
CITY OF ALBU UER UE

Civilian Police Oversight Agency

Findine Letters of the CPOA

The findings ofthe CPOA Executive Director in each case are listed below. The citizens
were notified ofthe findings in December 2024. These findings will become part ofthe
officer's file, if applicable.
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CITY OF ALBU UER UE

Crvrlux PolrcE O!'ERSIGHT AGENCY

December 3 l, 2024

Via Certified Mail

Re: CPC# 184-24

COMEIAINL

On71812024, a civilian complaint was submitted on behalf of Mr.  A
who called the Southwest Substation to complain about an incident on 7/512024.The
complaint described how Mr. A  felt his Fourth Amendment Constitutional right was
violated by two oflicers who entered his backyard illegally and without a warrant. In
addition, Mr. A  alleged that Officer R was rude, yelled at him, and pulled out his
handcuffs to taunt him. Officer M, however, was nice to him.

l'O Box 1293

Albuquerque

N1\{ ri7l03

www.cabq.gov

EYIDENCI.BEYE]IEDi

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

Complainant Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Interviewed: No

APD Employee Involved: Officer R

Other Materials: da

Date Investigation Completed: Augusl2l ,2024

CAD Report(s): Yes

Witness(es) Interviewed: N/A

Albuqutrqac - Makiag Hittory l706-2006
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EINIUNG.I

l. Unfounded. Investigation classification when the investigator(s) determi[es, by clear and convincing
evideoce, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subject omcer.

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

3. Not Sustained. Investigation classification rrfien the investigato(s) is unable to determine one \ay or the

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

4. Exonerrted. Investigation classification $,here the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, lhat alleged conduct in the underlying mmplaint did occur but did not violate APD policies,
procedures, or train ing.

5. Sustained Violrtio[ Nol Bssed on Originrl Complaint. Investigation classification where the
investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in
the original complaint (whether CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovered during
the investigation, and by a prepondemne oflhe evidence,lhat misconduct did occur.

AddiliolEl,:Connqlu
This case was Administratively Closed as the complaint was withdrawn by Mr. A
during his interview with the investigator. There were no policy violations by Officer R and

Officer M observed during a review of their OBRD videos. This was the third time that the
police had to respond to Mr. A  residence that day for a domestic disturbance with
alleged physical violence. During the OBRD review, Mr. A  appeared highly
intoxicated, which might have explained his initial non-recollection ofthe incident.
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6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classification where lhe investigator detcrmines: 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 rvould be futile.

Regarding Mr. A  claim that his Fourth Amendment right had been violated when
officers entered his backyard without a warrant. No violation existed. It was reasonable to
believe the officers responded to a domestic incident, and according to the CADs, it was a

crime in progress with physical violence listed (boyfriend pulling girlfriend's hair), alcohol,
and drug use.



You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the finilings and/or
recommenilations of the CPOA Erecutive l)irector withiu 30 cqlendar days (inclusive of
holidals and weekends) of receipt of this letter, communicate your desire to have an
appeal hearing before the CPOA Atlvisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, I\M 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 nert regularly
scheiluled meeting proviiletl there is at least 14 business days between the receipt ofthe
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modi$ the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

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

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

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

Administratively closed complaints may be re-opened if additional information becornes
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://wrrv.cabct.gov/cpoa/survey. There was a delay in the issuance offindings
due to the resignation of the Executive Director, another not being appointed by City Council
until some months later, and a high volume of reviews to process. Thank you for your patience
and participation in the process of civilian oversight ofthe police, ensuring officers and
personnel ofthe APD are held accountable, and improving the process.

The ilian Police Overs t Agency by

Diane McD
Executive Director
(s0s) 924-3770

)

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

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

Sincerely,



CITY OF ALBU UER

CrvrLrAN PoLrcE OvERSIGHT AcENcY

December 31, 2024

Via Certified Mail

   

 

Re: CPC # 184-24

COMEIAINL

On'71812024, a civilian complaint was submitted on behalf of Mr.  A
who called the Southwest Substation to complain about an incident on 7/512024.T\e
complaint described how Mr. A  felt his Fourth Amendment Constitutional right was
violated by two officers who entered his backyard illegally and without a warant. ln
addition, Mr. A  alleged that Officer R was rude, yelled at him, and pulled out his
handcuffs to taunt him. Officer M, however, was nice to him.

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

www.cabq.gov

EYIDENCF.BEYII,]4EDi

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

Complaina lnterviewed: Yes

APD Employee Interviewed: No

APD Employee Involved: Officer M.

Other Materials: da

Date Investigation Completed: Augusl 27, 2024

CAD Report(s): Yes

Witness(es) Intewiewed: N/A
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EINIUNGI

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

2. Sustsined. Investigation classificalion \dren the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, th€ alleged misconduct did occu. by the subject omcer.

4. Exonerated. Investigation classificatio[ where the iovestigato(s) determines, by a p.eponderance ofthe
evidence, that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did oc.ur bul did oot violate APD policies,
procedures, or training.

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 allegatioN ale duplicative; -the allegations, even iftlue, do not constitute misconducti or -the
investigation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complain! and further
investigation \,!ould be futile.

AddiliallllCrsrsllli
This case was Administratively Closed as the complaint was withdrawn by Mr. A
during his interview with the investigator. There were no policy violations by Officer R and
Officer M observed during a review of their OBRD videos. This was the third time that the
police had to respond to Mr. A  residence that day for a domestic disturbance with
alleged physical violence. During the OBRD review, Mr. A  appeared highly
intoxicated, which might have explained his initial non-recollection of the incident.

Regarding Mr. A  claim that his Fourth Amendment right had been violated when
officers entered his backyard without a warrant. No violation existed. It was reasonable to
believe the officers responded to a domestic incident, and according to the CADs, it was a
crime in progress with physical violence listed (boyfriend pulling girlfriend's hair), alcohol,
and drug use.

V

2184-24 Officer M.

3. Not Sustrined. Investigation classification when the investigato(s) is unable to determine one way or the
other, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, whether the alleged misconduct either occuned or did not occur.
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5. Sustained Viohtion Not Based on Originrl Complsint. Investigation classification $.here the
invcstigator(s) dete.mines, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur thar $as nol alleged in
the original complaint ($,hether CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misconduct rvas discovered during Ll
the investigation, and by a prcponderance ofthe evidence, that misconduct did occur.



You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings and/or
recommendations of the CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt 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 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 nert regularly
scheduled meeting provideit there is at least 14 business days between the receipt ofthe
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modi$ the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

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

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

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

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

listed above.

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

Sincerely,
The ilian Police Oversi ht Agency by

Diane McD
Executive Director
(s0s) 924-3770

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

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

J



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

PO Box 129f

Albuquerque

NM 87101

wwucabq.gov

CnrLtAN Por,rct OwnsrGHT AGENCy

December 30, 2024

Via Email

 

P.e: CPC # 206-24

COMEI.AINL

On07/1912024,  R  submitted a complaint online to the Civilian Police
Oversight Agency (CPOA) regarding an incident that occurred on 0711812024 at l2O0
hours. Ms. R  reported that her husband and his employees were in a rollover crash
at Sunport and I-25. The crash scene involved a truck carrying weeds, and the PSAs
ordered the shaken individuals to clean the freeway. She reported that the PSA threatened
to involve state police if they didn't comply. Ms. R  advised she was appalled by the
insensitive prioritization of cleanup over passenger well-being, especially as 5 PSAs
spent over an hour idly observing from their vehicles without offering assistance.

EYIDENCI.BEYIEICEDi

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 Invotved: TSO S

other Materials: state statutes

Date Investigation Completed: Novembet 19, 2024

I



IINDINGI

PoliciesReviewed: 1.1.6.C.1

l, Unfounded. Investigation classification lafien the iovestigato(s) determines, by clear aod convincing
evidence,lhat alleged misco[ductdid not occur or did not involve lte subjectomcer.

2. Sustrined. Investigation classification when the in\estigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject omcer.

3. Not Sustained. Investigation classification when the investigato(s) is unable to determine one way or the
other, by a preponderaoce ofthe evidene, whether the alleged misconduct either occurrcd or did not occur.

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

5. Sustrined Violation Not Based on Original Comphiot. Investigation classification u,here the
investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, misconduct did occurthat was not alleged in
the original complaint (whether CPC or intemal complaint) but thatother misconduct was discovered during
the investigation, and by a preponderance oflhe evidence, that misconduc( did occur.

