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The CPOA Executive Director's findings in each case are listed below. The following
notifications of the findings were provided to the citizen(s) during January 2024. The
findings become part ofthe officer's file, ifapplicable.
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CITY OF ALBU UER UE
Crur-uN PoLrcE Orunsrcur AcENcy

lantary 11,2024

Via Email

Re: CPC # 293-22

PO Box 129-l COMEI.AINL
On 1211412022,  C  submitted a complaint online regarding an incident that
occurred on 1211412022 at l3l5 hours at the Albuquerque Public Schools (APS). Ms.
C  reported that she was informed that the Albuquerque Police Department (APD)
provided APS with a copy ofher restraining order and called herjob. Ms. C
implied that she had an audio recording and believed her rights had been violated.

Albr-rquerquc

NM 8710.3

www.cabq.gov

EYIDET{CI.8IJII.IUED:

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

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

APD Employee Interviewed: No

APD Employee Involved: Sergeant L

Other Materials: Not Applicable

Date Investigation Completed: September 27 ,2021
I



FINDINGS

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

2. Sustained. Investigation classification whcn the investigator(s) determilles, by a preponderance ofthe
cvidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject officer.

3. Not Sustained. Invcstigation classification when thc invcstigato(s) is unable to detcrmine one way or the

other, by a preponderance ofthe evidcnce, whether the allcgcd misconduct either occuncd or did not occur,

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

5. Sustained Violation Not Based ort Original Complaint. Inv€stigation classilication where the
investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in
the original complaint (wherher CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misconducl was discovered during
the investigation, afld by a preponderance ofthe evidence. that misconduct did occur.

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

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

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

AddiliallLclotlf.llli
This complaint investigation was administratively closed because it was determined that it
was duplicative of CPC 302-22. Ms. C  never provided the evidence she mentioned to

the CPOA investigator.

2293-22 Sergeant L
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings ofthe
CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive ofholiday and weekends) of
receipt ofthis letter, communicate your desire to have an appeal hearing before the CPOA
Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the CPOA Director. Please send your
request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103 or by email CPOA@cabq.gov. Include
your CPC number. Please note, at this time the AdvisorT Board is being reconligured so no
hearings will take place until regularly scheduled meetings occur. Ifyour appeal request is
frled timely you will be notilied of when your appeal will be scheduled and more
information will follow. Once normal procedures resume the appeal hearings will proceed
as specified in the Oversight Ordinance 9-4-l-10. In order for the Advisola Board to
modifo the Director's findings your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

A) The frndings by the Director had no explanation that would lead to the conclusion made; or,

B) The fmdings by the Director were not supported by evidence that was available at the time of
the investigation; or,

C) The APD policy or APD policies that were considered by the Director were the wrong

policies or they were used in the wrong way; or,

D) The APD policy or APD policies considered by the Director were chosen randomly or they

do not address the issues in your complaint.

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

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

Advisory Board.

Ifyou have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survev form at http://wwu'.cabq .sov/cDoa/surveY. There was a delay in the issuance of findings
due to the interim status of the Executive Director. Your patience is appreciated.

Thank you for participating in the process ofcivilian oversight ofthe police, ensuring officers
and personnel of the APD are held accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Poli Oversight Agency by

,!u^,1^,
Diane McDermott
Interim Executive Director
(505) 924-3770

3
cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CTTY OF ALBU UER
Crvllnn PoLICE OrtRsIcnr AcrNcy

lantary 29,2024

Via Email

 
  

CAMEI.AINL
Ms. Q  reported that it had been over thirty minutes since she had called 911 about an

assault in progress between Ms. Q  and her sister. Ms. Q  was upset that no officer
had arrived. Ms. Q  reported that the dispatcher did not prioritize her call correctly
and did not ask for the victim's information. Ms. Q  reported that her mother and
young daughter were also victims of an assault. Ms. Q  reported that the dispatcher
did not ask for the names ofthe other victims involved (her mother and daughter.)

Nlvl 87101

wr*w.cabq.gov

IYIDENCI.BEYIEWEDT

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

Complainant lnterviewed: !g5 Witness(es) Interviewed: N/A

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: OPerator M

Other Materials: Emergency Communications Checklist and 911 audio recordings

Date Investigation Completed: January I0, 2024

PO Box l29l

I

UE

Re: CPC #219-23

Albuquerque



FINDINGS

Policies Reviewed: Procedural Order 2.100.4.B.8.f.i and General Order t.l.5.A.l

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

2. Sustained. lnvcstigation classification whcn the investigator(s) dctermines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject officer.

3. Not Sustained. Investigation classificalion when the investigato(s) is unable to determine one way or the
other, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, whether the alleged misconduct either occu[ed or did not occur.

Policies Reviewed: ProceduralOrder2.l00.4.8.8.i.i

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

a

a

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Original Complaint. Invesigation classification where the
investigator(s) dctcrmines, b) a preponderancc ofthe evidence. misconduct did occur that was not alleged in
the original complaint (whethcr CPC or intornal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovercd during
the investigation. and by a prcpondcrance ofthc evidence. that misconduct did occur.

