
 

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 September 2026.  If 
applicable, these findings will become part of the officer’s file. 
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CTTY OF ALBU UER

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

NM 87103

www.cabq.gov

CflrylIAx Por,ICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

September 21, 2026

Via Certified Mail

  

Re: CPC # 07 6-26

COMEI.AINL

On 0511812026,  C  submitted a telephone complainl to the Civilian Police
Oversiglrt Agency (CPOA) regarding an incident that occurred on 0511312026 at 1957
hours at l2l5 3'd Sfteet Northwest, Apaltment 31 9. Mr. C  reported that report
260040830 was incorrect, that his statement was not taken, that his rights were not read to
him, that he was not allowed to get his medication, and that he did not know if the officer
locked his door. He advised that there was a training officer, a recruit officer, a female
officer, and a sergeant.

DYIDENCT.BEYIEICEDT

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

Complainant Interviewed: Yes Witness(es) Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee lnvolved: Sergeant B

Other Materials: Email Communications and Court Documents.

Date Investigation Completed: August 7 ,2026

Albaquerqrc - Making Hitrory 1.706-2006
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FINI)INGS

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

PoliciesReviewed: 2.82.4.C.8.a

2. Sustained. [nvestigation classification when the investigator(s) determines. by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject officer. a
3. Not Sustained. Investigation classification lvhen the investigator(s) is unable to determine one way or the

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

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

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Origilsl Complaint. Investigation classification where the
inrestigator(s) determines. b) a preponderance ofthe evidencc, misconduct did occur that was not allcgcd in
the original complaint (lvheth€r CPC or internal complaint) bul that other misconducl was discovercd during
lhe investigalion. and by a preponderance ofthc evidence, that misconduct did occur.

6. Administratiyely Closed. Investigation classification uhere the inlestigator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor nature and do not constitute a pattem ofmisconducl (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7

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

AddiliolalConusdsr
2.82.4.C.8.a: After a review of all the evidence and interview statements provided, no attempt,
or reasonable attempt, appears to have been made to take or transport Mr. C  walker
with him to the PTC. Sergeant B directly denied Mr. C  request to take his walker. The
CPOA recommends a verbal reprimand.

2076-26 Sergeant B
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings and/or
recommendations of the CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt ofthis letter, communicate your desire to have an
appeal hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103, or
by email to CPOA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Board's next regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt of the
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modiry 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://wu'w.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

lu
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(s0s) 924-3770

l

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

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



CTTY OF ALBU UER UE

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

NNl 87103

www. cabq.gov

CTVILIAN POLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

September 21, 2026

Via Certified Mail

Re: CPC # 076-26

COMEI.AINL

On0511812026,  C  submitted a telephone complaint to the Civilian Police
Oversight Agency (CPOA) regarding an incident that occurred on 05/13/2026 at 1957
hours at l2l5 3'd Street Northwest, Apartment 3 I9. Mr. C  reported that report
260040830 was incorrect, that his statemenl was not taken, that his rights were not read
to him, that he was not allowed to get his medication. and that he did not know if the
officer locked his door. He advised that there was a training officer, a recruit officer, a
female officer, and a sergeant.

EYIDENCLBEYII,YEDr

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

Complainant Interviewed: Yes Witness(es) Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Officer V

Other Materials: Email Communications and Court Documents.

Date lnvestigation Completed: August 7 ,2026

Albuqucrque - lr[ahing History 1706-2006

I



FINDIN(;S

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

2. Sustaitred. Investigation classification \r'hen the investigato(s) determines, by a prepondemnce ofthe
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occu. by the subject officer.

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

othe., by a preponderance ofthc evidence, whethe. the alleged misconduct either occurred or did not occur.

Policies Reviewed: L 1.5.A.4

4. Exo[errted. lnv€stigation classification *'here 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 Iraining.

V

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Original Complaint. Investigation classification whcre the
investigator(s) dctcrmincs. by a prepondcrance ofthc evidencc. misconduct did occur that \\'as not alleged in
the original complaint (whether CPC or internal complaint) but that other misconduct $?s discovercd during
the investigation. and hy a prcpondcrance ofthe evidencc. thal nrisconduct did occur.

6. Administratively Closed. Inrestigation classilicalion where the invesligalor 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 sllegations are duplicativei -the allegations, even iftrue, do nol constitute misconduct; or -the
investigation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complaint, and furlhcr
investigation Nould be futile.

AdditiqrsLCsulrcrsi
I .1.5.A.4- Based on the investigation and evidence reviewed, it was determined that Officer
V did not violate the SOP in question, as Officer V closed Mr. C  door, attempted to
lock it, and although Officer V was not able to get the door locked, Officer V notified a staff
member, Ms. Betone, who stated they would lock Mr. C  door.

2076-26 Officcr V
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings and/or
recommendations ofthe CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt ofthis letter, communicate your desire to have an
appeal hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103, or
by email to CPOA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Board's next regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt ofthe
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modify the Directorls
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

ofdiscretion; or

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

Administratively closed complaints maybe re-opened if additional information becomes

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

listed above.

Ifyou are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision ofthe Office of Police Reform or
any matter relating to the Office of Police Reform's handling of the complaint you may
request a review of the complaint by the City's Chief Administrative Officer by sending a letter
to the Office of the Mayor, P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103. Your request must be in
writing and within 30 calendar days (inclusive ofholidays and weekends) of receipt of the
Office of Police Reform letter. Include your CPC number. The review by the Chief
Adnrinistrative 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://rvrvw.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 McDemrott
Executive Director
(505) 924-3770

l

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

,0t" tll



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

NM 8710-l

www.cabq.gov

September 21, 2026

Via Certifred Mail

 

 

Re: CPC # 076-26

COMEI.AINL

On 0511812026,  C  submitted a telephone complaint to the Civilian Police
Oversight Agency (CPOA) regarding an incident that occurred on 0511312026 

^t 
1957

hours at l2l5 3'd Street Northwest, Apartment 319. Mr. C  reported that report
260040830 was incorrect, that his statement was not taken, that his rights were not read to
him, that he was not allowed to get his medication, and that he did not know if the officer
locked his door. He advised that there was a training officer, a recruit officer, a female
officer, and a sergeant.

EYIDENCEAEYIT,SED!

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

Complainant Interviewed: Yes Witness(es) Interviewed: !s5

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Officcr S.S.

Other Materials: Email Communications and Court Documents.

Date Investigation Completed: Augusl 7, 2026

Albaquoquc - lVaking Hittory 1706-2006

CIVILIAN POLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

I



F'INDINGS

PoliciesReviewed: 1.1.5.A.4

l. Uufolnded. lnvestigation classification when the investigator(s) detennines, by clear and convincing
evidence, thal alleged misconduct did nol occur or did not involve the subject olficer.

2. Sustrined. Investigation classification rvhen the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, the allcged misconduct did occur by the subject oflicer.

3. Not Sustrined. Investigation classification when the investigator(s) is unable to determine one way or the
othe., by a p.eponderaflce ofthe evidence, whether the alleged misconduct either occured or did not occur.

4. Exonerated. lnvestigation classil'ication rvherc the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidencc. that allcged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies,
procedures, or training.

5. Sust&irled Violation Not Based on Original Complaint. Investigation classification whcre the
invesligalor(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 discovcrcd during
thc invesligalion. and by a preponderance ofthe evidence. that misconduct did occur.

6. Administratively Closed. lnvestigation classification where the investigator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor nature and do not constitute a pattem ofmisconduct (i.c. a violation subject to a class 7
sanclion, -thc allegations are duplicative; -lhe allegations. even iftrue, do not constitute misconduct; or -lhc
investigalion cannot bc conducted because ofthe lack olinformation in lhe complainl and further
investigation $ould be futile.

Atltlitiuelconnell$
1.1.5.A.4: Based on the investigation, Mr. C  primary complaint against Officer S.S.
was related to the exclusion of his statements related to the incident. A review ofthe criminal
complaint, arrest report, and incident reports included a brief statement made by Mr. C
The same information was reported in each report, with no additions or changes to the
narratives. Although a detailed narrative of Mr. C  statements was not included, his
statement was included in the report.

,)
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076-26 Officer S.S.



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. Pleasesend 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 of the
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modiff the Director's
Iindings, 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 rl'ith the record evidence.

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

listed above.

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

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

t7/
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(505) 924-3770

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



UER UE

CTVILIAN POLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

September 21, 2026

Via Certified Mail

'   

Re: CPC # 076-26

PO Box 1293

COMEI"AINL

On 0511812026,  C  submitted a telephone complaint to the Civilian Police
Oversight Agency (CPOA) regarding an incident that occurred on 0511312026 at 1957
hours at l2l5 3'd Street Northwest, Apartment 319. Mr. C  reported that report
260040830 was incorrect, that his statement was not taken, that his rights were not read to
him, that he was not allowed to get his medication, and that he did not know if the officer
locked his door. He advised that there was a training officer, a recruit officer, a female
officer, and a sergeant.

Albuquerque

NM 87103

rlrrw. cabq.gov

DYIDETJCE BEYIEXYED;

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

Complainant lnterviewed: Yes Witness(es) lnterviewed: Yes

APD Employee lnterviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Officer KS

Other Materials: Email Communications and Court Documents.

Date Investigation Completed: Augusl T , 2026

CITY OF ALBU

I

Albaqucrque - lllakiq Hirory 1706-2006



FINDINGS

l. Unfou[ded. lnvestigation classification when the investigator(s) determines. by clear and convincing
evideflce, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subject officer.

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

3. Not Sustained. Investigation classification when the investigator(s) is unable to det€rmine one way or the
other. by a pr€ponderance ofthe evidenc€. whether the alleged misconduct either occurred or did not occur.

4. Exonerated. Investigation classification $,here the investigalor(s) delermines. by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, th{it alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies,
procedures, or training.

Policies Reviewed: 2835 A I a

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

6. Administratively Closed- Investigation classification wherc the investigator detcrmines: The policy
violations ofa minor nature and do not constitute a pattern ofmisconducl (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 co.ducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complaint. and further
investigation would be futile.

Additional Comments:

1.1.5.A.4-Based on the investigation and evidence reviewed, it was determined that Officer
KS did not violate the SOP in question as he acted in a professional and courteous manner
during his interactions with Mr. C  OBRD Video review confirmed that Officer KS
advised Mr. C  when he would get his medication. Based on none ofthe officers asking
Mr. C  incriminating questions after the arrest, officers were not required to read the
Miranda Warning to Mr. C

2.83.5.A.1.a-Based on the investigation, it was determined that Mr. C  requested that
officers transport him to Presbyterian Hospital for medical care, but his request was denied
and he was taken to Lovelace Hospital instead. The CPOA recommends a written reprimand.