6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classilication utEre the investigator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor nature arld do not constitute a pattem of misconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7
sanction, -the allegations are duplicative; .the allegations, even ifhue, do not constitute misconduct; or -the
investigation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack ofiniormation in the complain! and fu.ther
investigation uould be futile.

AddilisBlcqEEs$i
It remains unclear ifor by whom the occupants were ordered to clean the freeway, but the
evidence did not show the TSO engaged in it. It was determined that TSO S did not have

contact with the citizens. There was no substantiation that the TSO took lunch and ignored
the well-being ofthe individuals. The TSO acted appropriately and within policy.

a
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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 Offrce 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 ofthe
Oflice ofPolice 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://n$rv.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 Oversi ght Agency by

u,l )ry
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(sDs) 924-3770

=-4-'
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cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satis{ied with tbe lindings and/or
recommendations of the CPOA Erecutive 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 demonstmte 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.



CITY OF ALBU UER

PO Box I293

Albuquerque

NM 8710.1

www.cabq.gov

December 30, 2024

Re: CPC # 206-24

COMEI.AINL

On0711912024,  R  submitted a complaint online to the Civilian Police
Oversight Agency (CPOA) regarding an incident that occuned on 0711812024 at 1200
hours. Ms. R  reported that her husband and his employees were in a rollover crash
at Sunport and I-25. The crash scene involved a truck carrying weeds, and the PSAS

ordered the shaken individuals to clean the freeway. She reported that the PSA threatened
to involve state police if they didn't comply. Ms. R  advised she was appalled by the
insensitive prioritization of cleanup over passenger well-being, especially as 5 PSAs
spenl over an hour idly observing from their vehicles without offering assistance.

TJIDTJICE.BIYIETEDT

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: PSA T

Other Materials: state statutes

Date Investigation Completed: November 19, 2024

Albuqucrq* - Making Hntory 1706-2006
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I



EINIIINGS

Policies Reviewed: I .l .6.C. I

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

2. Sustained. lnvestigation classification when the investigator(s) determines, by a prcponderalc€ oflhe
evideuce, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject omcer.

3. Not Sustsined. Investigation classification when the investigato(s) is unable to determine one way or the
other, by a preponderance oflhe evidence, whether the alleged misconduct either occufied or did not occu..

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

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

6. Admilistrstively Closed. Investigation classilication $fiere the investigator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor natu.e and do not constitute a pattem ofmisconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a cless 7

sanction, -the allegations are duplicative; -the allegations, even iftrue, do not conslitute misconduct; or -lhe
investigation cannot b€ corducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complainl. 8nd funher
investigation would be futile.

AddilioletCqnn.ell$
It remains unclear if or by whom the occupants were ordered to clean the freeway, but the
evidence did not show PSAs engaged in it. It was determined that PSA T.'s actions during
the incident adhered to standard crash response protocols regarding debris removal following
an accident. OBRD review revealed that he gathered the required details and alerted dispatch
about the compromised median fence. His vehicle placement with lights activated
contributed to scene safety. There was no substantiation that PSAs took lunch and ignored
the well-being ofthe individuals. The PSA acted appropriately and within policy.

2206-24 PSAT
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings and/or
recommerdations of the CPOA Erecutive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt ofthis letter, communicate your desire to have an
apperl hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.O. Bor 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 appesl must demonstrate one or more of the following:

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

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

of discretion; or

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

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

listed above.

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

try .--<.
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(s0s) 924-3770

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

3



CTTY OF ALBU UER UE

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

NM 87r03

wurv.cabq.gov

Cn'ILIAN POLICE OvERSIGHT AGENCY

December 30, 2024

Via Email

Re: CPC # 206-24

CO]IEIiAINL

On0711912024,  R  submitted a complaint online to the Civilian Police
Oversight Agency (CPOA) regarding an incident that occurred on 07 /1812024 at 1200
hours. Ms. R  repoded that her husband and his employees were in a rollover crash
at Sunport and I-25. The crash scene involved a truck carrying weeds, and the PSAs
ordered the shaken individuals to clean the freeway. She reported that the PSA threatened
to involve state police if they didn't comply. Ms. R  advised she was appalled by the
insensitive prioritization of cleanup over passenger well-being, especially as 5 PSAs
spent over an hour idly observing from their vehicles without offering assistance.

EYIDENCE BEYIEEEDT

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: PSA S.

Other Materials: state statutes

Date Investigation Completed: November 19, 2024

I



FINI)INGS

PoliciesReviewed: l.l.6.C.l

l. Unfounded. Investigation classification when the investigator(s) determines, by clear and coovincing
evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subject officcr. a
2. Sustsi[ed. Investigation classification when the investigator(s) determines, by a prcponderance ofthe
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subjed omcer.

3. Not Sustai[ed. lnvesligation classification when the investigato(s) is unable to determine one way or the
otheq by a preponderance ofthe evidence, whether the alleged misconduct either occurred o. did not occur.

4. Exo[erated. Investigation classification where the investigato(s) determines, by a prepondemncc ofthe
evidence, that alleged conduct in the uoderlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies,
procedures, or trai[ing.

5. Sustained Violotio1l Not Based o1l Originsl Complaint. Investigation classification $'here the
investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, nrisconduct did occur thal was not alleged in
the original complainl (whether CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovered during
the investigation, and by a preponderance ofthe evidence, that nrisconduct did occur.

6. Administretivcly Closed. Investigation classilication \,rtrcre the investigator determines: The policy
violations ofa miflor naturc and do not constitute a pattem ofmisconduct (i.e. a violatioo subject to a class 7

sanction, -the allegations are duplicativei -the allegations, even iftrue, do not co[stitute misconduct; or -the

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

AddilialllcqEEfrlli
It remains unclear ifor by whom the occupants were ordered to clean the freeway, but the
evidenbe did not show PSAs engaged in it. It was determined thai PSA S.'s actions during
the incident adhered to standard crash response protocols regarding debris removal following
an accident. OBRD review revealed that he gathered the required details and alerted dispatch
about the compromised median fence. His vehicle placement with lights activated
contributed to scene safety. There was no substantiation that PSAs took lunch and ignored

the well-being ofthe individuals. The PSA acted appropriately and within policy.

206.24 PSA S
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings and/or
recommendations ofthe CPOA Executive I)irector within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter, commuDicate your desire to have au
appeal hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing addre.ssed 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 nert regular!
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt ofthe
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modify the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more ofthe following:

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

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

of discretion; or

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

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

listed above.

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

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

txl
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(s0s) 924-1770

----?-'

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chiefof Police



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

NM 87103

www.cabq.gov

December 9, 2024

Via Email

R;e: CPC#212-24

ICOMEI,AINL

OnBl7l2024,  O  submitted a complaint via telephone to the CPOA staff
regarding an incident that occurred on 8106/2024. Mr. O  reported he was dropped
down on his face and handcuffed. Mr. O  reported the handcuffs were too tight, and
he still had marks on his wrist. Mr. O  reported he told the officers the handcuffs
were too tight, and one officer responded, "That is the procedure." Mr. O  reported
the vehicle he was put into was "hotter than hell. " Mr. O  reported he believed he
was treated with racial bias because he was an elderly white man and the officers were all
Hispanic. Mr. O  reported that officers told his neighbor, C  to go back inside.

IJIDENCE BEYIEIIEDi

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

Complainant Interviewed: No Witness(es) Interviewed: No

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Ernployee Invotved:Officcr M

Other Materials: Email Communications & Analyst l-4 Report.

Date Investigation Completed: November 21, 2024

I
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CIvILIAN POLICE OYERSIGHT AGENCY



F'INDI NGS

Policies Reviewed: 1.4.4.A.2.a (Bias-Based Policing) & 2.52.5.A.t (Use of Folce)

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

l2.Sustrined.Iovestigationclassificdionlrfientheinvestigator(s)determines,byapreponde.anceofthe
i evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject oflicer.

i 3. Not Sustained. Iovestigatior classilication when the investigato(s) is unable to determioe one way orthe
other, by a preponderance oflhe evidence, whether the alleged misconduct either occurred or did not occur.

| 4. Exonersted. lnvestigation classificario[ where the invesligato(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occurbut did not violate APD policies,
procedures, or training.