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

AddiliqlllCsnurllli
2.100.4.B.8.f.i-After a review of the SOP and the 9l I recorded call from Ms. Q  it was
confirmed that the call-in question was correctly categorized as a priority 2.
2.100.4.8.8.i.i-After a review of the 911 recorded phone call between Ms. Q  and
Operator M, it was confirmed that Ms. Q  advised Operator M that Ms. A  assaulted
Ms. Q  daughter with water and Ms. Q  mother with frosting. During the phone
call. Operator M did ask if anyone was hurt or if any weapons were involved and Ms. Q
stated no to both questions. It was also confirmed that Ms. Q  never told Operator M that
Ms. Q  mother was allergic to coconut, per the complaint.
After a review ofthe Emergency Communications checklist, and review ofthe recorded 9l I
conversation between Ms. Q  and Operator M, it was conhrmed that Operator M used the
checklist appropriately per the policy in question.
1.1.5.A.1-After a review of the recorded 9l 1 call between Ms. Q  and Operator M, it was
confirmed that Operator M was not unprofessional toward Ms. Q  during their phone
conversation and did not violate the SOP in question.

2219-23 Operator M

tr



You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings ofthe
CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of holiday and weekends) of
receipt ofthis letter, communicate your desire to have an appeal hearing before the CPOA
Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the CPOA Director. Please send your
request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103 or by email CPoA@cabq.gov. Include
your CPC number. Please note, at this time the Advisory Board is being reconfigured so no
hearings will take place until regularly scheduled meetings occur. Ifyour appeal request is
filed timely you will be notified of when your appeal will be scheduled anil more
information wiII follow. Once normal procedures resume the appeal hearings will proceed
as specilieil in the Oversight Ordinance 9-4-1-10. In order for the Advisory Board to
modify the Director's fmilings your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

A) The findings by the Dtector had no explanation that would lead to the conclusion made; or,

B) The frndings by the Director were not supported by evidence that was available at the time of
the investigation; or,

C) The APD policy or APD policies that were considered by the Director were the wrong

policies or they were used in the wrong way; or,

D) The APD policy or APD policies considered by the Director were chosen randomly or they

do not address the issues in your complaint.

Ifyou are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision ofthe ChiefofPolice or any matter
relating to the Chiefs handling ofthe complaint you may request a review ofthe complaint by
the City's Chief Administrative Officer. Your request must be in writing and within 30 calendar
days (inclusive of holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter. lnclude your CPC number.
The review by the Chief Administative Offrcer will not delayed as it is not dependent upon the
Advisory Board.

Ifyou have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
surveyformat@
Thank you for participating in the process of civilian oversight of the police, ensuring offrcers
and personnel ofthe APD are held accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police ight Agencyby

l^u, h,fu/
Diane McDermott
Interim Executive Director
(s05) 924-3770

3
cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

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



CTTY OF ALBU UER UE

Crvn ran PoLrcE Ovnnsrcnr AcENCy

Jamnry 29,2024

Via Email

Re: CPC # 219-23

Albuquerque

COMEI.AINL
Ms. Q  reported that she was upset that the officers contacted her sister first instead of
her. Ms. Q  reported that she believed the offrcers should contact the person who
called 911 first.

NM 87103

www. cabq. gov

DYIDENCE BEYIEICEDi

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

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

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Officer S

Orher Materials: Emergency Communications Checklist and 9l I audio recordings

Date Investigation Completed: lawary 10,2024

l'}O Box 1293

I



FI NDINGS

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

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

3. Not Sustained. 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 occurred or did not occur.

Policies Reviewed: General Order L1.5.A.4

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

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Original Complairlt. lnvestigation classification where the
invcstigator(s) determincs, by a prcponderance ofthe evidence. misconduct did occur thal was not alleged in
thc original complaint (whether CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovercd during
the invcstigation, and by a preponderance ofthe €vidence. that misconduct did occur.

6. Administratively Clos€d. Investigation classification where the investigator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor nalure and do not constitute a pattern of misconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class ?
sanction, -the allegations are duplicative: -the allegations, even iftrue, do not constitute misconducl or -the
in!cstigation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack of information in the complain! and funhcr
investigation $'ould be futile.

Additiq[8Lcoe.Er$li
I .1.5.A.4-A review of the OBRD Video confirmed Officer S did talk to Ms. A  first;
however, there was no SOP located that noted who needed to be spoken to first when officers
arrived to a call.
A review of the OBRD Video confirmed that Ms. Q  never advised Officer S that her
mother was allergic to coconut frosting, per the complaint.
A review of the OBRD Video confirmed that Officer S did advise Ms. Q  that it sounded
like they could have double charges but never advised Ms. Q  that if she pressed charges
against Ms. A  Ms. Q  would go to jail. During their interaction, O{Iicer S never
mentioned Ms. Q  going to jail.
In reference to Ms. Q  stating Officer S spent more time talking to Ms. A than Ms.