Policies Reviewed: L 1.5.A.4
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076-26 Officer KS



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

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

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

of discretion; or

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

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

listed above.

Ifyou are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision ofthe Office ofPolice Reform or
any matter relating to the Office of Police Reform's handling of the complaint you may
request a review of the complaint by the City's Chief Administrative Officer by sending a lefter
to tlre 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 coniputer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at http:/hvu'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

,,.,1 l?l
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(s0s) 924-3770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

NM 87r03

wrlw. cabq,gov

CN,ILIAN POLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

September 21, 2026

Via Certified Mail

Re: CPC # 076-26

CAMELAINL

On 05118/2026,  Chisn submitted a telephone complaint to the Civilian Police
Oversight Agency (CPOA) regarding an incident that occured on 0511312026 at 1957
hours at 1215 3"j Street Northwest, Apartment 319. Mr. C  reported that report
260040830 was incorrect, that his statement was not taken, that his rights were not read to
him, that he was not allowed to get his medication, and that he did not know if the officer
locked his door. He advised that there was a training officer, a recruit officer, a female
officer, and a sergeant.

EYIDENCE-BEYIEWEDT

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

Complainant Interviewed: Yes Witness(es) Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee lnterviewed: Yes

APD Employee lnvolved: Officer H

Other Materials: Email Communications and Court Documents.

Date Investigation Completed: August 7, 2026

Albuqucrqrc - lllahing Hirtory 1706-2006

I



FINDINGS

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

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

Policies Reviewed: 2.82.4.C.8.a

4. Exo[crrted. Investigation classification $'here the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate API) policies.
paocedures. oa training.

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

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

sanction, -the allegations are duplicative; -the allegations, evefl if true, do nol constitute misconduc! or -the
investigation cannot be conducted because ofthc lack of information in the complaint. and further
investigation would be futile.

Additional Comments:

2.82.4.C.8.a: lt was determined that although Officer H was responsible for transporting Mr
C  to the PTC, OBRD Video review confirmed that Sergeant B made the determination
not to let Mr. C  take his walker with him to the PTC.

2.83.5.A.1.a: Based on the investigation, it was determined that Mr. C  requested that
officers transport him to Presbyterian Hospital for medical care, but his request was denied
and he was taken to Lovelace Hospital instead. The CPOA recommends a written
reprimand.

2076-26 Officer H

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

Policies Reviewed: 2.83.5.A.1.a
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings and/or
recommendations of the CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter, communicate your desire to have an
appeal hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103, or
by email to CPOA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Board's next regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt ofthe
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modifo the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

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.

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 rnay
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 87'103. Your request must be in
writing and within 30 calendar days (inclusive of holidays and weekends) of receipt of the
Office of Police Reform letter. Include your CPC number. The review by the Chief
Administrative Officer is independent of the Advisory Board.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

t1/
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
{s0s) 924-3770

J

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

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



UER UE

I'O Box 1293

Albuquerque

NM 87103

www.cabq.gov

CIvILIAN POLICE OvERSIGHT AGENCY

September 30, 2026

Via Email

Re: CPC# 077-26

COMEI.AINL

On0511712026,  F  submitted a complaint to the CPOA for an incident on
05/0212026 at 0945 hours on"5th Street afew blocl<s north of Lomas." Ms. F
reported that Sgt. C stopped her for speeding but never told her her speed nor the speed
limit. While looking for her paperwork, Sgt. C asked her to step out ofthe car and said
she committed the crime of specding and she said it was a violation not a crime. She told
Sgt. C she would not step out, rolled up her window, but he reached inside her car,
grabbed her door handle, and opened her driver door. She wanted Sgt. C and Officer C to
be investigated and brought to justice under charges of assault, intimidation, excessive

force, property damage, vandalism, and violating her constitutional right repeatedly
throughout this incident.

r'.VINf,',NCR REVIRIIYF,TI :

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

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

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Officer D

Other Materials: Email communications, nmcourts records, citizen evidence, & LLC audit.

Date Investigation Completed: September 24, 2026

I

CITY OF ALBU

Albuqucrque - Making Htrory I7O6-2006



FINDINGS

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

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

3. Not Sustairred. Investigation classification when the investigator(s) is unabl€ to determine one u,ay or the

otler. b) a preponderance ofthe evidence. whether the alleged misconduct either occurred or did not occur.

4. Exonerated. Investigation classilicatioD 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.
proccdurcs, or training.

5. Sustained Violation Not Based or Original Complaint. [nvestigarion classification where the
investigator(s) determines. by a preponderance ofthe evidence. misconduct did occur that was not allegcd in
the original complaint (rvhethe. CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovered during
the in\esligation- and by a prcponderance ofthe evidence- that nrisconducl 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 duplicativet -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.

AddiliolaL:Conusds
2.7.4.8.1.b: It was determined that Officer D damaged Ms. F  license plate cover, but
there was no indication that Officer D realized what occurred, so she did not complete a

supplemental report to document the damage.
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077-26 Officer D

PoliciesReviewed: 2.'1.4.8.1.b
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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 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 87103, or
by email to CPOA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Board's next regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt ofthe
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modiS the Director's
Iindings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

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

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

of discretion; or

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

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

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

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

n/
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.



UER UE

Albuquerque

NM 87103

w.r,vw.cabq.gov

Crw.nn Por,rcE OvERsrcHT AcENCY

September 30, 2026

Via Email

Re: CPC # 077-26

C.OMEIAINL

On 05117 12026,  F  submitted a complaint to the CPOA for an incident on
0510212026 at 0945 hours on "5th Street a few bloclcs north of Lomas." Ms. F
reported that Sgt. C stopped her for speeding but never told her her speed nor the speed
limit. While looking lor her paperwork, Sgt. C asked her ro step out of thc car and said
she committed the crime of speeding and she said it was a violation not a crime. She told
Sgt. C she would not step out, rolled up her window, but he reached inside her car,
grabbed her door handle, and opencd her driver door. She wanted Sgt. C and Officer C to
be investigated and brought to justice under charges of assault, intimidation, excessive
force, property damage, vandalism, and violating her constitutional right repcatedly
throughout this incident.

EYIDENCI.BEYIEICI,DI

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

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

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Officer C

Other Materials: Email communications, nmcourts records, citizen evidence, & LLC audit

Date Investigation Completed: September 24, 2026

I

Albuqucrque - lllakiry H*torJ l7O6-2006

CTTY OF ALBU

PO Box 1293



EINDING:

PoliciesReviewed; 1.1.5.A.1

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

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

3. Not Sustained. lnvestigation classification when the investigator(s) is unable to determine one way or the
other, by a preponderance ofthe evidence. whether the alleged misconduct either occufied 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 A-PD policies.
procedures. or training.

Policies Reviewed: 2.7.4.8.1.b & 2.52.5.8.3

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

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

Addiliqrelcsorclsi
l.l.5.A.l: The Evidence showed Officer C did not violate policy in her interaction with Ms.
F  The reference to "taking one" was to taking a police report.

2.52.5.8.3'.It was determined that Officer C used non-LLC, in the form of empty hand
control, and that no use offorce occurred during this incident. This issue was evaluated
under the APD's Low Level Control Audit and therefore was reviewed but not duplicated in
the CPOA investigation.

)077-26 Officer C

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Original Complaint. Investigation classification w'here the
investigator(s) determines. by a preponderance ofthe evidence. misconduct did occur that was not alleged in
the original complaint (whether CPC or inlemal complaint) but that other misconduct lvas discovered during
the invcstigation. and by a prepondcrance ofthe evidencc. that misconduct did occur.

2.7.4.8.1.b: It was determined that Ofhcer C documented the damage to Ms. F
property in a supplemental report. This issue was evaluated under the APD's Low Level
Control Audit and therefore was reviewed but not duplicated in the CPOA investigation.

V
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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 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 modiff the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

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

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

of discretion; or

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

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

listed above.

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

If you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at http://rvlvrv.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
(50s) 924-3770

l

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

t1/



CITY OF AIBU UER UE

l'O Box 1293

Albuquerque

NN,l 87r03

CTVTLIAN POLICE O}'ERSIGHT AGENCY

September 30, 2026

Via Email

Re: CPC # 077-26

COMEI.AINL

On0511712026,  F  submitted a complaint to the CPOA for an incident on
0510212026 at 0945 hours on "sth Street a few blocl<s north of Lonns." Ms. F
reported that Sgt. C stopped her for speeding but never told her her speed nor the speed
limit. While looking for her paperwork, Sgt. C askcd her to step out ofthe car and said
she committed the crime of speeding and she said it was a violation not a crime. She told
Sgt. C she would not step out, rolled up her window, but he reached inside her car,
grabbed her door handle, and opened her driver door. Shc wanted Sgt. C and Officer C to
be investigated and brought to justice under charges of assault, intimidation, excessive
force, property damage, vandalism, and violating her constitutional right repeatedly
throughout this incident.

EYIDENCF.BEYIEICE,Di

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

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

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee lnvolved: PSA P

Other Materials: Email communications, nmcourts records, citizen evidence, & LLC audit.

Date lnvestigation Compteted: September 24, 2026

I

Albuqucrqrc - Mahirg Hitrorl I7O6-2006

www. cabq. gov



EINDING:

L Unfounded. Investigation classification wheo $e investigator(s) determines. by clear and convincing

eviderlce. that slleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subject officer.

2. Susteined. Investigstion classification when the invesligato(s) determines. by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject oflicer.

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

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

4. Exonerated, [ovestigation 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 training.

6. Administrstivcly Closed. Investigation classificalion \,itere the investiSato. determines: The policy

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

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

investigation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack of information in the complain! and ftrrthet

inlestigation would be futile.

Adrtiliolll.Cg[rcIl$
2.48.4.8.1 .c: It was determined that PSA P did not inventory the property in Ms. F
vehicle, nor did he include the tow truck driver's signature on the Tow-In Report as required

by SOP. An inventory search is required when a vehicle is towed. The CPOA recommends a

8 hour suspension.