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Original Complaillt. Iovestigation classification where the
investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in
the original complaint (whethcr CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovered during
lhe investigation, and by a prcponderance ofthc evidcnce, that misconduct did occur.

a

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

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

Additia&LcoEpertsi
1.4.4.A.2.a: Mr. O  was accommodated with two sets of cuffs and transported to the
hospital for a menlal hcalth evaluation wlicrc hc was further accomurodated wilh a

whcclchair. Officcrs rnade scveral cfforts to alleviated his discomfort about the hot unit.

Officer M treated Mr. O  fairly and respectfully. There was no indication of
mistreatment or bias-based policing. C  was not instructed to go back inside.
2.8.5.D.1: During this mandatory recording event, Officer M deactivated his OBRD before

terminating all intended contact with Mr. O  and did not document the justifiable reason

why this mandatory recording event was not entirely captured.

2.52.5.A.1: Mr. O  did claim the handcuffs were too tight, but no officers told him,

"That is the procedure." Officer M only told him he properly spaced them. Officer M
appeared to propcrly space and doublclock the cuffs. No force rvas used on Mr. O  and

he was not dropped on his face.
The CPOA recommends a written reprimand for the policy inftaction.

2212-24 Officer M
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PoliciesReviewed: 2.8.5.D.1 (OBRD)
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findiugs and/or
recommerdations ofthe CPOA Executive I)irector within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) ofreceipt ofthis letter, communicate your desire to have an
appeal hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.0. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103, or
by email to CPOA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Boardrs nert regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt ofthe
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modiry the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more ofthe following:

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

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

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 Oflice 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 ofthe
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://srvr'.cabq.gov/cpoa/surve,r'. 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

)xl
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(s0s) 924-3770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police
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CTvILIAN PoLICE OvERSIGHT AGENCY

Via Email

RezC}C#212-24

PO Box 1293

CQMEI.AINE

On81712024,  O  submitted a complaint via telephone to the CPOA staff
regarding an incident that occurred on 8/06/2024. Mr. O  reported he was dropped
down on his face and handcuffed. Mr. O  reported the handcuffs were too tigh! and
he still had marks on his wrist. Mr. O  reported he told the oflicers the handcuffs
were too tight, and one olTicer responded, "Thal is lhe procedure." Mr. O  reported
the vehicle he was put into was "hotter lhan hcll. " Mr. O  reported he believed he
was treated with racial bias because he was an elderly white man and the officers were all
Hispanic. Mr. O  reported that officers told his neighbor, C , to go back inside.

AlbLrquerque

www,cabq.gov

EUIDENC$.BEYIEICIDT

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

Complainant Interviewed: No Witness(es) Interviewed: No

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Ernployee lnvolved: Officer W

Other Materials: Email Communicatiotrs & Analyst 1-4 Report.

Date Investigation Completed: November 21, 2024

CTTY OF ALBU

December 9, 2024

NN,l 8710-3

I

Albqucrquc - Maling Histotl 1706-2006



EINDINGS

PoliciesReviewed: 1.4.4.A.2.a(Bias-BasedPoticing)

l. U[fo[nded. Investigalion classification rvhen the investigator(s) determines, by clear and convincing
evideflce, lhal alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subject officer.

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

3. Not Sustained. Investigation classification ivhen the investigato(s) is unable to determine one way or the
1 othcr, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, rvhether the alleged misconduct either occurred or did not occur

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

5. Sustsined Violation Not Based on Original Complaint. Investigation classification wherc th€
investigator(s) determines, by a preporldemnce ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur that \ras not alleged in
the original complaint (whether CPC or intemal complainl) but lhat other misconduct rvas discovered during
lhe investigation, and by a prcpondemnce ofthe evidcnce, that nrisconduct did occur.

6. Administrrtively Closed. tnvestigation 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 sre 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.

Atldiliaulc4@$tri
1.4.4.A.2.a: Mr. O  was accommodated with two sets of cuffs and transported to the

hospital for a rnental health evaluation where he was further accommodated witlr a

wheelchair. Officers made several efforts to alleviated his discomfort about the hot unit.
Officer W treated Mr. O  fairly and respectfully. There was no indication of
mistreatment or bias-based policing. C was not instructed to go back inside. There was

no use offorce and no personnel dropped Mr. O  on his face.

a

2212-24 Officer W
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Ifyou are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision ofthe OIIice 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 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.

Ifyou have a computer available, we would geatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at http'J/nrrr.cabq.gov/cpoa/survet'. 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

]x/
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(s0s) 924-3770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satislied with the frndings and/or
recommendations of the CPOA Erecutive 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, IYM 87103, or
by email to CPOA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Board's next regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt ofthe
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modify the Directorrs
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

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

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

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.



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

I'O Box 1293

Albuquerque

NM 87103

www. cabq.gov

December 9,2024

Via Email

Re: CPC # 212-24

COMEITAINT

On 81712024,  O  submitted a complaint via telephone to the CPOA staff
regarding an incident that occurred on810612024. Mr. O  reported he was dropped
down on his face and handcuffed. Mr. O  reported the handcuffs were too tight, and
he still had marks on his wrist. Mr. O  reported he told the officers the handcuffs
were too tight, and one officer responded, "That is the procedure." Mr. O  reported
the vehicle he was put into was "holter lhan hell. " Mr. O  reported he believed he
was treated with racial bias because he was an elderly white man and the officers were all
Hispanic. Mr. O  reported that officers told his neighbor, C , to go back inside.

EYIDENCE^BEYIDWEDT

Video(s): Yes APD Report(s): Yes CAD Repo*(s): Ycs

Complainant Interviewed: No Witness(es) Interviewed: No

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee lnvolved: Sergeant F

Other Materials: Email Communications & Analyst 1-4 Report.

Date tnvestigation C.ompleted: November 21, 2024

Albuqucrquc - Mdking Hittor! 1706-2006

Cn'ILIAN PoLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

I



EINI}INCS

PoliciesReviewed: 1.4.4.A.2.a(Bias-Based Policing)

l. Unfounded. Investigation classification rvhen ihe investigator(s) determines, by clear snd convincing
evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve lhe subjectomcer.

2. Sustsined. lnvestigation classification when the investigator(s) determines, by apreponderance ofthe
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject omcer.

3. Not Sustain€d. Investigation classification when the investigato(s) is unable 10 delermine one way or the

other, by a preponderance ofthe evidcnce, \vhether the alleged misconduct eithcr occurred or did not occur.

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

' procedures, or training.

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Original Complaint. Investigation classification where the
investigalor(s) determiDes, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur that was nol alleged in
the original complaint (whether CPC or intcmal complaint) but that olher misconduct was discovered during
the investigation, alld by a preponderance oflhe evidence, that misconduct did occur.

6. Administrstively Closed. Investigation classification rvhere the investigator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor nature and do not constitute a pattem ofmisconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7
sanction, -the allegations are duplicative; -the allegations, even iftrue, do not constitute misconduct; or -the
investigation cannot be co.rducted because ofthc lack ofinformation in the complainl and further
in\estigation would be futile.

Addili0lrrc!0Drllri
1.4.4.A.2.a: Mr. O  was accommodated with two sets of cuffs and transported to the
hospital for a mcntal hcalth evaluation where he was further acconlnodated with a

wheelchair. Officers made several efforts to alleviated his discomfort about the hot unit.
Sergeant F treated Mr. O  fairiy and respectfully. Thergwas no indication of
mistreatment or bias-based policing. Cindy was not instructed to go back inside. There was

no use offorce and no personnel dropped Mr. O  on his face.

@

2212-24 Sergeant F
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You have the right to appeal this decision.Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings and/or
recommendations of the CPOA Erecutive 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, I\M 87103, or
by email to CPOA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
commuuication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Boaril's next regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt ofthe
request and the next meeting. fn order for the Advisory Board to modif the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more ofthe following:

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

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

of discretion; or

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

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

listed above.

