreceipt of this letter, communicate your desire to have an
appeal hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM E7103, or
by email to CPOA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the 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 modif the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

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

ofdiscretion; or

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

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

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

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

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

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

NM 87r03

www.cabq.gov

CTVILIAN PoLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

May 26,2026

Via Email

Re: CPC # 135-25

COI4PIAINL

Ms. C  reported that she was pulled over for speeding and that the officer was rirde
and trigger-happy. After telling the officer she didn't have insurance, he told her to hand

over the keys to her vehicle, which would be towed. The officer opened the vehicle's door
without permission and removed her purse. The officer refused to look at her insurance
after he told her she had time to find it. The officer and the sergeant had their hands on
their firearms and refused to provide their names verbally upon request. The officer
threatened to arrest her and her husband ifthey didn't get away from the vehicle, and

stated, "You need to get away... shut up or l'm going to arrest you.r'

Ms. C  did not participate in the investigative process.

EVIT}['NCT'. Rf,'.VIRWRTT:

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

Complainant Interviewed: No

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Officer C

Other Materials: Email Communications.

Date lnvestigation Completed: May 13,2026

CAD Report(s): Yes

Witness(es) Interviewed: Yes

Albugucrqur - Mahing Hittory 1706-2006

I



EINDINGI

Policies Reviewed: Geneml Order l.l.5.A.4 and General Order 1.1.6.,4..2

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

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

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

procedurcs, or training.

5. Sustailed Violation Not Based on Original Complai[t. Investigation classification where the

inv€stigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur thai was not alleged in

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

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

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

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

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

investigation would be futile.

AddilialelrCanlr.llr
1.1.5.A.4: It was determined that Officer C did not violate the policy in question, as during
the review ofthe OBRD Videos, the Investigator did not observe Officer C being rude,

argumentative, behaving aggressively, or having his hand on his firearm. OBRD Video also

confirmed that at the time of the stop, Ms. C  told Officer C that the vehicle she was

driving did not have insurance. [t was noted that the insurance Ms. C  obtained while
on the scene would not take effect until l2:00 am, leaving the vehicle Ms. C  was

driving uninsured at the time ofthe incident and giving Officer C the right to tow it.

Regarding the allegation that Officer C opened the door to Ms. C  vehicle without
permission, it was noted that at that time Officer C was completing the inventory portion of
the tow, which was required by SOP.

I .1.6.4.2: Ms. Carzares reported that Officer C did not provide his name and badge number

when she requested it. It was determined through OBRD Video review that Officer C did not

violate the SOP in question as he provided his name and badge number when requested at

the scene.

'l
135-25 Officer C

I l. UnfouDdcd, Investigation classification whcn thc investigato(s) detendrcs, by cle,I atrd convincing llV
L::91-41d1:.g:d rfyg:1-dggt Ty':qlg-I"k" i1'}!:d-"i='i- 

- 
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II. Sr*-"0. tr"rd*"a" "*t*,a. ** * *r"otr",*tO Oo"*"" by a p,"pooa",*"" of tt" ln
LT*:..t! :tryisconduct 

did occur by rhe subject-"f.n*.. ____ __ ___ _ _ _]"



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

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

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

of discretion; or

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

Administratively closed complaints maybe re-opened if additional information becomes

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

listed above.

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

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

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

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

tu
Diane McDemrott
Executive Director
(505) 924-3770

)

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

l'O Box 1293

Albuqucrque

NM 87103

www.cabq.gov

Cnrr,r.lN Por.rcr OvERSTcHT AcENCy

May 26,2026

Via Email

Re: CPC # 135-25

COMELAINL

On07/0112025, E  C  submitted a telephone complaint to the Civilian Police
Oversight Agency (CPOA) staff regarding an incident that occuned on 07/01/2025. Ms.
C  reported she was pulled over for speeding and Sergeant T told her that if didn't
listen to the officer, he would arest her. Ms. C  reported that Sergeant T refused to
provide his badge number and name upon request.

Ms. C  did not participate in the investigative process

EYIDENCI.BEYIEXCEDI

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

Complainant Interviewed: No

APD Employee lnterviewed: Yes

APD Employee lnvolved: Sergeant T

Other Materials: Email Communications.