2077-26 PSA P
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PoliciesReviewed: 2.48.4.B.1.c

5. Sustri[cd Violrtion Not Brsed on Original Comphint. ln\€stigation classification \\'here the

iovestigator(s) determiles. by a preponderance ofthe evidence. misconducl did occur lhal wls not alleged in fV
the original complaint (whether CPC or intemal complaint) but lhat other misconducl \.ras discorercd during l

the investigation. and by a prepooderance ofthc €vidence. th8t misconducl did occu..



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

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

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

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.

lfyou are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision ofthe Office of Police Reform or
any matter relating to the Offrce 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. 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://*'wrv.cabq.gov/cpoa/survc'y. 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
(s}s) 924-3770

l

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

Crvrr,uN Por.rCE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

September 30, 2026

Via Email

Re: CPC # 077-26

COMEIAINT

On0511712026,  F  submitted a complaint to the CPOA for an incident on
0510212026 at 0945 hours on "5th Street a few blocks north of Lomas." Ill4s. F
reported that Sgt. C stopped her for speeding but ncver told her her speed nor the speed
limit. While looking for her paperwork, Sg1. C asked her to step out ofthe car and said
she committed the crimc of speeding and shc said it was a violation not a crime. She told
Sgt. C she would not step out, rolled up her window, but he reached inside her car,

$abbed her door handle, and opened her driver door. She wanted Sgt. C and Officer C to
be investigated and brought to justice under charges of assault, intimidation, cxcessive
force, property damage, vandalism, and violating her constitutional right repcatedly
throughout this incident.

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

NM 87103

www.cabq.gov

rJIDENCI.BEYIETD

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: Sgt. C

Other Materials: Email communications, nmcourts records, citizen evidence, & LLC audit.

Date Investigation Completed: September 24, 2026

I

Albuqucrqrc - Mahing Hittory 1706-2006



FINDINGS

PoliciesReviewed: 2.52.5.8.3

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

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

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

PoliciesReviewed: 1.1.5.A.4

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

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

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

2.52.5.8.3: It was determined that Sgt. C did not use any force against Ms. F  during
this incident. Other officers removed Ms. F  from the vehicle, which was examined
under APD's Low-Level ControI Audit.

Additional issue not under an SOP: Ms. F  claim videos did not show what she

recalled and therefore alleged the lapel recordings were edited with AI. The videos are a
secured closed system and cannot be edited.

2
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077-26 Sgt. C
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AddiIiqelCarur,r$i
1.1.5.A.4: It was determined that Sgt. C obtained information from Ms. F  in a

professional, prompt, and courteous manner, and then acted upon it in a proper andjudicious
manner within the scope of his duties.

tr



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

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

of discretion; or

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

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

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

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

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

tu

l

cc: Albuquerque Police Depadment Chief of Police

Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(s0s) 924-3770



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

Crvu.r,ry Pollcr OwnsrcHT AGENCY

September 21, 2026

Via Email

Re: CPC # 078-26

PO Box 1293

COMPIAINL

Ms. G  reported that the Male Sergeant told her to listen to the female Sergeant

and told Ms. G  that she may not like i1, but he was going to tell her anyway. Ms.
G  reported that the female who slashed her tires had been driving drunk with her
kids, and the officers didn'l do anything to her.

Albuquerque

NM 87103

www.cabq.gov

EYIDENCE..BEYIEUED.

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

Complainant lnterviewed: Yes

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee lnvolved: Sergeant K

Other Materials: Email Communications

Date Investigation Completed: Augusl 2'1, 2026

CAD Report(s): Yes

Witness(es) Interviewed: No

I

Albu4rcrqut - MaIing Hittory 1706-2006



EINDINGS

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

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

3. Not Sustai[ed. Investigation classification Nhen the investigator(s) is unable to determin€ one way or the

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

PoliciesReviewed: 1.1.5.A.4

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

Y

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Original Complsint. Investigation classification lvhere the
investigator(s) determines. by a preponderance ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in
the original complairt (tvhether CPC or intemal complaint) bul that othet misconduct \ras discovered during
the investigation. and by a preponderance ofthe evidence. that misconduct did occur.

6. Administratively Closed. lnvestigation classification wherc the investigator d€termines: The policy
violations ofa minor nature and do not constitute a patt€m of misconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7

sanction, -the allegations are duplicativer -the allegations, even iftrue. do not constifute misconduct; o. -the
investigation canflot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformatioo in the complaint, and further
investigation would be futile.

AddiliolalConusnlu
1.1.5.A.4: It was determined that although Sergeant K made some of the comments to Ms.
G  that were reported in her complaint, nothing Sergeant K did or said rose to the
level ofviolating the policy in question. All the officers interviewed confirmed they did not.
observe the female subject driving a vehicle at any time. Sergeant K's role was limited in the
situation.

2078-26 Sergeant K

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

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

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

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

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

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

of discretion; or

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

Administratively closed complaints maybe re-opened if additional information becomes

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

listed above.

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

any matter relating to the Office of Police Refoml'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 Potice 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
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
(s05) 924-3770

l?/

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBU UER

CTVILIAN PoLrcE OVf,RSIGHT AGENCY

Septembcr 21, 2026

Via Email

Re: CPC # 078-26

COMPIAINL

Ms. G  reported that the female Sergeant with red hair was frustrated with her,

telling her, "l'm notjust understanding and trying to make sense ofthis," and that when

the dispatcher told Ms. G  to leave, she should have left. Ms. C  reported

that she told the female Sergeant that Ms. G  had a video recording ofher
neighbor's actions, and the female Sergeant told her she didn't care and didn't need it riSht

now. M.. G  reported that she asked for the Female Sergeant for her information,

but was told she didn't need to provide it.

P() Box 1293

Albuquerque

Nt\l 87103

www.cabq.gov

Ms. G  reported that the female who slashed her tires had been driving drunk with
her kids, and the officers didn't do anlthing to her.

EYIDI.NCESEYIEIY-EDi

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

Complaina lntewiewed: Yes

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee lnvolved: Sergeant S

Other Marerials: Email Communications

Date lnvestigation Completed: August 27 ,2026

CAD Report(s): Yes

Witness(es) Interviewed: N/A

UE
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l. Unfounded. lnvestigation classificstion when the investigato(s) determines, by clear and mnvincing
evidence, thal alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subject officer.

2. Sustrined. lnvestigation classilic{tion when the investigator(s) determines, by I preponderalce ofthe
evid€nce, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject omcer.

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

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

PoliciesReviewed: 1.1.5.A.4

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

procedures, or training.
V

5. Sustained Violstion Not B&sed o[ Origirxl Complaint. Investigation classification where lhe

investigator(s) dctcrnrines, by a prcponderance ofthc evidencc, misconduct did occur that was not allegcd in

thc oriBinal complaint (whcthcr CPC or internal complaint) bul that oth€r misconducl \\as discovcred during
the investigation. and by a prcponderance ofthe evidence- that misconduct did occur.

6. Administrrtively Closed. lnvestigation classification *'here the investigatot 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 fulile.

AddiliqreLrclEDlrEi
1.1.5.A.4: It was determined that Sergeant S did not deny Ms. G her information, and

she did not tell Ms. G  that she didn't care about her video evidence. Sergeant S never

saw the female offender driving a vehicle and could not cite her for driving under the

influence. Sergeant S did tell Ms. G  that she didn't understand her and was trying to
make sense ofwhat she was telling the officers. Although Sergeant S made some ofthe
comments to Ms. G  that were reported in her complaint, nothing Sergeant S did or
said rose to the level of violating the policy in question.

2078-26 Sergeant S

EINDINGI

tr

tr

tr



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

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

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

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

l) A policy was nrisapplied in the evaluation ofthe complaint;

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

of discretion; or

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

Administratively closed complaints maybe re-opened if additional information becomes

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

listed above.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

nl

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

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

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 htti://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.

Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(sls) 924-3770

3

cc:'Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF AIBU UER

l'O Box 1293

Albuquerquc

NM 87103

www.cabq.gov

Crvrr,nx Por,rcE OvERsrcHr AGENCY

September 21,2026

Via Email

Re: CPC # 078-26

COMEI.AINL

Ms.  G  called the CPOA office to report officer conduct and statements
made by officers regarding a neighbor dispute. Ms. G  reported that the female
Native American Offrcer told Ms. G  that she provoked her neighbors by putting a

camera in her bedroom window, telling her she should never have done that. The female
officer also told Ms. G that we (the police) can't jusl press charges; they can't
keep knocking on Ms. G s neighbor's door; Ms. G would have to go to
court and handle that herself. Ms. G  reported that the officers did nothing to the
people who slashed her tires. She reported that the female who slashed her tires had been
driving drunk with her kids, and the officers didn't do anything to her.

E&IDENCENE TJ4ED,I

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

Complainant Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee lnvolved: Officer C

Other Materials: Email Communications

Date Investigation Completed: August 27, 2026

CAD Report(s): Yes

Witness(es) lnterviewed: N/A

Albuqucrqu - Mahing Hirtory 170G2006
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FINDI NGS

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

3. Not Susteined. tnvestigation classification wheo the investigator(s) is unable to determine one lvay or the

other, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, \rfiether the slleged misconduct either occuned or did not occur.

PoliciesReviewed: 1.1.5.A.4

4. Exo[erated. lnvestigation classificatiofl where the investigator(s) determines, by a p.eponderance ofthe
evidence, that alleged conducl i[ the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies,

procedurcs. or training.

Policies Reviewed: 2.6O.4.C.1.a

5. Sustained Violstion Not Based on Originsl Complaint. Investigation classilication lvhere lhe

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

the original complaint ($helhet CPC or intemal complainl) but that other misconduc( was discovered during
lhe investigation, and by a paeponderance ofthe cvidence. that misconduct did occur.

V

V

6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classification rvhere the invesiigator determines: The policy

violations ofaminor nature and do not constitute a pattem ofmisconduct (i.e a violation subject to aclass 7

sanction, -the allegatioN .re duplicative; -the allegations. even iftrue, do nol constitute misconducl; or 'the
investigation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complain! and further

investigation would be futile.

AddiliualCqutlrrsi
1.1 .5.A.4: It was determined that Officer C told Ms. G  that she should have stopped

engaging with the other female. Officer C charged the female offender with criminal

damage. Officer C never saw the female offender driving a vehicle and could not cite her for
driving under the influence. Although Officer C made some of the comments to Ms.

G  that were reported in her complaint, nothing Officer C did or said rose to the level

of violating the policy in question.