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

Ifyou have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at http://s*rv,cabq.gov/cpoa/surver'. 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 Oversi ght Agency by

txl

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(s0s) 924-3770



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

Crulur Poucr Ol,rnsrcnr AGENCy

December 20, 2024

Via Certified Mail

 

 
  

    

Re: CPC# 217-24

PO Box 1293

EAIALAINL
On 819D024,Mr.  L  submitted an online complaint to the Civilian Police
Oversight Agency (CPOA) staff regarding an incident that occurred on 8/3/2024 at 0100
hours. Mr. L  reported that APD, with guns drawn, anived at the parking lot and
forced his family out ofthe car they were sleeping in. Hewas accused of committing a

criure, arrd his car u'as irnpr.rundcd. An oiliccr iost his rvallet u ith his ideltificalion and
lost one of his dogs. An officer told him both dogs were at the dog pound, but only one
rr:ts lhcte. 'l'lrc c,lficcI losl lris ol]rct tlog. i',,1r.1  eilr troi iIrr,l! lri:, Li,.l: rii sclrool
because all of his kid's information was in the vehicle. He lost his job.

Albuquerquc

NI{ 87103

www. cabq.gov

IYIDENCEBEYE]WEDi

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

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

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Officer E.

Other Materials: da

I).rrr ln., .1i,.,rlion Co:nirlclcrl: No., ctlhcr' 1(, ?02.1

I

Albuq*rqut - Mahitg Hittory 1706-2006



FINNINGS

Policies Reviewed: 2.52.5.A.1 and l.l.5.A.l

i l. Unfounded. lnvestigatiod classilicatiol whe[ the investigator(s) detennines, by cte,I and convinchg
I evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subject olficer.

l'oliciesRevicu,cd: 2.13.5.A.1.5

2. Sustained. Investigation classification wh€n the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
c\idencc, thc allcged rnisco dL-rct did occur l,) thu subjecl oIllc0r.

! 3. Not Sustained. Investigation classification \*tert the investigato(s) is unable to determine one way or the i

oLhcr, tr1 a picporrJcraIr.c ol^llr! !\j.je]r!., \ircihcr tl,,.llcgcii rLris"onJri.t !iilr0r oieirricr.l0r diJ rrot ercuu,.

I 4. Exonerated. Investigation classification where the investigato(s) determines, by a p,epondemnce ofthe
eviderce, thal alleged conduct in the underl),ing conrplainl did occul but did not violate APD policies,

r procedures, or training.

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

Ofc. E and his partner, conducted a high-risk traffic stop. During the OBRD video review,
weapons were drawn but kept in a low-ready position and never pointed it at Mr. L  or
Ms. W  The investigation determined by documentation in the incident report, OBRD
video review, and Ofc E s admission that he unintentionally lost Mr. L wallet. The
evidence showed no one mistrealed or used profanity at Mr. L  Ofc. E remained
professional, courteous, and respectful with Mr. L  during the encounter.
Additional items not specifically addressed via SOP were explored such as Mr. L
claim no one provided their name except Ofc E. Per the videos Mr. L  did not ask for
anvoners name. Mr. L  implied his vehicle q,as towed and claimed damage, but provided
not specifics. The vehicle was towed due to a warrant and Mr. L  did not retrieve his
vehicle persoually, a family member did, much later. When animal control came to retrieve
the dogs, ore escaped and could not be located. Animal control hasjurisdiclion over 1he care

of the animals, not APD. The CPOA recommends a written reprimand.

217-24 Officer E

6. Aclmirristrativcly Closcd. hr\cslitsrtior classiliuaLirrlI *hcrc thc iD\csrigirtor detenrlinos: lhc poiic)
violations ofa minor nature and do not constitute a pattem of misconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7
sanction, -the allegations are duplicative: -the allegations, even iftrue, do not constitute misc.onduct; or -the
ir\1-sLigrriiorr ullrroi bc colldx!1!J Lri!xr,5( ol lir. Iel o1 i li,rrruLiorr ix ilr! !uriri,lrirt, lrrJ iurllr!l
inv€stigation would be fttile.

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

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

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

of discretion; or

3) that the findings and recomrnendations were not consistent rvith the rscord 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
Oflice of Police Reform letter. Include your CPC number. The review by the Chief
Administrative Offioer is indcpendent of the Advisory Board.

lfyou have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
surveyformat@.Thankyouforparticipatingintheprocessof
civilian oversight ofthe police, ensuring officers and personnel ofthe APD are held

accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Overs ight Agency by

txl
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(s0s)924-3770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police
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December 13,2024

Via Certilied Mail

  

  
 

  

Re:. CPC#221-24

qOMEI,AINL

Ms. K  reported that her apartment bumed down, and there were looters around the
building. Ms. K  reported that she went up to the security guard, and he hit Ms. K
knocking her to the ground. Ms. K  reported that when she regained consciousness, she

sarv the officer starrding over her. Ms. l  repo(ed lhat the officer charged her with
assault. Ms. K  reported that she was in a coma for several days and had no knowledge
of charges against her or appearing in court; Ms. K  reported that when she called to
file charges againsl the security guard, there were no reports submitted. Ms. K
reported that the officer misspelled her name, and no report was made until the I 1rh.

PO Box 1293

Albr.rquerque

NM 87103

www.cabq.gov

I

Albuqucrquc - Ma*iag Hbtory 17062006

CITY OF AIBU

DYIDENCE.BECIEWEDi

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 T

Other Materials: citizen provided videos

Datc lfrvestigation Cornpleted: Novet tbct 26,2024



tr.INDINGS

PoliciesReviewed: ProceduralOrder2.l6.5.C.l
;

l. Unfounded. Investigation clrssification rvhel the investigator(s) determioes, by clear and convinchg
i evideoce, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subject oflicer.

PoliciesReviewed: ProceduralOrder2.16.5.B.4
;-

2. Sustained. lnvestigation classification when the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderanca ofthe
cridencc, th. nllc!:cd rn!sror(h,al ali(l ocarrr I-\' lhc sobic.l omccr.

Policies Reviewed: General Oder 1.1.6.C.1

4. Exonerated. Investigation classification rvhere the investigato(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies,
procedurcs, or trairring.

Policies Reviewed: Procedural Order 2.8.5.A

5. Sustairled Violation Not Based on Original Complaillt. tovestiBation classification where the
investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance oflhe evidence, misconduct did occur lhat was not alleged in
the original complaint (lvhether CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovered during
thc invcstigation, and by a preponderance ofthc evidcnce, that misconduct did occur.

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

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

AdditiqalConuslu
2.16.5.C.1-lt was confirmed that the report was submitted and approved on 07 /0712024 (the
same date as the incident.)
LL6.C.1-A review of the OBRD video confirmed that Officer T used the spelling of Ms.
K  name in his report that was given to him by Ms. K  husband

2.1 6.5.B.4-.After reviewing the OBRD Video, it was confirmed that at no time did Ms' K
advise Officer T that she was at the scene attempting to get itelns from her apartmenl that

had burned dowli, as noted iu Ofiicer l's incident report. After a review ofthe OtsRD videos

and Officel T's lepod, it u,as confirlned tlrat Officcr T's rcport had several discrepancies
compared to what was said or not said to him on the scene violating the SOP in question.

2.8.5.A-Officer T violated the policies in question as he did not record the entirety ofthe
law enforcement encounter that involved contact with the community members.

The CPOA recommends a vet'bal and rvriLtelr reprinrand for the policy irrfractions.

221-24 Officer T

3. Not Sustained. lnvestigalion classification when lhe investigato(s) is unable to determine orc $zy or the
other, by a prepooderance oflhe evidence, whether lhe alleged misconduct either occurred or did not occur.
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You have the right to appeal this decision.Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings and/or
recommendations of the CPOA Erecutive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter, communicate your desire to have an
appeal hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103, or
by email to CPOA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon reeeipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Board's next regularly
scheduleil meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt ofthe
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modi$ 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 furdings and recommendations were not consistent with the record evidence.

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

listed above.

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

If you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at http://u*rv.cabq.gov/cpoa/surve\'. 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 Oversi ght Agency by

)u
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(s0s) 924-3770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chiefof Police



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

CrlrnlN Por,rcB Ownslcsr AcENCy

Decenrber 16,2024

Via Email

R;e: CPC# 225-24

f,OMEI,AIN}

 P  reported that Officer K conducted a traffic stop on her, checked the VIN on
her vehicle door frame, " looked at my passenger then looked at me then made the
stalemenl your not going to pull a grm on me and shoot me are you".Ms P  reported
that the passenger was her biracial grandson.