Q  OBRD Video confirmed that Officer S actually spent more time talking to Ms. Q
rather than Ms. A  A review of the OBRD Video confirmed both Ms. A  and Ms.

Q  conhrmed that they threw stuff at each other, but both of them also advised Officer
Suarez they did not want to pursue any charges.

2219-23 Officer S
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings ofthe
CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive ofholiday and weekends) of
receipt ofthis letter, communicate your desire to have an appeal hearing before the CPOA
Advisory Board ina signed writing addressed to the CPOA Director. Please send your
request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103 or by email CPoA@cabq.gov. Include
your CPC number. Please note, at this time the Advisory Board is being reconligured so no
hearings will take place until regularly scheduled meetings occur. If your appeal request is
filed timely you will be notified of when your appeal will be scheduled and more
information will follow. Once normal procedures resume the appeal hearings will proceed
as specilied in the Oversight Ordinance 9-4-l-10. In order for the Advisory Board to
modify the Director's findings your appeal must demonstrate one or rnore of the following:

A) The furdings by the Director had no explanation that would lead to the conclusion made; or,

B) The findings by the Director were not supported by evidence that was available at the time of
the investigation; or,

C) The APD policy or APD policies that were considered by the Director were the wrong

policies or they were used in the wrong way; or,

D) The APD policy or APD policies considered by the Director were chosen randomly or they

do not address the issues in your complaint.

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

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

The review by the Chief Administative Officer will not delayed as it is not dependent upon the
Advisory Board.

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

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police sight Agency by

11,

W .lt(c N\rfu/Y
Diane McDermott
Interim Executive Director
(sls) 924-3770

3
cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBU UER UE
Cn,ILIAN POLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

lanuary 31,2024

Via Email

Re: CPC # 220-23

COMEI.AINL
Ms. O  reported that a female Detective who works with homicide was dating a girl
who had stalked and harassed Ms. O  since 2011. Ms. O  reported that the
Detective was in the backyard next door to Ms. O  with  W  Ms. O
reported that the Detective told her that the Detective was going to put Ms. O  and her
daughter injail forever and was going to set them up, naming/accusing them of murder.
Ms. O  reported that the Detective told Ms. W  not to worry as the Detective
would make sure they sat in prison. Ms. O  reported that the Detective worked under
Detective F in homicide, and she was Spanish and had short hair. Ms. O  reported that
she did not know the Detective's name. Ms. O  reported that she believed the
Detective's last name was "M

Albuquerque

NM tt7l03

www.ca\.gov

EYIDENCEBEYIEUEDj

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

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

APD Employee Interviewed: N/A

APD Employee Involved: Unknown Detective

Other Materials: Emails, [A Pro, and City Email list

Date Investigation Completed: January 9,2024

PO Box 1293

I



FINNI\GS

l. Unfotlnd€d. lnvestigation classification $hen the ilvestigator(s) determines, by clear and convincing
evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subject oflicer.

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

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

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Original Complrint. Invesrigarion classification where the
investigato(s) determines. b1'a prcponderance ofthe evidence. misconduct did occur that $as not alleged in
the original complaint (\rhether CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovered during
the investigation. and by a preponderanc€ ofthe evidence, that misconduct did occur.

6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classification rvhe.e the investigator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor nature and do not constitute a panem of misconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7
sanction. -the allegations are duplicative; -thc allegations, even iftrue, do not constitute misconduct; or -the
investigation cannot be conductcd bccausc ofthe lack ofinformation in the complaint, and further
investigation would be futile.

AddilisralCqnrstlr
CPOA Investigator emailed Sergeant F a copy ofthe complaint and inquired ifthe
"Detective" described in the complaint me1 the description ofany Detectives who worked for
him, as Ms. O  alleged the "Detective" in question worked for Sergeant F.

Sergeant F responded to the email and noted that the description only physically described
one female in their unit, but that female (Detective C) did not work under Sergeant F.

In Ms. O  complaint, she reported that she thinks the Detective's last name was
"M  CPOA Investigator reviewed both IA Pro and the city email list an could not
locate any female APD Officers with the last name of M  An internet search and an

address search ofthe location provided did not connect any names to those mentioned in the

complaint. Due to Ms. O  not getting back to the CPOA Investigator, there was not
enough information provided by Ms. O  to identifr the APD employee involved in the
incident in question. This incident will be administratively closed via not enough information
to identifu the involved employee.