2.60.4.C.1.a: lt was determined that Officer C violated the SOP in question as she did not

secure the evidence (the knife) used to puncture the complainant's tire as evidence. The

CPOA recommends a written reprimand.

2078-26 Oflicer C

2. Sustrined. lnvestigation classification \*'hen the inves(igato(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occurby the subject officer.

I



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. lnclude your CPC number. The review by the Chief
Administrative Officer is independent ofthe Advisory Board.

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

t71

J

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

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

Diane McDermott
Executive Director .

(s0s) 924-3770



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

NM 87103

wwlr.cabq.Sov

CTVILIAN POLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

September 21, 2026

Via Certified Mail

Re: CPC # 080-26

COMPLAINL

On05l19/2026,  M  filed a complaint with the Civilian Police Oversight
Agency regarding her encounter with Officer S at Lakewood Motors on 03/10/2026. Ms.
M  reported that Officer S interrupted her while she tried to express concerns about

 S  the owner, who allegedly pushed her and grabbed her arm. Instead of
addressing her claims, Officer S focused on speaking with Mr. S  for about l5
minutes, giving Ms. M  only two minutes. Ms. M  felt disrespected when Officer S

told her to sit away from the car and instructed her to "keep my mouth shut" when
discussing a car refund document. She felt that her account was not documented properly
and believed she faced discrimination as a woman. Ultimately, Ms. M  left feeling
unfairly treated.

DYIDENCE.BEYIEXIEDi

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

Complainant Interviewed: Yes Witness(es) Interviewed: No

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Officer S

Other Materials: Email Communications & Court Materials.

Date Investigation Completed: Augusr 24,2026

1

Albryucrqxc - Makiry Hittory 1706-2006



EINDINGI

Policies Reviewed: L1.5.A.1 & 1.1.5.A.2

1. Unfounded. lnvestigation classification when the investigator(s) determines, by clear artd convincing
evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subject ofncer.

policies Reviewed: 2.16.5.8.5 &2.16.5.C.1

2. Sustaioed. Investigation classification when the investigato.(s) detcrmines, by a prepondemnce ofthe
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject oIlicer.

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

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

4. Exonerated. Investigation classification rvhere th€ investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence. thal alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did noi violate APD policics,
procedures. or training.

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Original Complaint. Investigation classification \\'here the

investigator(s) detcrnrines. by a preponderance ofthe cvidence, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in
the origi al complaint ($'hether CPC or intemal complaint) but that olher misconduct t\as discovercd during
the investigation. and by a preponderance ofthe evidence. that misconduct did occur.

6. Admi[istratively Closed. Investigation classification where the investigator determines: The policy

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

sanction, -the allegations ar€ duplicative; -the allegations. even iftrue, do not constitute misconduct; or _the

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

AddilialaLrceDrerlE
l. t.5.A.l - Officer S obtained information from Ms. M  in a professional, prompt, and

courteous manner.
2.16.5.B.5 - lt was determined that Officer S did not ensure her Uniform Incident Report was

completed accurately by failing to document Ms. M  statement about her interaction

with Mr. S  in her report. The CPOA recommends a written reprimand.
1.1.5.A.2 - , lt was determined that Officer S did not discriminate against Ms. M  based on

her gender. No evidence was provided or obtained to support the allegation.

2.16.5.C.1 - It was determined that Officer S did not submit her Incident Report by the end

of her shift and did not obtain permission to delay it. The CPOA recommends a written
reprimand.

2080-26 Officer S
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If you are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision of the Office of Police Reform or
any matter relating to the Office of Police Reform's handling of the complaint you may
request a review of the complaint by the City's Chief Administrative Officer by sending a letter
to the Office of the Mayor, P.O. Box 1293. Albuquerque, NM 87103. Your request must be in
writing and within 30 calendar days (inclusive ofholidays and weekends) of receipt of the

Office of Police Reform letter. 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://urvw.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

l?1

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 Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter, communicate your desire to have an
appeal hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103, or
by email to CPOA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Board's next regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt ofthe
request and the next meeting, In order for the Advisory Board to modify the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

l) A policy was nrisapplied in the evaluation ofthe complaint;

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

of discretion; or

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

Administratively closed complaints maybe re-opened if additional information becomes

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

listed above.



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

Cn,ILIAN POLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

September 9, 2026

Via Email

Re: CPC # 081-26

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

NM 87103

www.cabq.gov

COMEI.AINL

 M  reported that APD records told him his report was not in the system. He

reported that becauae the tow sheet was inaccurate, the report was wrong. He reported

th;t seventeen days had passed and he had not received a copy ofthe police report.

EYIDDNCI.BEYIEIIEDT

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 lnvolved: PSA A

Other Materials: Email Communications & Citizeo Evidence'

Date Investigation Complaed: July 2f,2026

Albaqucrque - Making Hittory 1706-2006



FINITINGS

l. Unfounded. Inlestigation classification $hen the invesligator(s) determines. by clear and convincing
evidence. that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subjecl ollicer-

PoliciesReviewed: 1.1.6.C.I (Conduc0

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

-
3. Not Sustained. lnvestigation classification *hen the invesligator(s) is unable to determine one $at or the

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

| 4. Eroncnted. tnvestigation classificatioo u'here the investigato(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe

I evidence, that allegcd conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violaie APD policies'

i procedurcs, or training.
l-'-

5. Sustained Violetion Not Eased orl Original Complsirt. lnvestigation classification *here thc

investigato(s) determines. by a preponderance ofthe evidence. misconducl did occur thal \!as not alleged in

lhe original complaint (whether cPC o. intemal complaint) but thal other misconducl lvas discovered during

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

6. Administrrtively closed. lnvestigation classification where lhe investigator delerminest The policy

violations ofa minor nature ard do not constitute a paftem ofmisconduct (i.e. a violation subjecl to a class 7

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

investigation canno( be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complaint and further

iovestigation would be futile.

AdditiqelcaDrclri
I .l .6.C. I : PSA A did document inaccurate information in her report, specifically vehicle

information and the registered owner's inforTnation, that were not involved in the crash. PSA

A had provided dispatch with an inaccurate license plate. which led to the inaccuracies. PSA

A failed to document Mr. M  statement. She acknowledged not confirming the

license plate and vehicle identification number on the vehicles and that she used vehicle

informaiion from the CAD in her crash report. Evidence also showed that the report was

submitted ten days late by PSA A. The CPOA recommends a written reprimand.

,|

08I-26 PSA A
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings and/or
recommendations of the CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt ofthis letter, communicate your desire to have an
appeal hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.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 l..l business days between the receipt of the
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modiff the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

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.

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

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

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

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(s0s) 924-3770

n/

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF AIBU UER UE

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

NM 87103

www.cabq.gov

CTVILIAN POLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

September 9, 2026

Via Email

Re: CPC # 081-26

CAMELAINL

 M  reported that a copy of a tow report had inconsistencies in the vehicle
information. He reported that the tow sheet was inaccurate, and because it was inaccurate,
the report was wrong. He reported that the inconsistencies on the tow sheet were the other
vehicle's make, year, and license plate number.

EYIDEIICE-BEYIEI4EDT

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

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

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: TSO U

Other Materials: Email Communications & Citizen Evidence.

Date lnvestigation Completed: July 23,2026

Albuquerque - Mahing History 1706-2006



EINDING:

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

PoliciesReviewed: 1.1.6.C.1 (Conduct)

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

3. Not Sustained. 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 occured or did not occur.

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

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

6. Administrstively Closed. Investigation classification where the investigator detemines: The polic]
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 olthe lack ofinfbrmation in the complaint. and further
investigation $ould be futile.

AddiliaulrCqnCI&rlri
l.l.6.C.l : TSO U did not inventory the vehicles, verify Vehicle ldentification Numbers on
the Tow-ln Report, or obtain the tow truck drivers' signature on the Tow-In Reports pursuant
to APD SOP 2-48. Additionally, TSO U incorrectly listed a vehicle on a Tow-ln Report,
including the owner's information for a vehicle that was not involved in the crash. The
CPOA recommends a written reprimand.

')081-26 TSO U
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings and/or
recommendations of the CPOA Executive Director within J0 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt 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 E7103, or
by email to CPOA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the

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

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

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

of discretion; or

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

Administratively closed complaints maybe re-opened if additional information becomes

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

listed above.

Ifyou are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision ofthe Office of Police Reform or

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

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

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

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

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

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

accountable, and improving the process.

Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(s0s) 924-3770

tu

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

0,^



CTTY OF ALBU UER UE

CTVILTAN POLICE Ownslcnr Actrvcv

September 30, 2026

Via Email

Re: CPC # 086-26

EYIDENSf.BEYID$IED.I

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

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

APD Employee Interviewed: No

APD Employee lnvolved: Lieutenant V

Other Materials: Email Communications and Office of the Medical Investigator Reports

Date lnvestigation Completed: Augusl 28, 2026
I

PO Box 1293

NM 87IOJ

wwwcabq.gov

CAME.AINL

on 0512812026,  Anayo (A  submitted a telephone complaint to the civilian
police oversight Agency (CPOA) regarding an incident that occurred between 1600 and

1700 hours ,i OS1ZI tZOZe at I 000 hours. She called APD and asked to speak with a

lieutenant, and the lieutenant called her back. She spoke with Lieutenant V, who told her

not to call anymore. She said that Lieutenant V told her that he had been doing this for a

long time ani that his officers were right. He told her that they could not tell her what she

waited to hear and he told her that they were not going to investigate this further because

they did not see any foul PlaY.

Albuquzrqrc - Ma&ing Hirory 1706-2006

Albuquerque



EINDING.:

Policies Reviewed: 1.1.5.A.4; Public Welfare

l. Unfounded. Investigation classilication when the investigator(s) determines, by clear and convincing

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

3. Not Sustrined. Investigation classification \i'hen the inlestigato(s) is unable to determine one way or the

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

4. Exon€rated. tnv€stigation classification where the investigator(s) determines. by a preponderaflce ofthe

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

procedures. or training.

5. Sustaitled violstion Not Brsed oo Original complaint. tnlestigation classification Nhere thc

investigator(s) determines. b) a prcponderance ofthe cvidence, misconduct did occur that $as not alleged in

thc ori;inal complaint (u,hether CPC or intemal complaiflt) but that other misconduct lvas discovcrcd during

the invcstigation. and by a preponderance olthe evidence. thal misconducl did occur.