I)O Box 1293

A.lbuquerque

NM 87103

rrvr,v. cabq.gov

EYIDENCI.BEYESIi

Vidco(s): Ycs APD Report(s): N/A CAD Rcpoll(:): Ycs

Complainant Interviewed: Yes Witness(es) Interviewed: No

APD Ernployee Interviewed: Yes

APD F,rnployee Involved: Oflicer K

Other Materials: Email Communications.

Date lnvestigation Conrpleted: Novernb er 27 ,2024
I



FINDINGS

PoliciesReviewed: 1.1.5.A.2(Misconduct)

i l. unfounded. lnvestigation classification *ten the iovestigator(s) detetmines, by clear ard convincinS lfV
; evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve fie subject olficer. I

3. Not Sustri[ed. lnvestigation classi{ication when the investigator(s) is unable to determine one uay or lhe
other, by a preponderalce ofthe evidence, *hether the alleged misconduct either occurred or did not occur.

4. Exonerated. Investigation classilication where the investigator(s) determines, by s preponderance ofthe
evidenc€, that alleged corduct ir! the underlying complaint did occurbut did not violate APD policies,
procedures, or training.

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

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

Addi{iolrlCanrcrtri

225-24 Officer K

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

tr

tr

tr

1.1.5.A.2: It was deterrnined that Officer K conducted a trallic stop and issued a citation for
a perceived traffic violation but did not make the reported comment. The comment made by
Officer K was presented in ajoking manner, was not racially motivated, and was used as a

de-escalation technique. Officer K was professional, patient, and non-aggressive. The video
cvidence showed Officer K was focused on obscrving the \rlN plate on the vehicle. Thc

vidco shou,ed Ms. Percz also appcared to rcact to the corrrtrenl as it u'as inlendcd as shc

laughed at the time and did not appear disturbed, but changed her demeanor when she was

inforrncd slre rvorrld rcceive a citation.

tr
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings and/or
recommendations of the CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) 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 modiff the Directorrs
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more ofthe following:

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

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

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 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.

Ifyou have a compnter available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at htlp://'r'rtrv.cabq.gov/cpoa/surve'r'. 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 Oversi ght Agency by

,rJ ]X/
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(50s) 924-3770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

[)O Box 1293

Albuquerque

NM 87103

www.cabq.gov

CwILIAN PoLIcE OvERsIGHT AGENCY

December 26,2024

Via Email

R.eICPC#231-24

COMEI.AINL

On 0812412024,  R  submitted a complaint to CPOA via email regarding
an incident that occurred on 08/1912024 at2000 hours. Mr. R  reported that PSA L
violated his rights by using excessive force to solve a situation that could have easily
been de-escalated. PSA L was unprofessional and abused his power in his handling ofa
crash that had already b€en reported.

EUIDENCE.BEYIEEDDi

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

Complainant lntewiewed: Yes Witness(es) Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: PSA L

Other Materials: Email Commuuications, Towing Invoice, & Complainant Evidence

Date Inyestigation Completed: December 10, 2024
1

Albuqucrqu - Mahing Hittory l7N-2006

Mr. R  reported that his vehicle was in a safe position and not blocking traffic. Mr.
R  ordered his own tow truck but PSA L arrived on the scene and instructed Mr.
R tow truck operator to put his vehicle down. PSA L then had his vehicle towed
by Acme Towing, who requested payment for Mr. R  to retrieve his vehicle. Mr.
Registrc reported that his tow company also charged him.



IINDINGS

Policies Reviewed: 2.52.5,A.1 (Use of Force)

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

Policies Reviewed: 1.1 .6.A.1 (Conduct)

2. Sustained. Investigation classification r-tfien the investigator(s) detemines, by a preponderance of$e
evidence, the alleged misco[duct did occul by lhe subject officer.

3. Not Sustrined. Investigation classilic8tion $,ircn the investigato(s) is unable to determine one \ ay or the
otier, by a prepondemnce ofthe evidence, whether the alleged misconduct either occured or did not occur.

Policies Reviewed: 2.48.4.A.1 .d (Towing Services)

4. Exonerrted. Investigation classification \,r,he.e the investigato(s) determines, by a prepond€ranc. ofthe
evidence, that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies,
procedurcs, or training.

Policies Reviewed: 2.8.5.A (OBRD) & 2.48.4.8.1.b (reporting of tow)

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Original Complrint. lnvesrigation classification where the
investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in
lhe origiml complaint (whether CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misconduct r,r'as disclvered during
the investigatioo, and by a preponderance ofthe evidence, that misconduct did occur.

6. Admitristrrtively Closcd. Investigation classification $tere the investigator dete.mines: 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 a.re duplic{tivei -lhe 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.

AdditislllCqeueilu
l. I .6.A.1 : PSA L brought discredit and impaired the departrnent's efficiency when he

unla*fully ordered Dugger's Towing to release the vehicle into the custody ofAcme
Towing.
2.8.5.A: PSA L failed to properly activate his OBRD through the entirety ofthe situation.
2.48.4.A.1.d: PSA L properly ordered the tow ofthe vehicle. The vehicle had been involved
in a crash and was left parked on the comer ofthe intersection and up on the sidewalk. The
vehicle was blocking the sidewalk and sidewalk ramps. Approximately half(rear) ofthe
vehicle was protruding beyond the curb and into the intersection. Mr. R  left the scene

and his vehicle prior to the arrival ofthe tow truck he had requested, therefore requiring PSA

L to take action when he came upon the crashed vehicle.
2.48.4.B. I .b: PSA L did not complete a report.
2.52.5.A.1: PSA L did not use any force.
The CPOA recommends a verbal reprimand, a written reprimand and an 8 hour suspension

for the various policy infractions.

a
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231-24 PSAL
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the frndings and/or
recommendations of the CPOA Erecutive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekenils) of receipt of this letter, communicate your desire to have an
appeal hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing adilressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.O. Bor 1293, Albuquerque, I\M 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 nert meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modify the Directorrs
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more ofthe following:

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

2) That the findings or recommendations were arbitrary, caprioious 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 Offioe ofPolice Reform or
any matter relating to the Office of Police Reform's handling of the complaint you may
tequest a review of the complaint by the City's Chief Administrative Officer by sending a letter
to the Offrce 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 Olficer is independent of the Advisory Board.

If you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
surveyformat@.Thankyouforparticipatingintheprocessof
civilian oversight ofthe police, ensuring officers and personnel ofthe APD are held
accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civitian Police Oversi ght Agency by

)xl
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(sDs) 924-3770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police DePartment Chief of Police



UER UE

Albuquerque

N lvl 87103

wwu,. cabq.gov

Crur-r,c,N Por,rcE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

Rel. CPC#235-24

C0I&LAINt
Mr. O reported that he was trying to file a missing person's report for his son. Mr O
stepped outside to speak with Officer P and Officer T. Mr. O reported that Officer P had
walked into his residence and ordered that she speak to his other two children and that
Mr. O's partner go outside. Mr. O reported that his partner explained that she just got the
kids to go to sleep and asked, "ls it necessary to wake them up?" Mr. O reported that
Officer P told his partner that she didn't care and asked his partner again to step outside.
Mr. O reported that while Olficer P was in the home conducting some sort of search and
questioning his kids, the other the other officer told them that they had already found his
missing child. Mr. O reported that Officer P had no right going into his home.

ECIDDNCD.BEWWDi

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: Oflicer T

Other Materials: da

Date Investigation Completed: December 20, 2024

CTTY OF AIBU

December 31, 2024

Via Certified Mail

I'O Box 1293

I

Albuquerqw - Makiag Hi$ory 1706-2006



EINDINGI

l. Unfoulded. lnvestigalion classilicalion when the investigator(s) determines, by clea, and convincing
evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subject office..

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

3. Not Sust|ined. Investigatiol classification rfien the investigato(s) is unable to dete.mine one rvay or the
other, by a preponde.ance ofthe evidence, whether the alleged misconduct either occurred or did not occur.

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

Policies Reviewed: Procedural Order 2.8.5.D.1

5. Sustsined Violstion Not Bascd oo Original Complaint. Investigation classification where the
investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe evide[ce, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in
the original complaint (whether CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misconduct \.trs discovered during
the investigation, and by a preponderance ofthe evidence, that misconduct did occur.

6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classification where the investigalor detemines: The policy
violations ofa minor nature and do nol constitute a patlem of misconducl (i.e. a violation subject to a class ?
sanction, -the allegations are duplicalive; .the allegations, even iftrue, do not constitute misconduct; or -the
inv€stigation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformalion in thc complaint, and further
investigation would b€ futile.