2

3. Not Sustained. Investigation classification when the investigato(s) is unablc to detcrmine one way or the
other, by a preponderance ofthe evidcnce, whether the alleged misconduct either occun€d or did not occur.

tr

tr

tr

tr
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220-23 Unknown Det€



You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings ofthe
CPOA Executive Dfuector within 30 calendar days (inclusive ofholiday 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 toP.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103 or by email CPoA@cabq.gov. lnclude
your CPC number. Please note, at this time the Advisory Board is being reconfigured so no
hearings will take place until regularly scheduled meetings occur. Ifyour appeal request is
filed timely you will be notified of when your appeal will be scheduled and more
information will follow. Once normal procedures resume the appeal hearings will proceed
as specified in the Oversight Ordinance 9-4-1-10. In order for the Advisory Board to
modi$ the Director's findings your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

A) The findings by the Director had no explanation that would lead to the conclusion made; or,

B) The fndings by the Dtector were not supported by evidence that was available at the time of
the investigation; or,

C) The APD policy or APD policies that were considered by the Director were the wrong
policies or they were used in the wrong way; or,

D) The APD policy or APD policies considered by the Director were chosen randomly or they

do not address the issues in your complaint.

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

Ifyou are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision ofthe ChiefofPolice or any matter
relating to the Chiefs handling of the complaint you may request a review ofthe complaint by
the City's Chief Administrative Officer. Your request must be in witing and within 30 calendar
days (inclusive ofholidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter. Include your CPC number.
The review by the Chief Administative Officer will not delayed as it is not dependent upon the
Advisory Board.

Ifyou have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate'your completing our client
survev form at http://uurr'.cabq.gov/cpoa/survey

Thank you for participating in the process of civilian oversight ofthe police, ensuring officers
and personnel of the APD are held accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Policepyersight Agency byn li

iln'v''t'lt U/'nvtu'
Diane McDermott
Interim Executive Director
(50s) 924-3770

3
cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CTTY OF ALBU UER UE

Crvrr,r.nx Polrcr Ol,nnsrcnr AcENCy

lanrary 30,2024

Via Certified Mail

70r'7 2680 0000 5951 9716

 
 

 

Re: CPC # 223-23

Albuquerque

COMPIAINL
Mr. L  reported that Officer R had an attitude and made comments contrary to
APD's philosophy. Mr. L  reported that on 0910512023, he contacted offrcers to report
the location and status ofan individual who had active warrants. Mr. L  reported, to
his surprise, that Officer R behaved in a disrespectful, almost confrontational manner,
stating, "Well, we don't have the time or manpower to deal with traffic warrants." Mr.
L  reported that he gave Officer R the perpetrator's employer's address, and Officer R
stated that they did not have time to deal with that. Mr. L  reported that Offrcer R then
got' confrontational. Mr. L  ieported that Officer R then lrilled Mr. L  about how'
Mr. L  found out about the individual's warrants. Mr. L  reported that Officer R was
lazy .

NN{ 87103

www.cabq.gov

EYIDENCE.BEYIEWEDi

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

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

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Officer R

Other Materials: Unit history for Offtcer R

Date Investigation Completed: larnuary 12,2024

Pt) Ilox 129.1

I



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

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

3. Not Sustained. Invesligation classification $hen the investigato(s) is unable to determine one way or the
other, by a prEponde.ance ofthe evidence, whethcr the alleged misconduct either occurred or did not occur.

Policies Reviewed: General Order l. t.5.A.4

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

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Originsl Complaint. Investigation classilication where the
investigator(s) determines, by a preponderancc ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur that was not alleg€d in
the original complaint (\ 'hether CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovered during
the investigation, and by a preponderance ofthe cvidence, that misconduct did occur-

6. Administrrtively Closed. lnvestigation classification rvhere the investigator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor nature and do not constitute a pattern ofmisconducl (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7
saflction, -the allegations are duplicative; -lhe allegations, evcn if true, do not constitute misconducti or -the
investigation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complaint. and funher
investigation would be futile.

AddiIiqrELCaBEr.rl$
General Order I .l .5.A.4-After a review of the OBRD Videos, it was confirmed that Officer R did ask

Mr. L  several questions about how Mr. L  obtained the information about Ms. T
however, Officer R did not do so in an unprofessional/disrespectful way. OBRD Video confirmed
that Officer R's conduct toward Mr. L  during their conversation did not violate the policy in
question.

OBRD Video confirmed that Mr. L  did not provide a DOB or vehicle description for Ms. T
OBRD Video confirmed that when Officer R asked how Mr. L  knew Mr. L  was looking at the

correct Ms. T  for wanants, Mr. L  responded that it was exactly the same age "as far as he

knew."

The investigation confirmed that Officer R did not completely follow up on Mr. L  concems
regarding Ms. T  having wanants. However, Officer R provided ample reasoning for not doing

so.

V

2223-23 Officer R

EINDINGI
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A) The findings by the Director had no explanation that would lead to the conclusion made; or,

B) The findings by the Director were not supported by evidence that was available at the time of
the investigation; or,

C) The APD policy or APD polioies that were considered by the Director were the wrong

policies or they were used in the wrong way; or,

D) The APD policy or APD policies considered by the Director were chosen randomly or they

do not address the issues in your complaint.

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

Ifyou are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision ofthe Chief of Police or any matter
lslating to the Chiefs handling ofthe complaint you may request a review ofthe complaint by
the City's Chief Administrative Offrcer. Your request must be in writing and within 30 calendar
days (inclusive ofholidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter. Include your CPC number.
The review by the Chief Administative Offrcer will not delayed as it is not dependent upon the
Advisory Board.