6. Administrrtively closed. Investigation classification where thc investigator detennines: The polic,

violations ofa minor nature and do oot constihtte a Pattem ofmisconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7

sanctioD. -the allegations are duplicaliv€: -the allegations, even iftrue. do not constitute misconduct; or _thc

investigation can;ot bc conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complaint, a'ld further

investigation would be futile.

&ldiliwrceEff,r$i
1.1.5.A.4; It was determined Lieutenant V did not violate APD policy when he told Ms'

A  that her brother's case would not be assigned to homicide detectives unless otherwise

con;cted by OMI. Ms. A  advised Lieutenant V was nice, but still had complaints

because he iaid APD would not investigate further. Lieutenant V attempted to answer her

questions, and tried to explain the procedure for this case, but Ms. A  continued to

rlpeated the same allegations over and over about the people who found her brother's body,

und *hy she thought they murdered him. Lieutenant V remained patient and professional

with hei until she used racial slurs against Sergeant H, at which time he discontinued the

phone call. oMl determined her brother's death was accidental and not suspicious, with

details provided in the OMI report.

2
086-26 Lieutcnant V

2. Sust8ined. Investigation classification $'hen the investigato(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe

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

V

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.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 l4 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 conplaint;

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

availabte. 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 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 ofthe Advisory Board.

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

survey form at http://www.cabq.gov/cpoa/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

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

J

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

0r'



CITY OF ALBU UER

PO Box 129.3

Albuquerqrre

NM 87103

www. cabq.gov

CTVILIAN PoLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

Re: CPC # 086-26

CQMEI.AINL

Oa 0512812026,  A  (A  submitted a telephone complaint to the Civilian
Police Oversight Agency (CPOA) regarding an incident that occurred between 1600 and
1700 hours on 0512712026 at 1000 hours. Her brother D  A  was found deceased
near a dumpster behind an AutoZone. She reported that Sergeant H was rude to her, being
an ass, and told her not to call his officers anymore, he would not answer and he didn't
care. She also said that Sergeant H treated her deceased brother like a tramp, a piece of
trash, and a homeless guy simply because he was found next to a dumpster.

EVINENCf,', RT'VIF'-WT'.TI:

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: Sergeant H

Other Materials: Email Communications and Office of the Medical Investigator Reports

Date Investigation Completed: August 28,2026

I

UE

September 30, 2026

Via Email

Albaqucrque - Mahing Historl 1706-2006



EINDING.I

Policies Reviewed: 1.1.5.A.2; Public Welfare

l. Unfounded. Investigation classilication when the iovestigato(s) determines, by clear and convincing

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

2. Sustrined. Investigation classificalion when the investigator(s) determines, by a prcponderance ofthe

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

Policies Reviewed:

a

Policies Reviewed: l.l.5.A.t: Public Welfare

5. Sustrined viol8tion Not Based on originat complaint. InvestiSation classification \r'here the

investigator(s) determines, by a Prepodderarce ofthe evidence. misconduct did occur thal uas not allcged in lV
thc orilinal complaint (whether C'PC or intemal complaint) but that other misconducl was discovercd during I Y I

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

6. Adttrirlistretively closed. lnvestigation classilication where the investigator determincs: The policy

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

sanltion. ahe allegations are duPlicative: -the allegations. even iftrue. do not constitute misconduct: or -the

investigation canriot be conductid because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complaint- and further

investigation would be futile.

Additiqslrcotrrclsi
l.l.5.A.l I lt was determined that Sergeant H did not violate policy with regard-s to being 

--.
rude to Ms. A  He was stern and direct, but not rude. However a review of Sergeant H's

OenO footage ievealed that he told Officer R that two other citizens were like cockroaches.

This was unprofessional and captured on the public record. Sergeant H acknowledged th^at

thi, *u, inupp.opriate, but also said that he meant it in jest. He thought hetad a sense of
hrn,,or, und ih" t*o people popped out ofthe shadows and appeared out of nowhere' The

CPOA recommends a written reprimand.

1.1.5.A.2; It was determined that there was no evidence was submitted or reviewed to

.rppo.t ttii. allegation. Furthermore, it appeared that all APD SOPs were followed regarding

noiifying CSS 
"ia 

OUI, and Sergeant H offered his condolences to Ms. A  There was

no e;id;ce which indicated that Sergeant H had knowledge of whether the decedent was

unhoused, his economic status, or anlthing else about him'

4. Exouereted. lnvestigation classilication where the invesliSator(s) determines, by a preponderancc ofthe

cvidence. that allegcd conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD Policies.

procedures, or training.

)
086-26 Sergeant H

3. Not Sustrined. Investigation classification when the investigator(s) is unable to detennine ooe way or the

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

T

T



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 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 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

ofdiscretion; or

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

Administratively closed complaints maybe re-opened if additional information becomes

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

listed above.

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

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

Office of Police Reform letter. 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://wwrv.cabq.gov/cpoa,/survey. Thank you for participating in the process of
civilian oversight ofthe police, ensuring officers and personnel ofthe APD are held

accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

tu
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(s0s) 924-3770

l

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

0*



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

NM 87103

wvrw cabq.gov

Crvrlurv PoIICE OYERSTGHT AGENCY

September 30, 2026

Via Email

Re: CPC # 086-26

COMEIAINL

On 05128/2026,  A (A  submitted a telephone complaint to the Civilian
Police Oversight Agency (CPOA) regarding an incident that occurred between 1600 and

1700 hours on 0512712026 at 1000 hours. Her brother  A  was found deceased

near a dumpster behind an Autozone. She reported that Officer R said that he would call
her back, but he never did. She also said that Officer R treated her deceased brother like a

tramp, a piece oftrash, and a homeless guy simply because he was found next to a
dumpster. She also alleged that Officer R did not treat this case like a homicide even

though she thoughl that the people who found her brother's body were the same people
who murdered him. She alleged that Officer R did not conduct an investigation, or watch
the correct surveillance footage

EYIDENCI..BEYIEICEDi

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 R

Other Materials: Email Communications and Office of the Medical lnvestigator Reports

Date Investigation Completed: August 28, 2026
I

Albuquttqw - MaLing Hi ory 1706-2006



EINDINCS

Policies Reviewed: 1.1.5.A.2; Pubtic Welfare; 2.60.4.C.1.e; Preliminary Investigations

l. Unfounded. Investigation classification \ fien the investigato(s) determines, by clear and convincing

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

2. Sustritred. Invesligalion classification when the investigato(s) determines, by a prcponderarce ofthe
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by lhe subject officer.

3. Not Sustri[ed. lnvestigation classificstion when the investigatot(s) is unable to determine one way or the

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

Policies Reviewed: 1.t.5.A.4; Public Welfare

4, Exonersted. Investigation classification \r'here the investigator(s) determines' by a prepondetance ofthe

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

procedures. or training.

5. Sustsined violrtion Not Bascd on originsl complsint. tnvestigation classification *here the

investigator(s) determines. by a prcponderance ofthe evidence, misconduct did occul that rvas nol alleSed in

the original complaint lrvhether cPC or intcrnal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovcred during

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

6. Administretively ctosed. InvestiSation classification where the investigator delemines: Tle policy

violations ofa minor oatufe alld do not constitut€ 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 cann;t be conducted becaus€ ofthe lack ofinfonnation in the complaint' and further

investigation would be futile.

Additiolst-Cotrs$ilr
1.1.5.A.4; It was determined that officer R spoke with Ms. A  and told her he would call

her back. After speaking with her, officer R was instructed by Sergeant H not to call her

back, and that APD was not going to do anything further to investigate her brother's death

unless oMl found that it was suspicious. officer R followed his supervisor's directive.

1.1.5.A.2; It was determined that Officer R did not violate APD policy OBRD footage

showed that Officer R was professional and sympathized with Ms. A  regarding her

brother,s Ioss. No evidence was submitted or reviewed indicating that he treated the decedent

as a piece oftrash, a tramp, or a homeless guy simply because he was found near a dumpster.

z.oo.4.c. t .e; lt was determined that officer R completed all appropriate and required steps

for a preliminary criminal investigation, including notifying CSS and oMl of a deceased

person. Olficer il interviewed the individuals who found the decedent and prepared the

police report, documenting all required information. The autopsy conftrmed that the

iecedenidied from a toxic exposure to methamphetamine and fentanyl, and was not

murdered as alleged bY Ms. A

a

086-26 Officcr R

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

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

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

accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

tu

l

Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(s0s\ 924-3770

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CTTY OF ALBU UER

Crulrax PolIcr OWRSIGHT AGENCY

September 30, 2026

Via Email

Re: CPC # 089-26

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

NM 87 r 0.1

wwv.cabq.gov

COMPI,AINT:

on 61212026,  L  sent a complaint to the cPoA. Ms. L  reported on.

6ll12026 ihe got a call from someone claiming to be Walmart trying to deliver groceries_;

they had the irong address and needed to update it. They asked if she lived on Cromwell;

she said "zro " and gave her correct address. She didn't think anything as her mother

always orders walmart delivery. She got a call saying to go outside, questioned if it was

watmart, looked out her window, and saw no one. She locked her doors and called her

boyfriend. She saw APD around her home. they knocked, and rang her doorbell until her

boyfriend anived. cops surrounded her neighborhood, and she knew she was innocent

and they had the *.ong p.r.on, so she went outside. They pointed guns at her, detained

her, got her information, then let her go

EI4DEDICT.BEYIEIEDT

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

Complainant Interviewed: Yes Witness(es) Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee lnterviewed: Yes

APD EmploYee Involved: Officer C

Other Materials: Email communications and ShareBase evidence'

Date lnvestigation Completed: September 4, 2026

UE

I

Albryurquc - l aling Hitrory 1706-2006



EINDINGI

PoliciesReviewed: 2.56.4.8.2.a

l. Unfounded. Investigation classification when the investiSator(s) determines, by clear ard convincing

evideoce. that alleged misconduct did not occur o. did not involve $e subject oIlicer.

2. Sustained. lnvestigation cl6ssilication when the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofth€

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

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

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

5. Sustrired violetion Not Based on Original complaint. Investigation classification whcrc the

invcstigator(s) determines. by a preponderance oIthe evidence. misconduct did occur that uas nol alleged in

the oriiinal complaint (\ ,hether CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misconduct rvas discovered during

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

089-26 Officer C

4. Exonerated. Investigatiol classification where the investigator(s) delermines, b) a preponderance ofthe

evidence. that alleged conduct in the underlying complai did occur but did not violate APD policics. I I

proceduaes. or training.