AdditiqlglrcoED.ellli
2.8.5.D. l -A review of the OBRD Videos confirmed that Officer T deactivated his OBRD
prior to all his intended contact with the individuals involved in the incident being lerminated
and failed to document the reason that the recording event was not captured in its entirety per
policy.
The CPOA recommends a written reprimand.

a

2235-24 Officer T
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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) ofreceipt of this letter, communicate your desire to have an
appeal hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103, or
by email to CPOA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Board's next regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt ofthe
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modifu the Director's
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 frndings and recommendations were not consistent with the record evidence.

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

Ifyou are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision ofthe Offrce ofPolice Reform or
any matter relating to the Office of Police Reform's handling of the complaint you may
request a review of the complaint by the City's Chief Administrative Officer by sending a letter
to the Offrce 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 ofthe
Offrce ofPolice 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://*rrrv.cabq.Fov/cDoa/sun e\'. 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 Oversi ght Agency by

txl
Diane McDemott
Executive Director
(s05) 924-3770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police
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PO Box 1293

Albuquerquc

NN,t 8710J

www.cabq.gov

CTVTLIAN PoLICE O\aERSIGHT AGENCY

December 31, 2024

Via Certifred Mail

 

R:e, CPC#235-24

COMEIAINL

Mr. O reported that he was trying to file a missing person's report for his son. Mr. O
stepped outside to speak with Ofncer P and Officer T. Mr. O reported that Officer P had
walked into his residence and ordered that she speak to his other two children and that
Mr. O's partner go outside. Mr. O reported that his partner explained that she just got the
kids to go to sleep and asked, "ls it necessary to wake them up?" Mr. O reported that
Officer P told his partner that she didn't care and asked his pa(ner again to step outside.
Mr. O reported that while Officer P was in the home conducting some sort of search and
questioning his kids, the other the other officer told them that they had already found his
missing child. Mr. O reported that Officer P had no right going into his home.

EYIDENCEXEYIEWEDI

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: Offrcer P

Other Materials: da

Date Investigation Completed: December 20, 2024

Albquaquc - MaLing Hi*ory 170G2006

CTTY OF ALBU UE

I



FINDI NGS

Policies Reviewed: General Order 1.1.5.C.2

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

2. Sustained. Investigatio[ classification $ten the investigator(s) detemines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by lhe subject officer,

3. Not Sustrined. Investigation classification when the investigato(s) is un.ble to determine one way or the
other, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, whether the alleged misconduct either occurrcd or did not occur.

Policies Reviewed: Procedural Orders 2.?1.4.A.1 and General Order l.l.5.A.l

4. Exonerrted. Investigatio[ classilication $,here the investigato(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, that alleged conducl in the underlying complaint did occu. but did not violate APD policies,
procedurcs, or training.

PoliciesReviewed: ProceduralOrder2.S.5.D.l

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

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

Addilio&LCeneqlri
2.71.4.A.1- Officer P did not search the house, was let into the home by Ms. S, and only
interviewed the children based on the allegations that had been brought up during her
previous interviews earlier in the evening. 1.1.5.C.2+he evidence showed, Officer P did not
violate the policy in question as she did not tell Ms. S to leave the home, and although
Officer P stated she may have had one previous interaction with Mr. O, there was no other
evidence provided to corroborate that Officer P had an issue with Mr. O. l.l.5.A-l-OflicerP
confirmed she made the comments in question toward the complainants and provided her
reasoning, which was corroborated through the review ofthe OBRD video. Although the
comments in question from Officer P were made they did not violate policy 2.8.5.D.1-A
review ofthe OBRD Videos confirmed that Officer P deactivated her OBRD prior to all her
intended contact with the individuals involved in the incident being terminated and failed to
document the reason that the recording event was not captured in its entirety per policy.
The CPOA recommends a written reprimand.
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You have the right to appeal this decision, Ifyou are uot 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 trumber. 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 busine.ss days between the receipt ofthe
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modify the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more ofthe following:

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

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

of discretion; or

3) that the findings and recommendations were not consistsnt 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://llqrv.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 Oversi ght Agency by

)xl
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(sls) 924-3770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

If you are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision of the Office of Police Reform or
any matter relating to the 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 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.



CITY OF ALBU UER

CTVILIAN PoLIcE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

December 31, 2024

Via Certified Mail

Re: CPC # 238-24

COEIAINL
Mr. A  reported that Sergeant M had shown up at his home and informed him that
someone had called, claiming that Mr. A  had a gun. Mr. A  reported that he

was a disabled veteran and did not appreciate Sergeant M's comment, "This is a new
world." Mr. A  reported that Sergeant M  comment was opposite gender
discrimination. Mr. A  reported that Sergeant M asked Mr. A  if she had made
things worse for him by going to his home. Mr. A  reported that he was currently in
a dispute with the probate court, and APD was making it worse by going to his house.

PO Box 1293

Albuquerquc

NM 87103

www.cabq.gov

DIIDENCI,.BEEII,]IIEDr

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

Complainant Interviewed: Yes Wihess(6) Interviewed: N/A

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Sergeant M

Other Materials: n/a

Date Investigation Completed: December 16, 2024
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FINNINGS

Policies Reviewed: General Order L4.4.A.2 & l.l.5.A.l

l. Unfounded. Investigation classification when the hvestigator(s) determioes, by clear and convincing
evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did dot involve the subjectoflicer. a
2. Sustained. Investigation classificalion wheo the investigato(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, tle alleged misconduct did occur by the subject ofEcer.

3. Not Sustaincd. Investigation classification when the iovestigato(s) is umble io determine one way or the
other, by a prcponderance ofthe eviden@, whether the alleged misconduct either occuned or did not occur.

Policies Reviewed:

4. Exoner8ted. lnvestigation classilication where the investigato(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence,lhat alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did ocaurbut did not violate APD policies,
procedures, or lraining.

5, Sustsined Violrtion Not Based on Originrl Comphint. lnvestigation classification $,here the
investigato(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, misconduct did occurthat was not alleged in
the original complaint (whether CPC or intemal complaiflt) but that other misconduct u,as discovered during
the investigation, and by a prcponderance ofthe evidence, that misconduct did occur.

6. Administratively Closcd. Investigation classification wher€ the investigator detemines: The policy
violations ofa minor nature 8nd do nol constitute a pattem ofmisconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7
sanction, -the .llegations are duplicative; -the allegations, even iftrue, do not constitute misconduct; or -lhe
investigation caonot b€ conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complaint, ald further
investigation would be futile.

Addiliqrl,rcquaqtli
1.4.4.A.2-After a review of the OBRD video, the CPOA lnvestigator did not observe any
form of discrimination from Sergeant M toward Mr. A  After a review of the interviews
and the OBRD Video, it was confirmed that Sergeant M did make a form of the comment in
question; however did not violate the policy in question and was not in the context as the
complainant alleged.

l.l.5.A.l-A review ofthe OBRD video confirmed that Sergeant M did not violate the policy
in question, as the CPOA Investigator did not observe Sergeant M being unprofessional
toward Mr. A  during their interaction.

2238-24 Sergeant M
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings and/or
recommendations of the CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) ofreceipt of this letter, communicate your desire to have an
appeal hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103, or
by email to CPoA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Board's next regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt ofthe
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modi$ the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more ofthe following:

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

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

of discretion; or

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

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

listed above.

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

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Overs ight Agency by

txl
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(s05) 924-3770

l

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

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



CITY OF ALBU UER

PO Box 129-1

Albuquerque

NM 87103

wrtr.cabq. gov

CTyILIAN POLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

December 31, 2024

To File

Ret CPC # 240-24

COMEIAINL

Mr. W  reported that he was threatened by another citizen while at the
substation. Mr. W  told the woman behind the counter to get a cop as the other
driver was threateninE him. Mr. W  reported that apparently, according to
Officer B, that wasn't a threat enough to even tell someone to chill. Officer B responded,
and Mr. W  told him that Mr. W  had every right to be irate as he was
being harassed and threatened in a police station. Mr. W  reported that not only
did Officer B not respond to that or the threats, but he was directly lied to by both other
parties, and when he was told that the cameras would show as much, he did nothing.