If you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey fonn at http://nurv.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 Policel0yersight Agency byn li '

ilrn r'h,lc ir,u*v'
Diane McDermott
lnterim Executive Director
(s0s) 924-3770

3
cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

You have the right to appeal this decision. If you are not satisfied with the findings ofthe
CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of holiday and weekends) of
receipt ofthis letter, communicate your desfue to have an appeal hearing before the CPOA
Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the CPOA Diector. Please send your
request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103 or by email CPOA@cabq.gov. Include
your CPC number. Please note, at this time the Advisory Board is being reconfigured so no
hearings will take place until regularly scheduled meetings occur. Ifyour appeal request is
filed timely you will be notified of when your appeal will be scheduled and more
information will follow. Once normal procedures resume the appeal hearings will proceed
as specified in the Oversight Ordinance 9-4-l-10. In order for the Advisory Board to
modify the Director's findings your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

PO Box 1293

Albuquerquc

N N.t 87103

$1v/.cabq. gov

CruLLc.x PoLICE OwRsrcnr AcENCY

Jamary 23,2024

Via Email

Re:CPC#224-23

COMEI.AINL
On 09112/2023,  O  submined a complaint via telephone to CPOA staff
regarding an incident that occurred on 0612412023 at 2230 hours. Ms. O  reported
that her husband had been involved in a traffic crash on 0612412021and that the report
(23-00499191711088877) had still not been approved by a supervisor.

TJIDENCI.BTJIEIIIDT

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

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

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Oflicer C-G

Other Materials: Not Applicable

Date Investigation Completed: January 10, 2024

I



ltNlltNcs

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

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

3. Not Sustained. Investigation classification when thc investigato(s) is unable to determine one way or the
other. b) a preponderance ofthe evidence, whethcr the alleged misconduct either occuned or did not occur.

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

PoliciesReviewed: TrafficCrashes: 2.46.4-A.2

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

6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classification where the investigator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor nature and do not constitute a pattem of misconduct (i.c. a violation subject to a class 7
sanction. -the allegations are duplicative: -the allegations, even iftrue. do not conslitute misconduct; or -the
investigatiol carnot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complaint, aod funher
investigation would be futile.

ArtdiliqsLcsDes[sr
It was determined that Officer C-G failed to include a diagram on rep orl23-0049939
(711088877).
The CPOA recommends a verbal reprimand.

a

2224-23 Officer C-G
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisf,ed with the findings ofthe
CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of holiday and weekends) of
receipt ofthis letter, corrmunicate your desire to have an appeal hearing before the CPOA
Advisory Board ina signed writing addressed to the CPOA Director. Please send your
request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103 or by email CPoA@cabq.gov. Include
your CPC number. Please note, at this time the Advisory Board is being reconfigured so no
hearings will take place until regularly scheduled meetings occur. Ifyour appeal request is
Iiled timely you will be notified of when your appeal will be scheduled anil more
information will follow Once normal procerlures resume the appeal hearings will proceerl
as specilieil in the Oversight Ordinance 9-4-1-10. In order for the Advisory Board to
moili$ the Director's finilings your appeal must demoustrate one or more of the following:

A) The findings by the Director had no explanation that would lead to the conclusion made; or,

B) The fmdings by the Director were not supported by evidence that was available at the time of
the investigation; or,

C) The APD policy or APD policies that were considered by the Director were the wrong

policies or they were used in the wrong way; or,

D) The APD policy or APD policies considered by the Director were chosen randomly or they

do not address the issues in your complaint.

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

Ifyou are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision ofthe ChiefofPolice or any matter
relating to the Chiefs handling of the complaint you may request a review ofthe complaint by
the City's Chief Administrative Offrcer. Your request must be in writing and within 30 calendar
days (inclusive ofholidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter. Include your CPC nrunber.
The review by the Chief A,tmi ni strative 0fficer will not delayed as it is not dependurt upon the
Advisory Board.

Ifyou have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at http ://ur"rv.cafu . gory'cpoa/sun'cy

Thank you for participating in the process ofcivilian oversight ofthe police, ensuring officers
and personnel ofthe APD are held accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Policel0yersight Agency byn l! -

i[Lr"h,l),^tu'
Diane McDermott
lnterim Executive Director
(sos) 924-3770

3

cc : Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CTTY OF AIBU UER UE
Crur,u,x POLICE Ownsrcgr AGENCY

Iamtary 21,2024

Via Email

Ret CPC # 224-23

PO Box 129-3 COMEIAAINL
On0911212023,  O  submitted a complaint via telephone to CPOA staff
regarding an incident that occurred on 0612412023 at 2230 hours. Ms. O  reported
that her husband had been involved in a traffic crash on 06/2412023 and that the report
(23-004993917 | 1088877) had still not been approved by a supervisor.