Date lnvestigation Completed: May 14,2026

CAD Report(s): Yes

Witness(es) Interviewed: Yes

Alhtqroquc - Maliag History l7oG206
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FINDI NGS

Policies Reviewed: General Order L 1.5.C.3 and General Order 1.1.6.A.2

l. Unfounded. lnvestigation classificalion when the investigator(s) determines, by cle& 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 sub.ject officer. l
3. Not SustsiBed. Investigation classification when the investigato.(s) is unable to d€termine one way or the

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

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

5. Sustai[ed Violation Not Based on Original Complairrt. Investigation classificalion where the

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

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

sanction. -the allegations are duplicalive; -the allegations, even iltrue, do nol constitute misconduct: or -the

investigation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack oiinformation in the cornplainl and further
investigation would be firtile.

&tdiriueLrCannqlri
1.1.5.C.3- After a review ofthe OBRD Videos, the Investigator did not observe Sergeant T tell
the complainant that if she did not listen to the officer, he would anest her, per the

complaint. The Investigator also did not observe Sergeant T with his hand on his firearm
during his interaction with the complainant and her husband. It was determined that there
was no evidence noted or provided to suggest that Sergeant T violated the SOP in question.

I .l .6.A.2- lt was determined that Sergeant T did not violate the SOP in question, as a review
ofthe OBITD Video noted that he provided his name and badge number when requested at

the scene.

1

{

135-25 Sergeant T
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings and/or
recommendations of the CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter, communicate your desire to have an
appeal hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103, or
by email to CPOA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Board's next regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt ofthe
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to 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 of Police Reform or
any matter relating to the Office of Police Reform's handling of the complaint you may

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

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

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

accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

tu
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(sos) 924-37'70

J

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

NM 87103

www. cabq.gov

Crvrr,nx Por,rcE OvERsrcHT AGENCY

May 26,2026

Via Email

Re: CPC # 193-25

COMELAINL

On 0910912025, M  H  submitted a telephone complaint to the Civilian Police
Oversight Agency (CPOA) regarding an incident that occurred at 0800 hours on
09109/2025 on northbound I-25 near the San Mateo Boulevard exit. Ms. H  reported
that a female PSA arived on the scene and was nonchalant toward her. She asked the
PSA why several police and sheriffvehicles had driven by her while she was waiting and
the PSA stated, "I don't lotow, maybe they're going to a high-priority call. Ifyou argue
with me, I am going to leave. " The PSA returned to her vehicle and sat there for
forty-five minutes to an hour until the tow truck arrived. The PSA began talking to the
tow truck driver about Ms. H  and pointed her finger at Ms. H  and that the PSA
had no compassion and rolled her eyes at her.

CAD Report(s): Yes

Witness(es) Interviewed: No

IJIDETJCF.BEYIEEED

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

Complainant lnterviewed: Yes

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: PSA E

Other Materials: Email Communications.

Date Investigation Completed: May 19,2026
I
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F'INDINGS

l. Unfounded. Investigation classifica(ion when the investigator(s) determines, by clear and convincing
evideoce. that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve lhe subject oflicer.

2. Sustained. lnvestigation classification *,hen the investigator(s) determines, by a prcponderance ofthe
evidence, the alleged misconducl did occur by the subject officer.

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

other, by a prepondera[ce ofthe evidence, v,/h€ther the alleged misconduct either occurred or did not occur.

Policies Reviewed: General Order 1.1.5.A.4

5. Sustrined Violetion Not Bssed oll Origin8l Complairlt. Investigation classification whcre the
investigato(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 investigalion, and by a preponderance oflhe evidence, that misconduct did occur.

6. Administrrtively Closcd. Investigation classification where the investigator determines: The policy
violalions ofa minor [ature and do not constitute a pattem ofmisconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class ?

sanctio[, -lhe allegations are duplicative; -the allegations, even iftrue, do not constitute misconduct: or -the
investigatiol cannot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complain! and further
investigation would be futile.

AdditiolllCqE[3[lli
1.1.5.A.4- It was determined that, after a review of the OBRD Videos, it was confirmed that
some of the comments reported by Ms. H  about what PSA E had said to Ms. H  on
the scene were accurate. Others were not said in the same manner as described. However,
PSA E did not do or say anything that rose to the level ofa violation ofthe SOP in question.

It was noted that a help truck was on the way, Ms. H  did not ask PSA E for any specific
additional assistance, and PSA E remained on the scene while the help truck assisted Ms.
H

1

{

193-25 PSA E

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

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

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

of discretion; or

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

Administratively closed complaints maybe re-opened if additional information becomes
available. PIease 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 Offrcer 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

Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(sos) 924-3770

3

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

Crvnu,x Por,rcE OvERsrcHT AcENCy

May 11, 2026

Via Email

Re: CPC # 27 4-25

PO Box 1293
COI{EIdINf,.