Albuqtcrquc - Ivla|ing Historl 17 '2006

UE

EYIDEI{CI.EEYIEEEDi

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

Complainant Interviewed: No Witness(es) Interviewed: ]rJs

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Officer B

Other Materials: da

Date Investigation Complaed: December 18, 2024



You have the right to appeel this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings and,/or
recommendations ofthe cPoA Executive I)irector within 30 catendar 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. Bor 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 nert regutarly
scheduled mecting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt ofthe
request and the nert meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modi$ the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrete one or more ofthe following:

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

2) That the fmdings 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 OIIice 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.

Ifyou have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at http://surv.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 Oversi ght Agency by

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

"*?-'

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police
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FTNDINGS

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

3. Not Sustrined. lnvestigation classilication when the investigato(s) is unable to d€termine one lvay or the
otheq by a preponderance ofthe evidence, whether the alleged misconduct eithe. occurred o. did not occur.

Policies Reviewed: General Order 1.1.6.C.1

4, Exonerated. Investigation classification wfiere the investigato(s) determiles, by a prepooderance ofthe
evidence, that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies,
proceduIes, or training.

5, Sustained Violation Not Based on Original Complaint. Irvestigation classification where the
investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur that was no1 alleged in
the original complaint (whether CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovered during
the investigation, and by a preponderance ofthe evidence, that misconduct did occur.

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

AddilierElrcororrlsi
l.l.6.C.l-A review of the OBRD Videos confirmed that Officer B spoke with both parties
involved and while Officer B was asking Mr. W  to provide additional details in how
the other party had threatened him, Mr. W  advised he would take it up with a

Detective, asked if he was free to go and then Mr. W  left the substation.

Without Mr. W  participating in the interview process, the CPOA Investigator was
unable to gather additional details and clarification from what Mr. W  was

specifically complaining about, but based on what was noted in his written complaint and a

review ofthe OBRD videos and interview, Officer B did not violate the policy in question.

2240-24 Officer B

2. Sustrined. Investigation classification when the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderarce ofrhe
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject oflicer. Ll
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CITY OF ALBU UER UE

PO Box 129-3

Albuquerquc

NM 87103

www. cabq.gov

C TT,TAN PoI,TCE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

Deccrnbcr 16,2024

Via Email

P':e:. CPC# 279-24

COIGIAINf,.

On 1012312024,  G reported that Commander DG and an unknown
APD employee walked out ofa 100 Club luncheon during an emotionally powerful
speech which was disrcspectful and disappointing.

EYIDENCF.BEYIEIEDi

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

Complainant Interviewed: No Witness(es) Interviewed: Yes

AI'D Eqrloycc lntervierved: Ycs

APD Eurployee lnvolved: Lieulenaut R

Other Mate als: Email Communications & Text Message Screenshots.

Date Investigation Completed: November 25, 2024

Albuquctquc - Llahing History 1706-2006



FTNDINGS

Policies Reviewed: f .l.6.A.l.b

l. Unfounded. Investigation classification $,hen the hvestiSator(s) determines, by clear and convincing
evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subject ollicer.

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

, 3. Not Sustained. Investigation classification when tie investigato(s) is unable lo determine one way orthe r

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

4. Exoneraled. lnvestigatio[ classification where the investigato(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe ]

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

5. Sustai[ed Violation Not Based on Original Complaint. Investigation classification lvhere the
invesligator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in
the original complaint (whether CPC or int€mal complaint) but that other misconduct rras discovered during
the investigation, and by a preponderance ofthe evidence, that misconduct did occur.

6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classilication lrlre.e the investigato. determines: The policy
violations ofa minor nature and do not constitute a pattern ofmisconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7
sanction, -the allegations are duplicative; -the allegations. even iftrue, do not conslitute misconduct; or -the
invesiigation cannot be conducted because oflhe lack ofinformation i, lhe complain! and further
investigation would be futile.

AddiliolatCqnnr.rt[
It was determined that the reported allegations of misconduct were grossly untrue. Multiple
100 Club witnesses, the agenda, and evidence provided by the employees established the

time line of departure versus the speech referenced. The complainant was not identified as an

attendee ofthe event. The involved personnel left between discussions regarding financial
topics and before the reported speecli occurred. They attended the luncheon for as long as

thcir plofcssional schcclulcs rvould allou,and thcn lclt to attetrd a n'trtldalcd ntccting.

279-24 Lieutenant R
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings anrVor
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 uumber. Upon receipt of the
communication, a heariug on the matter will be scheduled at the Boardts next regularly
scheduled meeting providetl there is at least 14 business days between the receipt ofthe
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modifr 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 arbihary, capricious or oonstituted 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 of the Office ofPolice Reform or
any matter relating to the Offrce of Police Reform's handling of the complaint you may
request a review ofthe complaint by the City's Chief Administrative Officer by sending a letter
to the Office of the Mayor, P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103. Your request must be in
writing and within 30 calendar days (inclusive of holidays and weekends) of receipt of the
Ofhce of Police Reform letter. Include your CPC number. The review by the Chief
Administrative Officer is independent of the Advisory Board.

Ifyou have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at http://r'rr*.cabcl.gov/cooa/surve'r'. Thank you for participating in the process of
civilian oversight ofthe police, ensuring offrcers and personnel ofthe APD are held
accountable, and improving the process.

The Civilian Police Overs ight Agency by

)1/
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(sls) 924-3770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

Sincerely,



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

CnrLLq,N Polrcn OwRsrcsr AGENCy

Dcccrnber 16,2024

Via Email

Idle: CPC # 279-24

COIGI/AINE.

On 1012112024,  G  reported that Commander DG and an unknown
APD employee walked out of a 100 Club luncheon during an emotionally powerful
speech which was disrespectful and disappointing.

PO Box 1293

Albuquerquc

NN{ 87r03

www.cabq.gov

IUPENCESDYUiWEDi

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

Complainant Interviewed: No Witness(es) Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee lnterviewed: Ycs

APD Employee lnvolved: Conrniauder f)G

Other Materials: Email Communications & Text Message Screenshots.

Date Investigation Completed : Novernb cr 25 , 2024

Albuquctqu - Maliry Hittory l7M-2006



EINDINGI

PoliciesReviewed: l.l.6.A.l.b

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

2. Sustained. lnvestigation classification rvhen thc investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence,lhe allcged nisconduct did occur by lhe subject oflicer.

3. Not Sustained- lnvestigation classification when the investigato(s) is unable to deterrnine one way or the l

other, by a preponderance ofthe evidelce, whether the alleged misconduct either occufied or did not occur. i

4. Exotlerated. lnvestigation classification where the investigato(s) determines, by a preponderance ofihe
evidenc&, that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies,
procedures, or traini g.

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Original Complaint. Investigation classification where the
investigator(s) determines, by a pr€ponderance ofthe evidencc, misconduct didoccutthat \vas not alleged in
the original complaint (whether CPC or intemal complaint) but that olher misconduct was discovered during
the investigation, and by a prepondemnce ofthe evidence, that misconduct did occur.

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

sanction, -the allegations are duplicative; -the allegations, even iftrue, do nol constitute misconduct; ot -the

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

Addiliqrelrcerq0r,ilu
It was determined that the reported allegations of misconduct were grossly untrue. Multiple
100 Club witnesses, the agenda, and evidence provided by the employees established the

time line of departure versus the speech referenced. The complainant was not identified as an

attendee ofthe event. The involved personnel left between discussions regarding financial
topics and before the reported speech occurred. They attended the luncheon for as long as

thcir professiona! schcdules u,ould allou'and then !efl to attend a n'lalldatcd nrccting

2279-24 Commander DG
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You have the right to appeal this decision.Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings aniVor
recommendations of the CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekenils) 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 senil your request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, trlM 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 provideil 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 dernonstrate one or rnore of the following:

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

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

of discretion; or

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

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

listed above.

Ifyou are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision ofthe Office ofPolice Reform or
any matter relating to the Offioe 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 lefter. Include your CPC number. The review by the Chief
Administrative Olficer is independent of the Advisory Board.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

)x/
Diane McDcrmott
Executive Director
(s}s) 924-3770

lfyou have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at http'J/$rr$.cabq.eov/cpoa/surve\'. 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.