Albuquerque

NM 87r03

www.ca\.gov

EYIDINCE BEIIEEEDi

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

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

APD Employee Interviewed; Yes

APD Employee Involved: Sergeant P

Other Materials: Not Applicable

Date Investigation Completed: January 10,2024

I



FINDIN(:S

l. Unfounded. Ilvestigation classilication whcn the investigato(s) determines, by clear and convincing
evid€nce, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subject officer.

PoliciesReviewed: Reports: 2.16.5.C.1.b

2, Sustained. lnvestigation classification when th€ investigato(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subjcct oflicer. V

3. Not Sustained. lnvestigation classification when the investigato(s) is unable to determine one \ray or the
other. b)' a preponderance ofthe evidence, whether the alleged misconduct cither occuned or did not occur.

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

5. Sustained Violation Not Brsed on Original Complaint. lnvestigation classificarion uhere the
investigato(s) determines. by a preponderance ofthe evidcnce, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in
the original complaint (whether CPC or intemal complaint) but lhat other misconduct was discovered during
the invesligation, and by a preponderance ofthe evidence. that misconduct did occur.

6. Administrrtively Closed. Investigation classification where the investigator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor nature and do not constitute a pattem of misco[duct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7
sanction. -the allegations are duplicativc; -the allegations. evcn iftrue, do not constitute misconduct; or -the
investigation caanot be conducted bccause ofthe lack ofinformation in the complainl, ard funher
investigation would be futile.

AdditiurtCsugsllli
It was determined that Sgt. P failed to review and approve report 23-0049939 (711088877)
within three (3) work days ofthe report being submitted by the reporting officer. Sgt. P
advised that it was a mistake and that he lost track ofthe deadline. Sgt. P advised that he was
a newly promoted supervisor and was adjusting to the different reporting platforms,
graveyard shift, and new responsibilities.

The CPOA recommends a verbal reprimand.

2224-23 Sergeant P

tr

tr

tr

tr



A) The frndings by the Director had no explanation that would lead to the conclusion made; or,

B) The findings by the Director were not supported by evidence that was availablc at the time of
the investigation; or,

C) The APD policy or APD policies that were considered by the Director were the wrong

policies or they were used in the wrong way; or,

D) The APD policy or APD policies considered by the Director were chosen tandomly or they

do not address the issues in your complaint.

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

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

Sincerely,
The Qivilian Policepyersight Agency by

:l*,fu,1j,,**'
Diane McDermott
lnterim Executive Director
(sos) 924-3770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

You have the right to appeal this decision. If you are not satisfied with the findings ofthe
CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of holiday 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 toP.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM87103 or by email CPOA@cabq.gov. lnclude
your CPC number. Please note, at this time the Advisory Board is being reconfigured so no
hearings will take place until regularly scheduled meetings occur. Ifyour appeal request is
fileil timely you will be notified of when your appeal will be scheduled anil more
information will follow, Once normal procedures resume the appeal hearings will proceeil
as specified in the Oversight Ordinance 9-4-1-10. In order for the Advisory Board to
moili$ the Director's finilings your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

Ifyou are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision ofthe ChiefofPolice or any matter
relating to the Chiefs handling ofthe complaint you may request a review of the 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.
The review by the Chief Administative Ofhcer will not delayed as it is not dependent upon the
Advisory Board.



CITY OF ALBU UER
CTvILIAN PoLICE OvERSIGHT AGENCY

Jawary 21,2024

Via Certified Mail

'70t7 2680 0000 5951 9693

 
  

 

Re: CPC #225-23

CAMEI.AINL
On 0911412023,  S  submitted a complaint via telephone to CPOA staff
regarding an incident that occurred on 0911312023 at 2130 hours. Mr. S  reported
that he and his children weren't listened to, and the video evidence wasn't reviewed or
collected. Mr. S  reported that the reports were lies and didn't mention everything.
Mr. S  reported that he was treated improperly and with bias and that Olficer D
was judgmental. Mr. S  reported that ADA protocols weren't followed. Mr.
S  reported that Officer D was trying to be intimidating and was improperly
handling a firearm by putting his finger inside the trigger guard and spinning the
bullets/shells. Mr. S  reported that Ofhcer D patted down a female and grabbed her
fake breast.

EYIDENCE.BEYIEWEDT

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

Complainant Interviewed: Yes Witness(€s) Interviewed: N/A

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Officer D

Other Materials: Email Communications, OBRD Transcripts, Property Sheet' & 2.60.

Date Investigation Completed: January 1 l, 2024

I
Albrqutt'qne - llahing Hittory l-06J006

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

www. cabq.gov

UE

Nl\'l 8710.1



FINDINGS

Policies Reviewed: 1.1.5.A.4, 1.1.6.A.6.a, L4.4.A.2.a, & 1.4.5.A.1,2.3.4.A.1, & 2] t.4.C.5.b.vl

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

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

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

othe( by a prepondera[ce ofthe evidence, whether the alleged misconduct either occurred or did not occur.

4, Exonerated. Investigation classification where the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur bu1 did not violate APD policies,
procedures, or training.