On 1211912025, D  Etlis submitted a complaint in person to the CPOA regarding an
incident on 121'1912025. Mr. E  reported that two officers were determined to harass
him by patrolling for him and writing him citations every time he was stopped. He
mentioned that Officer Cl had asked him, while at a park on 8th Street during the spring
or summer, whether he thought of him as a gang member or as being in a gang. He
indicated that the two officers had contacted him three times and issued him one citation.
He indicated that the officers contacted him downtown, and after an exchange ofwords
regarding his feeling harassed, Officer C2 told him that he was done with him. Officer
C2 passed by him thirty to forty minutes later, and, not having been able to issue him a
citation as he had threatened to do.

Albuquerque

www.cabq.gov

EYIDENCEIEYIEITEDi

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

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

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee lnvolved:Officer W

Other Materials: Email Communications & Citation.

Date Investigation Completed: March 19,2026

I

NM 87103



F'INDINGS

policiesReviewed: l.l.5.A.l (Conduc|

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

2. Sustritred. lnvestigation classification lrten the investigato(s) determines, by a preponderanc-e olthe
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject omcer.

3. Not Sustrined. lnvestigation classification $,hen the investigator(s) is unablc to determine

other, by a preponde.ance oflhe evidence, *,hether the alleged misconduct either occuned or d

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

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

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

sanction, -the allegations are duplicative; -the allegations, even if true, do not constitute misconduct: o. -the
investigation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinlormation in the complainl, and furthet
investigation would be futile.

AddilielllcaE[etrIri
l.l.5.A.l: It was determined that Officer W was not harassing Mr. E  but assisting Officer
C with an enforcement action. Officer W did not tell Mr. E  during this incident that he

was done with him or mention gangs. Officer W did not issue or threaten to issue Mr. E  a

citation during this incident. Officer W was patient, calm, and professional while interacting
with Mr. E

_t
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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 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://wr.rrrr.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.

1U
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(s0s) 924-3770

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 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 t7103, or
by email to CPOA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Board's next regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt ofthe
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modify the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

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

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

of discretion; or

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

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

listed above.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

3



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

I'O Box 1293

AlbuquerqLrc

NM 87t03

wuw.cabq.gov

CrvrLrAN PoLICE OvERsrcHT AGENCy

May 11,2026

Via Email

R,e:. CPC#274-25

COMEI.AINT.

On 1211912025, D  E  submitted a complaint in person to the CPOA regarding an
incident on l2l19lZ025. Mr. E  reported that two officers were determined to harass
him by patrolling for him and writing him citations every time he was stopped. He
mentioned that Officer Cl had asked him, while at a park on 8th Street during the spring
or summer, whether he thought of him as a gang member or as being in a gang. He
indicated that the two officers had contacted him three times and issued him one citation.
He indicated that the officers contacted him downtown, and after an exchange of words
regarding his feeling harassed, Officer C2 told him that he was done with him. Officer
C2 passed by him thirty to forty minutes later, and, not having been able to issue him a
citation as he had threatened to do.

EYIDENCF.-BEYIEYEDi

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

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

APD Employee Intewiewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Officer C

Other Malerials: Email Communications & Citation.

Date Investigation Completed: March 19,2026

1



}..I NDINGS

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

l. Unfounded. lnvestigalion clarsification when the investigator(s) determi[es, by clear and convincing
evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subject officer.

)91

2. Sustsined. Investigation classification when the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderaflce ofthe
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subje.t officer.

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

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

4. Exonerrted. tnvestigation classification where the investigator(s) determires, 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: 2.40.4.8. l.c.i. I (citatlon)

5. Sustaioed Violation Not Based on Origirol Complsint. Investigation classification where the
investigato(s) determines, by a preponde.ance ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in
th€ original complaint (whether CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovered during
the investigation, and by a preponderance ofthe evidence, that misconducl did occur.

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

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

AdditiaBLc&Drcrlri
l.l.5.A.l: It was determined that Officer C was not harassing Mr. E  but conducting an
enforcement action. Officer C did not mention gangs to Mr. E  during this incident.
Officer C did issue, but did not threaten to issue, citations to Mr. E  during this incident.
Officer C was patient, tolerant, and professional while interacting with Mr. E

2.40.4.8.1.c.i.1 : It was determined that Officer C did not put the essential facts in the citation
narrative, attempt to ask Mr. E  for a telephone number or email address for the citation, or
write refused when Mr. E  walked away. The CPOA recommends a verbal reprimand and
a policy revision regarding the misdemeanor enforcement SOP.

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 (inctusive 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 modify the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

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

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

of discretion; or

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

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

listed above.

If you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at http://*qrv.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
(505) 924-3770

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

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

3
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