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

Crvrlun PoLrcE OVERSIGHT AcENCy

ltcccrllrcr I ti, 2024

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

NM 87103

www.cabq.gov

To F'ile

Re: Cl'C # 286-24

COMEI.AINL

On 1110112024,  R  submitted a complaint with the APD IAPS regarding a
search warrant being served by the APD at a passage parlor on 10/2912024. Mr. R
,,,-.-,r ,'lr! ^t y: i111,rr1f.11-.,rr.r.cin1 r,,,:,. l/'O.L,.,:.t, 1l'I .,li,,. :, Il. 1,liiltr,t
specily how much. Mr. R repo(ed that an oflicer had struck a female over the head
with a pistol, resulting in her having to get stitches. Mr. R  added that the officers
were wearing masks when they served a search warrant.

EYIDENCE-BEYIEEEDT

Video(s): Ycs APD Report(s): Ycs CAD [{eport(s): Yes

Corrplainant Tntervierved: Yes Witness(es) Inten icu'ed: N/A

,i i , ,1,,1,,-'.. l,riLr... .,1.1.,.'i

/r[)D Iirrtplovcc lrrvoh,cd: Nol Apltlir:ab1c

(rilrrt l\lirlrrii1l' : lirnlil ('onrntLtttjc:tliotr;. ( otIrp):rirII SttiIrttlled ['1 l1cril]s. & S( )l' 2 7:i.

lr,rt I r. t; ,, ij. rl (i,Irlrl, lcil. 1r1,11 r'111lrr'1 lti lt)14

i

Albuqurqw - Maling Hittor! 1706-2006



F'I NDI NGS

1. Unfounded, lnvestigation classification when the inrestigator(s) determines, by clear and convincing
evidence, thal alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve lhe subject officer.

2. Sustaincd. lnvcstigatioI classification \vhcD rhc in\'csligator(s) detcrnrires, by a preponderauce ofthe
rlicicirc,:. tLr: rllcSi:.1r:iscorruuri dll or:cLr ii) lir. !ri5l.(l.rllr.!r. t-l

3. Not Stlstaiued. Invcsligalioo classificalion \hlrD thc invcsliSalo(s) is unablc h deternriDe onc \\'a! or lhe

,.:l r.l..r , il .. -,

4. Exonerated. Investigation classificalion \ lerc thc invcstigalo(s) dclcrmines, by 8 preJDndcrnnc€ oflhc
cvideDce, that aileged conduct ir the underlyiDg complaiflt did ocaur but did not violate APD policies,
procedures, or training.

5, Sustrined Violation Not Based on Original Complaint. Investigation classification where the
investigator(s) determines, by a prcponderancc ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur that \,!as nol allegcd in
the origirlal complaint (u,hether CPC or inlemal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovered during
the investigation, and by a preponderance ofthe evidence, lhat misconduct did occur.

6. Administratively Closed. lnvestigalion classification where the investigator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor nature and do rlot clnstitute a pattem ofmisconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7

sanction, .the allegations ffe duplicative; -lhe allegslions, even iflrue, do not constitute misconduct; ot -the

iovestigation cannot be conducted because oflhe lack ofinformation in the complainl and furlhe.
invesligation would be futile.

Addiliuelrcansr,il$
This case was Administratively Closed as the complaint was withdrawn, and no evidence of
a violation in reference to this complaint was discovered during a review ofthe available

evidence.

286-24 Not Applicable

a



You have the right to appeal this decision. rfyou are not satisfied with the findings anil/or
recommendations of the CPOA Executive Direc(or s,ithin 30 calcndar days (irclusive 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. Bor 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103, or
by email to CPoA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon reeeipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Board,s next regularly
scheduleil meeting providetl there is at least 14 business days between the receipt ofthe
request and the next meeting. In order for the Atlvisory Board to modify the Director's
findings, 1,our nppcal must dcmrrnstratc onc or rnore of the following:

1) A policy r.;as lrisapplied in1he evaluation ofthu r.:omplaint;

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

ofdiscretion; or

3) that the finCingl and rcconl-tnend;rtjorrs r,,,ete nc1 consist(,nl witli tire record 
'Jvidcnce.

Administratively closed complaints maybe re-oponed 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 Offioe 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, Albuqucrque, NM 87103. Your request must be in
writing and within 30 calendar days (inclusive of holidays and weekends) of receipt ofthe
Office of Police Reform letter. Include your CPC number. The review by the Chief
Administrative Officer is independent of the Advisory Board.

Ii you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at http://n*rt.cabcl.gov/cpoa/survet'. 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 Overs ight Agency by

)xl
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(s05) 924-3170

J

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

NM 87101

www.cabq.gov

CIVTLTAN POLTCE UVERSIGHT AGIINCY

Deccrrrbcr 18,2024

Vra Emarl

 

Rc: CPC # 305-24

COMPI,AINT:

On 1111612024,  L  submitted an online complaint to the CPOA and CPOAB
reg ding an incident that occurrcd on 1111512024. Mr. L  reported that he was
crossing llrc strcct in thc cr'oss\\,alli u4rcn lin APD vc'hicle slnrclr hinr.

F',VI tIF',NCF. REVIEWFIT:

\tideo(s): Ycs APD Report(s): Ycs CAD l{cpoll(s): Ycs

Complainant lntervierved: No Witness(es) lntervierved: N/A

AI)l) Ilnployce lnvoh,ed: Not Applicablc

Orlrc| Malc|ials: I}Iail Courtt.tuuications & ('ABQ OI'dinancc.

i )r,rr' lrrr'..lilrl io:r Cr,trrIlcltd: )lrtt,r'tll1)rrl. ?f, 20)/

Albuqucrq* - Making Historl 1706-2006



l. Unfoutldcd. lnrcstigation classification \\lrcn lhe invcstigator(s) delellnines, by clear a1d conyincirg
revidence,thatallegedmisconductdidnoloccurordidnotinvolvethesubjectofficer.

FINDIN(;S

2- Srrstaincd. IrYcstigolion classification \yhcn lhe i[\,eslig.ior(s) dctcllltires, by a preponderance oflhe
ci'iricrrcc. thr rlicgr:,1 rrris,ior'iLrc1(iiq t,c( t l,r i,,t sui,,:.r urJicU.

3. Not Sustained. Investigation classificatiol \\,iren thc i[vestigalo(s) is unable to determine one way or the
olllcr. l)\ u l)reponder:lncc ofthc' ctidcrrcc- r'.hc1lrcr th. rllc!c(l nriscondlrct cithcr occur rcd ot did not occlu.

4. Exonerated. Invesligation classillcalion wlrere the irvcstigator(s) dctermines, by a prcpondemnce oflhc
, evidencc, that slleged conduct in the underlying complainl did occur but did not violate APD policies,
. prccedures, or training.

5. Sustrined Violation Not Based on Originel Compl&int. Invesligarion classification N.here the
investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe evidcnce, misconduct did occurthat rvas not alleged in
the original complaint (whether CPC or intcmal complaint) but that other misconducl was discovered during
the investigation, and by a preponderdnce ofthe evidence, that ntisconduct did occur.

6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classification where the investigator delermines: The policy
violations ofa minor nature and do not constitute a patlem ofmisconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7
sanction, -the allegations sre duplicativei -thc allegations, even iftrue, do not coostitute misconducl; or -thc
investigation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complaint, and further
irvestigation would be futile.

Additional Comments:

This investigation was Administmtively Closed because the allegations were duplicative and

reportedly crirninal, and the AI'D had already taken documented actions to investigate the
incident and complaint. The APD IAPS case number is 12024-001l9l. Results may be

obtained through an inspection ofpublic records request upon completion ofthe IAPS case.

305-24 Not Appiicabic
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satislied with the findings aniVor
recommendations of the CPOA Executivc Director within 30 calcnder 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. Bor 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103, or
by email to CPoA@cabq.gov. lnclurle your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Boardrs next regularly
scheduled meetiug proyided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt ofthe
request anal the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modi$ the Director's
findings,1,our appeal must demonstratc one or more of the follon'ing:

1) A prlicy r,,;as misapplied in the evalualion of thg complaint;

2) That the frndings or reoommendations were arbitrary, capricious or constituted an abuse

ofdiscretion; or

3) that the findings and recom.mendations were not consistent with the lecord evidenco.

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

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

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

lf you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
surveyformat@'Thankyouforparticipatingintheprocessof
civilian oversight ofthe police, ensuring officers and personnel ofthe APD are held

accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversi ght Agency by

n/
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(.505) 924-3770

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police
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