Policies Reviewed: 2.8.5.D. l, 2.80.4.L. l, 2.82.4.C.2.b, & 2.82.4.C.3.a

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

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

AddiliaulcqnEq$i

2225-23 Officer D

l.l.5.A.4: It was determined that OfIcer D attempted to collect the needed information and evidence
professionally. A review of Procedural Order 2.60 was conducted with no violations noted. L I .6.A.6.a: It was
determined that the reports were a summation ofwhat had occured on the scene and were consistent with the
evidence reviewed. I .4.4.A.2.a:. It was determined that there was no indication of bias, mistreatment, or
omciousness. 1.4.5.A. l: It was determined that no one advised anyone that anyone was autistic or required any
accommodation. 2.3.4.A.1: lt was determined that Officer D was safe in his handling of a hrearm, 2.8.5.D.1: It
was determined that Officer D failed to record his entire interaction with Ms. H  while at the APD
Northwest Substation. It should be noted that the unrecorded portion ofthe interaction was captured on another
OBRD. 2.71.4.C.5.b.vii: It was determined that Officer D never searched Ms. H  or grabbed her fake
breast. [t should be noted that same-sex searches are not mandated. 2.80.4.L.1: lt was determined that Officer D
failed to secure Ms. H  inside the APD Northwest Substation while he exited and left her unguarded.
2.82.4.C.2.b: It was determined that Officer D failed to secure Ms. H  in a seatbelt before transporting her

from the scene to the APD Northwest Substation. 2.82.4.C.3.a: It was determined that Officer D failed to search

Ms. H  before secudng her in a patrol vehicle and transporting her fiom the scene to the APD Northwest
Substation. The CPOA recommends for the violations a written reprimand and a 48 hour suspension.

a
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the lindings ofthe
CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of holiday 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 Dhector. Please send your
request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103 or by email CPOA@cabq.gov. lnclude
your CPC number. Please note, at this time the Advisory Board is being reconfigured so no
hearings will take place until regularly scheduled meetings occur. Ifyour appeal request is
fled timely you will be notified of wheu your appeal wiII be scherluled anil more
information will follow, Once uormal procedures resume the appeal hearings will proceerl
as specified in the Oversight Ordinance 9-4-1-10. In order for the Advisory Board to
modify the Director's finilings your appeal must demonstrate otre or more of the following:

A) The frndings by the Dtector had no explanation that would lead to the conclusion made; or,

B) The findings by the Direptor were not supported by evidence that was available at the time of
the investigation; or,

C) The APD policy or AID policies that were considered by the Director were the wrong

policies or they were used in the wrong way; or,

D) The APD policy or APD policies considered by the Director were chosen rantlomly or they

do not address the issues in your complaint.

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

Ifyou are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision ofthe ChiefofPolice or any matter
relating to the Chiefs handling of the complaint you may request a review ofthe complaint by
the City's Chief Administrative Offrcer. Your request must be in writing and within 30 calendar
days (inclusive of holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter. Include yoru CPC number.
The review by the Chief Administative Officer will not delayed as it is not dependent upon the
Advisory Board.

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

Thank you for participating in the process of civilian oversight of the police, ensuring offrcers
and personnel ofthe APD are held accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police t Agency by

l^U' h,fu1

)
cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

Diane McDermott
Interim Executive Director
(s0s) 924-3770



CTTY OF ALBU UER UE

Crylt,r,c.x Por,rcr' Ownsrcnr AcENCY

lannary 2!,2024

Via Certified Mail

70t7 2680 0000 s9sl 9693

Re: CPC # 225-23

CAMEI..AJNL
On 0911412023,  S  submitted a complaint via telephone to CPOA staff
regarding an incident that occurred on 0911112023 at 2130 hours. When interviewed, Mr.
S  reported that he was trying to locate  H  property. Mr. S
advised that the MDC had surveillance footage of an officer taking Ms. H  purse
and leaving the premises, yet it hadn't been turned into the evidence room. Mr. S
advised that he had already filed a complaint with "llre county" regarding the property.
Mr. S  advised that MDC said their policy wasn't to hold anything bigger than a
sandwich-size Ziplock bag, so the purse was reh:rned to an officer.

EYIIENCT.BEYIDEDT

Videds): 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 B

Other Materials: Email Communications, OBRD Transcripts, Properly Sheet, & 2.60.

Date Investigatlon Completed: January 11,2024

I
,4lbt,4utrque ' filakiag tti;torv 1706'2006

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

NM 8710.1

www.cabq. gov



FINDINGS 

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

Policies Reviewed: 2.73.5.K.4.a (Property)

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

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

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

Policies Revieweol: 2.82.4.C.3.a (Transport)

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

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

Additional Comments; 

lll 

□ 

□ 

[Z] 

□ 

2.73.5.K.4.a: It was determined that Officer B disposed of H : purse and some 
of its contents at the request of Ms. H , but failed to document or record the disposal. 
The CPOA recommends a verbal reprimand for this violation. 