Z

tr

6. Administratively closed. Investigation classification where the inlesligator detcrmines: The policy

violations ofa minor oaturc atrd do not constitute a patlem ofmisconduct (i.e. a violation subjecl to a class 7 r-l
sanction. -the atlegations aie duplicative; -the allegations. even iftrue. do not constitute misconductlor _the I I

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

investiSation would be futile.

AtldilialllcaEor,$$
2.56.4.8.2.a: It was determined that officer c did not use a show of force during this

incident.



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

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

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

communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Board's next regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt of the

request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modiry 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 ofthe Office of Police 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 thc City's Chief Administrative Officer by sending a letter

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

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

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

Administrative Officer is independent of the Advisory Board.

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

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

accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

1U
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(505) 924-3770

J

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

0*



UER UE

CTVILIAN POLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

September 30, 2026

Via Email

Re: CPC # 089-26

l'O Box 1293

Albuquerquc

NM 87101

www.cabq.gov

COMEI.AINL

On 61212026,  L  sent a complaint to the CPOA. Ms. L  reported on

6ll/2026 she got a call from someone claiming to be Walmart trying todeliver groceries_;

they had the wrong address and needed to update it. They asked if she lived on Cromwelll

she said "no " and gave her correct address. She didn't think anlhing as her mother

always orders Walmart delivery. She got a call saying to go outside, questioned.if it_was

watmart, looked out her window, and saw no one. She locked her doors and called her

boyfriend. She saw APD around her home, they knocked, and rang her doorbell until her

boyfriend arrived. cops surrounded her neighborhood, and she knew she was innocent

ani they had the *rong p"..on, so she went outside. They pointed guns at her, detained

her, got her information, then let her go

ryIDENCI.BEYU,YED!

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

Complainant lntewiewed: Yes Witness(es) lnterviewed: Yes

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee tnvolved: Officer W

Other Materials: Email communications and ShareBase evidence'

Date Investigation Completed: September 4, 2026

CITY OF ALBU

I

Albuqucrquc - Ltaling Hnary l7O6-2006



FINDINGS

Policies Reviewed: 2 56.4.8 2.^

l. UnfouDded. lnvestigation classification when the investigato!(s) determines, by clear and convincing

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

2. Sustained. Investigalion classification when the investigator(s) determines, by a pleponderance ofthe

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

3. Not Sust8ined. lnvestigation clBssification when the investigalor(s) is unable to determine one *ay or the

other. by a preponderance ofthe evidence, whether thc alleged misconduct eilher occurred oI did not occur.

PoliciesReviewed: 2.7l.4.A.l

4. Exonerated. Investigalion classification where the iN,estigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe

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

procedures. or lraininS.

g

V
PoliciesReviewed: 2.8.5.A

5. Sustrined viotstion Not Bascd on Originsl complsint. Investigation classification wherc the

investigtto(s) determines. by a preponderance ofthe evidence. misconduct did occu. that rrzs not alleged in

thc oriiinal complaint (whether CPCI or intemal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovercd during

thc inlestigation. and by a preponderance ofthe evidence. that misconduct did occur'

6. Administratively ctosed. lnvestigation classification rvhere the investigaior detemines; The policy

violations ofa minor noturc and do not constitute a pattem ofmiscoflduct (i.e. a violalion subject to a class 7

salction, -the allegations are duplicativei _the allegations. even iftrue. do not constitute mismnduct: or -the

investigation cauiot be conducGd because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complaint' and further

investigation would be futile.

AdrliliqrelcaEDr,Il&
2.8.5.A: It was determined that officer w failed to activate his oBRD at the initiation of the

invcstigative encounter with Ms. L  via telephone. The CPOA recommends a written

reprimand.
2.\6.q.5.2.a: It was determined that Officer W did not use a show of force during this

incident. OBRD showed any weapons drawn were at a low ready position'

2.'.:,1.4.A.1: It was determined that officer w detained Ms. L  based on alrest walrant

information for a female with the same name and had reasonable suspicion that Ms. L

was the wanted female. Some additional information was showing as the same in both

records.

{

089-26 Officer W

tr

tr



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
hotidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter, communicate your desire to haYe 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. Please provide your additional information in writing to the CPOA Director as

listed above.

lfyou are not sarisfied with the final disciplinary decision of the Offrce ofPolice Reform or

any matter relating to tKe Offiie of Police Reform's handling of the cornplaint yorf may

."(r"rt u review of the complaint by the City's Chief Administrative Officer by sending a letter

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

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

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://www.cabq.gov/cpoa/survev. Thank you for participating in the process of

civilian oversight ofthe poiice, ensuring offrcers and personnel ofthe APD are held

accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

t1/
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(sls) 924-3770

l

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

CTvILIAN POLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

September 30, 2026

Via Email

Re: CPC # 090-26

l'O Box 1293

Albuquerque

NM 8710_1

www.cabq.gov

EYIDENCLBEYIUWEDT

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

Complainant lnterviewed: Yes Witness(es) Interviewed: No

APD Employee lnterviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Officer H

Other Materials: Email Communications & SOP 2.73'

Date Investigation Completed: August 3l,2026

Albtquttqrc - MaLing Hhtory 170&2006

COMEI"AINL

On 0610312026,  G  submitted a telephone complaint to the CPOA regarding

an incident that occurred between 1400 and 1500 hours on 0512812026 at "2nd and I40

Under the bridge near Freeway Liquor Store". Ms. G  reported she was arrested for

smoking drugs under the bridge near Freeway Liquor Store. Ms. C stated when she

was rel;ased she was told by her friend that her personal belongings were found in the

trash and that a street person had her lD, EBT Card, Cash App Card and her boyfriend's

EBT Card. Ms. G  complaint is against officer H, that here property was not handled

appropriately and does not know how her personal items ended up in the trash. Ms. G
believed that Officer H threw her personal items in the trash.



F'INNINGS

l. Unfounded. Investigation classification when lhe investigaro(s) detemines, by clear 8nd convincing

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

PolicicsReviewed: l.l.6.C.l (Conduct)

2. Sustlitred. Investigdtion classificalion when the investigalo(s) determines, by a preponderalce ofthe
evidencr, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject ofhcer.

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

other. by a preponderance ofthe evidence. *;hether the alleged misconduct either occurred or did not occur.

4. EXOtrerrted. lnvestigation classilication where tie ilvestigato(s) delermines. by a p.eponderance ofthe

evidence, that alleged conduc( in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD Policies.
procedures, or t aining.

V

5. Sustai[ed violrtiolr Not Based oo Originsl compl8int. lnvestigation classification rvhere the

in\estigator(s) determincs, by a preponderance ofthe evidence. misconduct did occur that was not alleged in

the ori;inal complaint (whethcr CPC o. internal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovered during

the investigation. and b1'a preponderance ofthe evidencc. that misconduct did occur'

1

090-26 Officer H
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6. Administratively closed. lnvestigation classification where the investigatol determines: The policy

violations ofa minor natu.e and do not coNtitute a pattem ofmisconduct (i-e. a violation subject to a class 7 Tl
sanction. -the allegations are duplicativei -the allegations. even iftrue. do not constirute misconduct; or _lhe I I

investigation cannot be conducted becaus. ofthe lack ofinformation in thc complaint and further

investigation would b€ futile.

AddilisdrcogrysE
1.1.6.C.1: lt was determined that Officer H did not collect all of Ms. G  personal

property, safeguard all of her property, and document and record the disposal of her property,

specificatty Ui. G  btack backpack. The red purse was left at the scene, allowing

important items and money to be stolen or discarded. Therefore, Officer H did not meet the

rolLs and responsibilities required by his position to maintain the department's functions,

objectives, and standards of efficiency. The cPoA recommends a written reprimand.

tr



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 of holidays and weekends) of receipt of the

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

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

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

accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(s0s) 924-3770

l

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

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

appeal hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103, or
by email to CPOA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the

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

0r' ttt}.-':-



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

CTVTLIAN PoLrcE Ownslcnr Acrxcv

September 23, 2026

Via Certified Mail

Re: CPC # 097-26

COMPI.AINT:

On 06/10/2026,  M  submitted a report to the Civilian Police Oversight Agency

(CPOA) regarding an incident that occurred on 06/10/2026 al 1330 hours at 734 San Mateo

Boulevard southeasl. Mr. M  reported, "These officers forced us to give access to our private

property to a construction company. When I refused, they threatened 10 bring someone to cut our

locks and move an employee's vatr off of my private property without a warrant. The matter of
property ownership has been questioned by city parking enforcement and found it's not a city

easement but my private property. They refused to check.

PO Box l29f

Albu<lucrqrrc

NM 87103

FVIDI'NCR RNVJEWtrD:

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

Complainant Interviewed: Yes Witness(es) Interviewed: No

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Officer P

Other Materials: Email Communications

Date Investi gation Completed: Septemb er 8, 2026

Albuquctquc - ll{ahing Hittory 1706-2006

wwr+.cabq. gov
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FINDI NGS

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

2. Sustained. Investigation classification when the invesligator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidcnce, the alleged misconducl did occur by the subject olfic€r.

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

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

Policies Reviewed: L 1.5.A.4

4. Exonerated. Investigation classification where the investigator(s) determines, by a prcponderancc ofthe

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

procedures, or training.
Y

5. Sustained Violation Not Brsed on Original Complailt. lnvestigation classification where the

investigato(s) determines. by a preponderancc ofthc evidence. misconducl did occur thal was no1 alleged in

lhc original complaint (whether CPC or inlcmal complaint) but thal other misconduct lsas discovered during
(he investigation, and by a preponderance ofthe evidenc€. thal misconduct did occur.

6. Administratively Closed. lnvcstigation classification where the investigator determines: l he policy

violations ofa minor nature and do not constitule a pattern ofmisconduct (i.e. a violation subject tO a class 7

sanction. -the allegations are duplicative: -the allegations. even iftrue. do not constifute misconduct: or -the

investigation cannot bc conducted because oflhe lack ofinformalion in the comPlaint and funher

invcsligation would be futile.

AddiliauLtceugelsi
l.l .5.A.4: The investigation determined that Ofc. P maintained his professionalism while on scene

and was respectful during his interactions with Mr. M  and his employees. Ofc. P acted in a proper

and judicious manner within the scope of his duties. The investigation delermined that although Ofc.

P did contact Code Enforcemenl as alleged, he did so to utilize an additional third party to confirm

thal the property information he observed on the Bemalillo County Assessor's website was correcl,

and not as an intimidation tactic, and that Mr. M  had no authority or right to restrict access. Ofc.

P contacted neighbors and learned that before Mr. M  obtained the business. they could use the

alleyway/easement without restriction. On the Bernalillo County Assessor's website, Mr.
M  name was not listed as the registered/legal owner of the property at 734 San Mateo

Blvd. SE. The allegation that officers and utility employees forced their way onto the

property without a court order or warrant was not applicable because Mr. M  was not the

property owner and did not provide proof.

a
097 -26 Officer P
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the lindings and/or
recommendations of the CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter, communicate your desire to have an

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

request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modify the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

l) A policy was misapplied inthe evaluation ofthe complaint;

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

of discretion; or

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

Administratively closed complaints maybe re-opened if additional information becomes

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

listed above.

lfyou are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision ofthe Office ofPolice Reforn 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
Adrninistrative Officer is independent ofthe Advisory Board.

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

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

accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

t7/
Diane McDemrott
Executive Director
(s}s) 924-3770

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

0r'



CTTY OF ALBU UER UE

CnrlraN PoLrcE O\T,RsIcgr AcnNcv

Sepember 23,2026

Via Certified Mail

 

 
    

  

Re: CPC # 097-26

CQMPIAINf,,

On 06l1012026,  M  submifted a report to the Civilian Police Ovenight Agency

(CPOA) regarding an incident that occurred on 06/10/2026 at 1330 hours at ?34 San Mateo

Boulevard Southeasl. Mr. M  reported, "These officers forced us to give acqess to our privale

property to a construclion company. When I refused, they threatened 10 bling someone to cut our

iocks and rnove an ernployee's van off of my private property without a warant. The matter of
property ownership has been questioned by city parking enforcement and found it's not a city

easement but my private property. They refused to check.

PO Box 1293

Albuquertluc

NM 87103

wrvw.cabq. gov

EYIIIENCE.BEYIESED

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

Complainant lnterviewed: Yes Witness(es) Interviewed: No

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Officer D

Other Materials: Email Communications

Date lnvestigation Completed: September 8, 2026
I

Albtqucrquc - Maling Hittory l7(M-2006



EINDIN{.iS

l. Unfounded. Investigation classification when the investigator(s) determincs, by clear and convincing

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

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

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

other, by a preponderance ofthc evidence, whether the alleged misconduct eilier occurred ot did not occur.

PoliciesReviewed: 1.1.5.A.4

4. Exo[ersted. lnvestigatioD classification where the investigator(s) determincs. by 6 preponderance ofthe
evidenc-€, lhat alleged conduct i'l the underlying complaint did occur bul did no( violate APD policies.

procedures, or training.
V

5. Sustained Violstion Not Based on Original Complsitrt. IovestiSalion classification lr'here thc

inlestigatof(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe cvidence. misconduct did occuf that was not allegcd in

the ofiginal complaint (whether cPC or intemal complaint) but lhat other misconduct l\'as discovered during

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

6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classification lvhere thc investigator detemines: Thc policl

violations ofa minor nature and do nol constitute a pattem of misconduct (i.e. a violation subjcct to a class 7

sanction, -the allegalions are duplicative; -the allegations, even ifttue, do not constitute ftisconducti or _the

investiEation cannot be conducted bccause ofthe lack ofinformation in the complainl' and further

investigation would be futile.

AddiliglsLtcennr.rtlr
I .1.5.A.4: II was detennined thal ofc. D maintained his professionalism while on-scene and was

respectful during his interaction with Mr. M  When Mr. M  spoke to Sergeant J, he

commented on Ofc. D's respectfulness. Ofc. D acted in a proper andjudicious manner within the

scope of his duties. The investigation determined that Ofc. D conlacted Code Enforcement to use an

addltional third party to confirm that the property information he observed on the Bernalillo County

Assessor,s website was correct, that the alleyway/easement was public property, and that Mr. M
had no authority or right to restrict access. Ofc. D contacted neighbors and leamed lhat befole Mr.

M  obtained the business, they could use the alleyway/easement without Iestriction. On the

Bernalillo County Assessor's website. Mr. M  name was not listed as the registered/legal

owner ofthe property at 734 San Mateo Blvd. SE. The allegation that officers and utility

employees forced their way onto the property without a court order or warrant was not

apilic;ble because Mr. M  was not the property owner and did not provide proof'

2
097 -26 Officcr D
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings and/or
recommendations of the CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter, communicate your desire to have an

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

Ifyou are not sarisfied with the final disciplinary decision ofthe Office of Police Reform or

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

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

l

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

r\ r^\
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CTTY OF ALBU UER

l'O Box 1293

Albuqucrque

NM 87103

www.cabq.gov

Crvrl.r.qN Poucn, OwnSIGHT AcENCY

September 23, 2026

Via Certified Mail

  

Re: CPC # 097-26

EYIDf.NCI.BEVIEYI.DI

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

Complainant Interviewed: Yes Witness(es) lnterviewed: No

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Emp'loyee Involved: Officer B

Other Materials: Email Communications

Date Investigation Completed: September 8, 2026

COMPIAINL
on06llot2o26,  M  submitted a reporl to the civilian Police oversight Agency

(cPoA) regarding an incident that occurred on 06/ l0/2026 al 1330 hours at 734 San Mateo

Boulevard Southeast. Mr. M  reported, "These officers forced us to give access to our private

property to a construction company. When I refused, they ftIeatened to bring someone to cut oul

io.i. ,nd n,ou. un employee,s van off ofmy private property without a warrant. The matter of
property ownership has been questioned by city parking enforcement and found it's not a city

easemenl but my private property. They refused to check.

UE

1

Albuqucrqu - Maling Hittory l7M'20O6



EINDINCS

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

evidencc, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subject omcer.

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

3. Not Sustrined. lnvestigatioo classification $'hen the investigato(s) is unable to determine one way or the

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

PoliciesReviewed: l.l.5.A.4

4. Exolerated. Investigation classification where the investigator(s) determines. by a preponderance ofthe

cvidence. thal alleged conduct in the'underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies.

procedures. or training.
a

6. Administrativety Closed. Investigation classification where the invcstigalor determines: The policy

violations ofa minor nature and do not constitute a pattern ofmisconduct (i.e. a violalion subject 1o a class 7

saoction. -the allegations are duplicativei -the allegations. even iftrue. do nol constitute misconducti or -the

investigation cannol be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complainl and further

investigation would be futile.

AddilialetcaD[etlr
It was determined thal ofc. B mainlained his professionalism while on-scene and was resPectful

during his interaction with Mr. M  When Mr. M  spoke to Sergeant J, he commented on Ofc.

B,s reipectfulness. Ofc. B acted in a proper andjudicious manner within the scope ofhis duties. The

investigation determined that ofc. B observed his field training officer, ofc. D contact code

Enforciment to use an additional third party to confirm that the property information he observed on

the Bernalillo cou y Assessor,s website was correct, that the alleyway/easement was public

property, and that Mr. M  had no authority or right to restrict access. Ofc. B contacted neighbors

;nd learned that before Mr. M  obtained the business, they could use the alleyway/easement

without restriction. On the Bernalillo County Assessor's website, Mr. M  name was not

listed as the registered/legal owner ofthe property at 734 San Mateo Blvd. SE. The

allegation that officers and utility employees forced their way onto the property without a

court order or warrant was not applicable because Mr. M  was not the owner of record.

2097-26 Officcr B

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Originrl Compleint. lnvestigation classilication where the

investigato(s) determines. by a preponderance oflhe evidence. misconduct did occuf that tr"s nol alleged in l--l
the original complaint (N,hether cPc or internal complaint) but lhat other misconduct \as discovcrcd during I I

lhe invcstigatior\ and by a prcpondcrance ofthe evidence. that misconduct did occur.

tr



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

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

request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modify the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

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

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

of discretion; or

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

Administratively closed complaints maybe re-opened if additional information becomes

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

Iisted above.

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

any matter relating to the Office of Police Reform's handling of the cornplaint 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
Adnrinistrative 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/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

t1/
Diane McDemrott
Executive Director
(s0s) 924-3770

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

0*



UER UE

Albuquerque

NNI 87101

www.cabq. gov

CTVILIAN Por,rcr OwnsrcHT AGENCY

September 30, 2026

Via Email

 

Re: CPC # 107-26

COMELAINL

On 0710612026,  V  submitted an online complaint to the CPOA regarding an

incident that occurred on 0511912026 at 1600 hours at 509 Indiana Street Southeast,

Apartment C. Ms. V  reported that Officer R's report documenting the incident was

incorrect because he documented that "s  did not make advances to try and grab the

child as  stepped in front," even though she did try to grab Ms. V  child. ln
addition, Ms. V  reported that Officer R failed to apPear in court for a trial on

0710612026, resulting in the charges being dismissed.

EYIDENCI.BEYIEIYEDT

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

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

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee lnvolved: Officer R

Other Materials: Email Communications & Court Documents.

Date lnvestigation Completed: Augusl 25, 2026

Albuqucrquc - MaLing Hitrory l70G2oO6

CITY OF ALBU

l'O Box 1293

I



FINI)TNGS

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

Policies Reviewed: 2.16.5.8.5 (Reports) & 2.76.4.F.1 (Court)

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

4. Eronerated. lnvestigation classificatioo where the investigator(s) determines. by a preponderance ofthc
evidence, that alleged conduct in the underlying complaiot did oc.ur but did not violate APD policies,

procedures, or training.

5. Sustsined Violstior Not Brsed on Originrl Complaint lnvestigation classification whe.e the

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

the original complaint ($hether cPC or intemal complaint) bul that other misconduct lvas discolered dutinS

thc invcstigation. and b) a preponderance ofthc c!idence. that misconduct did occur.

6. Administratively Closed. ln!€stigation classification where the investigator determines: The policy

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

sanction. -the allegations are duplicative: -the allegations. even if true. do not constitute misconduct: or -the

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

inlestigation would be futile.

AtldilialrtcaEDr'lf$
2.16.5.8.5 - It was determined that Officer R's report did not accurately reflect Ms. V
statement. officer R,s oBRD footage showed that Ms. v  told officer R several times that

the female tried to take her baby, saying things like, "She came in and literally tried to take

my baby out of my apartment." When describing how the female entered the apartment, Ms.

V  made a motion like a person walking with her hands out, seemingly describing how the

female reached for the baby as she entered the apartment. The CPOA recommends a written

reprimand.

2.76.4.F .l - lt was determined that Officer R failed to appear at the trial scheduled for
07 to6l2o26. court documents show his failure to appear as the reason for dismissal. During

his interview, Officer R admitted he did not appear in court and cited a scheduling error as

the reason. The CPOA recommends a written reprimand.

2

{

107-26 Officer R

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

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

tr

tr

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

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

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

of discretion: or

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

Administratively closed complaints maybe re-opened if additional information becomes

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

listed above.

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

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

request a review of the comptaint by the City's Chief Administrative officer by sending a letter

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

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

Office of Police Reform letter. lnclude your CPC number. The review by the Chief
Administrative Officer is independent 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/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
(s05\ 924-3770

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

,0.t"



CTTY OF ALBU UER UE

CTvILIAN POLICE O\TRSIGHT AGENCY

September 30,2026

Via Email

Re:CPC#ll5-26

COMU.AINL

On 07115t2026,  M  submitted a complaint to the CPOA via US Mail
regarding an incident that occurred on 0710612026 at 2 [30 hours at 12826 Dorado Drive

Southeast, Apartment 3. Ms. M  called to report the theft ofher camera from her

residence, and Sergeant A responded. Sergeant A lectured Ms. M  about having

the camera, then dismissed her request for a report and did not file it.

l'O llox l29l

Albuquerqut'

NM 87l0.l

www.ca\.gov
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Video(s): Yes APD RePort(s): N/A CAD RePort(s): Yes

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

APD Employee lnterviewed: Yes

APD Emptoyee Involved: Sergeant A

Other Materials: Email Communications

Date lnvestigation Completed: September 2, 2026

Albuqaoqu - Making Hinry 17620N
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FINI)INGS

l. Unfounded. lnvestigation classification when the investigato(s) delermines, by clear and convincing
evidence, that alleged misconducl did not occur ot did not involve the subject ollicer.

PoliciesReviewed: 2.16.5.8.1 (Repons)

2. Sust8ined. Investigation classification when the investigator(s) determines. by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, the allsged rnisconduct did occu. by the subject omcet.

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

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

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

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

procedures, or lraining.

PoliciesReviewed: 2.1t.5.D.1 (OBRD)

V

V

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

investigato(s) dctcrmincs. by a preponderancc ofthe evid(}nce. rflisconduct did occur that $"s not alleged in

the original complaint (whether CP('or intemal complaint) but that othcr misconduct was discovered during

the invcstigation, and by a preponderance ofthe evidence. thai misconduct did occut.
V

6. Administrrtively Closed. lnvestigation classification lvhere the investigator determincs: The policy

violations ofa minor nature and do not coostitute a pattcm ofmisconduct (i.e. a violation sirbject to a class 7

sanclion, -the allegations arc duplicative; -the allegations. even iflrue. do not constitute misconduct; or -the

investigation cannot be conducted becaus€ ofthe lack of information in the complainr and further

investigation rvould be futile.

Atldiliq$lrcarEql$
2.16.5.8.1: It was determined that Sgt. A did not create a Uniform Incident RePort after Ms.

M  reported the theft of her camera. While Sgt. A said that his failure to create a

report was an oversight and not done intentionally, the fact remains that Ms. M

reported a crime and a Uniform Incident Report was not created to document it after he

advised he would. The CPOA recommends a written reprimand.

2.8.5.D.1 : lt was determined that Sgt. A's OBRD had died and he did not document the

justifiable reason why this mandatory recording event was not captured in its entirety. The

CPOA recommends a written reprimand.
l.l.5.A.l: Insufficient evidence existed to determine the nature ofthe conversation between

Sgt. A and Ms. M  regarding her camera. They both offered conflicting statements

a6out the conversation. As Sgt. A's OBRD recording did not include the reported interaction,

and there were no witnesses present, there appeared to be no independent evidence that

indicated which version of events took place.

2115-26 Sergeant A
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings and/or
recommendations ofthe CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter, communicate your desire to have an
appeal hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103, or
by email to CPOA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the 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 cor.r'rplaint;

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 rnay

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 htlp://wrvw.cabq.qov/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 McDernrott
Executive Director
(s0s) 924-3770

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

tu



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

CTVILIAN POLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

September 30, 2026

Via Email

Re:CPC#118-26

l'O Box 1293

Albuqucrque

NM 87103

wwwcabq.gov

COMBIAINL

On 0711912026,  W  submitted an email complaint on behalf of Vincent

P  to the Civilian Police Oversight Agency (CPOA) regarding an incident that

occurred between 1900 and 1945 hours on 051221202.6 at 4221 Osuna Road Northeast.

Ms. W  reported that a police vehicle lifted their 2016 Lexus offthe ground,

damaging it and crashing it into another police vehicle. Ms. W  reported that the

actions constituted a use of force and an assault. Ms. W  later reported by email that

she spoke with Mr. P  on 0712912026, and he provided additional details. She said

Mr. Ptold her that when APD Officers arrested him, they threw Mr. P  on the hot

pavement, causing burns and open wounds on his body. Ms. W  said she believed it
was "excessive force/police brutality."

EYIDENCI.BEYIE}dED.I

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

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

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Detective L

Other Materials: Email communications

Date Investigation Completed: September 4, 2026

I
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Policies Reviewed: 2.52.4.D.1(Use of Force)

l. Unfou[ded. Investigatioo classification when the investigato(s) determines, by clear and convincing
evidence, that alleged miscotrduct did not occur or did not involve the subject ollicer.

PoliciesReviewed: 2.16.5.C.I (Reports)

2. Sustiincd. lnvestigation classilication *fien the investigalo(s) determines, by a prcponderaace ofthe
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject oflicer.

3. Not Sustsi[ed. lnvestigation classification when the irvestigato(s) is unable to delermine one way or the

other, by a prEponderance ofthe evidence, whelher th€ alleged misconduct eithet occured or did not occur.

4. Exonerrted. Investigation classification where the investigator(s) determines, by a prepondcrancc ofthe

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

procedures, or lraining.

a

Policies Reviewed: 2.8.4.E (OBRD)

5. Sustsined Violation Not Brsed on Original Comphint. lnvestigation classification where the

inrestigato(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe evidence. misconduct did occuf lhal uas not alleged in rv
the original complaint (whether CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovered during l

the investigation. and by a preponderancc ofthe cvidence. that misconduct did occur.

6. Administrstively ClOSed. Investigation classification where the investigalor determines: Ihe policy

violations ofa minor nature and do not constifutc 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 misconduc! ot -the

investigation cannot be cooducted because ofthc lack of information in the complainL and furthcr

investigation *ould b€ futile.

AtlditioulrCannqlu
2.52.4.D.1- , it was determined that Detective L did not use force on Mr. P  when

deploying the grappler. Per APD Standard Operating Procedure 2.101.4.3.c, "The Grappler

device is considered a low-level control tactic and, therefore, is not a reportable Use of
Force, unless there is a complaint ofpain or injury." There was no evidence in any reports,

OBRD recordings, or testimony that indicated that Mr. P  made any complaints of
pain or injury.
).tO.S.C.i - It was determined that Detective L did not submit a police report within the

required timeline. The CPOA recommends a written reprimand-

2.8.4.E -, lt was determined that Detective L did not use his Department-issued OBRD to

record his interaction with Mr. P  While Detective L explained his reasoning, the

Standard Operating Procedure allows no exceptions or circumstances in which APD
personnel may use an OBRD that is not issued to them. The CPOA recommends a

non-disciplinary corrective action.

I l8-26 Detective L

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

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

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

of discretion; or

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

Administratively closed complaints maybe re-opened if additional information becomes

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

listed above.

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

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

requdst 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 appreciatd 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

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

)

cc: Albuquerque Police Depa(ment Chief of Police



CTTY OF ALBU UER

CTVILIAN POLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

September 30, 2026

Via Email

Re: CPC # I l8-26

t'O Box 129-3

Albuquerque

N t\.'l 87 I 0-l

wwwcabq.gov

EYIIIDNCf.BEYIESIEDT

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

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

APD Employee lnterviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Sergeant W

Other Materials: Email communications

Date lnvestigation Completed: September 4, 2026

Albuqucrqac - l+lakiag Hhtorl 1706-2006
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coMEI"AtNt,

On0711912026,  W  submitted an email complaint on behalf of Vincent
P  to the Civilian Police Oversight Agency regarding an incident that occurred

between 1900 and 1945 hours on 0512212026 at 4221 Osuna Road Northeast. Ms- W
reported that a police vehicle driven by APD personnel lifted their 2016 Lexus offthe
ground, damaging it and crashing it into another police vehicle. Ms' W  reported that

APD deliberately ran into their vehicle. Ms. W  reported that the actions constituted a

use of force and an assault.
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l. Unfounded. Investigation classification when the investigator(s) determines, by clear and convincing
evidence. that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subject ofticer.

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

3. Not Sustrined. lnvestigation classification when the investigato(s) is unable to determine one $ay or the

other, by a prepo[demnce ofthe evidence, whether the allcged misconduct either occurrcd or did not occur.

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

prcceduaes, or training.

Policies Reviewed: 2.101.4.8.4.b (Use of Grappler)

5. Sustrined Violstion Not Based on OriSi[8] Comphitrt. Investigation classification whete the

in!estigator(s) determines. by a preponderancc ofthc evidence. misconduct did occur that \ras not alleged in

the original complaint (whether CPC or inlemal complaint) but that other misconduct rvas discovered during
the investigation, and by a prepondcrance ofthc evidence. that misconduct did occur.

Z

6. Administratively Closed. lnvestigation classification whe.e the investigabt determines: The policy

violalions ofa minor nature and do not constitute a pattem of misconduct (i e. a violation subjecl to a class 7

sanction. -$e allegations are duplicativel -the allegations. even iftruc. do not constitute misconduct; or 'lhe
investigation cannot be conducted becausc oflhe lack ofinformation in the complaint. and further
investigation would be futile.

AdditiqreLrceEDfl$i
2.101.4.8.4.b - it was.determined that Sergeant W did not complete an entry on the lnternal

Affairs database documenting the deployment ofthe grappler in this incident. A search ofthe
database yielded no results, and Sergeant W confirmed that he did not create an entry to

document it. The CPOA recommends a written reprimand.

118-26 Sergeant W
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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 l4 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.

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

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

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

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

accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

Diane McDern.rott
Executive Director
(so5\ 924-3770

J

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police
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