2.82.4.C.3.a: It was determined that Officer B did not conduct a search of Ms. H · prior
to securing her in a patrol vehicle and transporting her from the APO Northwest Substation 
to the APO Prisoner Transport Center. 

The CPOA recommends a written reprimand for this violation. 

225-23 Officer B 
2 



You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings ofthe
CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive ofholiday 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 yow
request toP.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM87103 or by email CPOA@cabq.gov. Include
your CPC number. Please note, at this time the Advisory Board is being reeonfigured so no
hearings wiII take place until regularly scheduled meetings occur. Ifyour appeal request is

filed timely you will be notified of when your appeal will be rcheduled and more
information will follow. Ouce normal procedures resume the appeal hearings will proceeil
as specified in the Oversight Ordinance 9-4-l-10. In order for the Advisory Board to
modify the Director's findings your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

A) The frodings by the Director had no explanation that would lead to the conclusion made; or,

B) The frndings by the Director were not supported by evidence that was available at the time of
the investigation; or,

C) The APD policy or APD policies that were considered by the Director were the wrong

policies or they were used in the wrong way; or,

D) The APD policy or APD policies considered by the Director were chosen randomly or they

do not address the issues in your complaint.

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

The review by the Chief Administative Offrcer will not delayed as it is not dependent upon the
Advisory Board.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police ight Agency by

:Wfu, rNful
Diane McDermott
Interim Executive Director
(sls) 924-3770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

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

If you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at lrttp://u"*rv.cabq.gov/cpoa/survev.

Thank you for participating in the process ofcivilian oversight of the police, ensuring officers
and personnel ofthe APD are held accountable, and improving the process.



CITY OF ALBU UER
CITLT,c.N P0LICE O\TRSIGHT AGf, NCY

 
  

   

Re: CPC #225-23

COMPI,AINT:

On09114/2023,  S  submitted a complaint via telephone to CPOA staff
regarding an incident that occuned on 09/1312023 at 2130 hours. Mr. S  reported
that the sergeant on the scene didn't want to collect or see the video evidence. Mr.
S  reported that the sergeant did not provide his information even though Mr.
S  had asked for it. Mr. S  reported that the reports were lies and didn't
mention everything. Mr. S  reported that he was treated improperly and with bias.
Mr. S  reported that ADA protocols weren't followed.

TJIDETICE.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: Sergeant H

Other Materials: Email Communications, OBRD Transcripts, Property Sheet, & 2.60.

Date Investigation Completed: January 11,2024
I

tllbuqntque - r\l,tl:iug Hi:to.v I -06-1006
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UE

Iamary 23,2024

Via Certified Mail

70t7 2680 0000 595r 9693

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque



EINDINGI

Policies Reviewed: 1.1.5.A.4, 1.1.6.4.2, 1.1.6.A.6.a, 1.4.4.A.2.a, & 1.4.5.A.1

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Alditiqlelcleefrtri

a

2225-23 Sergeant H

tr

tr

1.1.5.A.4: It was determined that Sgt. H was not responsible for the investigation or the
collection ofevidence. A review ofProcedural Order 2.60 was conducted with no violations
noted. Statements attributed to Sgt. H by Mr. S  were not made-

1.1.6.A.2: It was determined that Mr. S  never asked Sgt. H for any of his information.
1.1.6.A.6.a: It was determined that the reports were a summation of what had occurred on the
scene and were consistent with the evidence reviewed.

1.4.4.A.2.a: It was determined that there was no indication of bias, mistreatment, or
officiousness.

1.4.5.A.1: It was determined that no one advised anyone that anyone was autistic or required
any type of accommodation. All determinations are supported by a review ofthe videos.

tr



You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the furdings ofthe
CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive ofholiday and weekends) of
receipt ofthis letter, communicate your desirc to have an appeal hearing before the CPOA
Advisory Board in a signed writing ad&essed to the CPOA Director. Please send your
request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103 or by email CPoA@cabq.gov. Include
your CPC number. Please note, at this time the Advisory Board is being reconfigured so no
hearings will take place until regularly scheduled meetings occur. Ifyour appeal request is
fled timely you will be notified of when your appeal will be scheduled and more
information wiII follow, Once normal procedures res -me the appeal hearings will proceeil
as specified in the Oversight Ordinance 9-4-1-10. Ia order for the Advisory Board to
moili$ the Director's fmdings your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

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

Ifyou are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision ofthe ChiefofPolice or any matter
relating to the Chiefs handling of the complaint you may request a review ofthe complaint by
the City's Chief Administrative Offrcer. Your request must be in writing and within 30 calendar
days (inclusive ofholidays and weekends) of receip of this letter. Include your CPC number.
The review by the Chief Administative Ofhcer will not delayed as it is not dependent upon the
Advisory Board.

Ifyou have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at http://urrrv.cabq .qoly'cDoa/survev.

Thank you for participating in the process of civilian oversight of the police, ensuring officers
and personnel ofthe APD are held accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police ght Agency by

l*,u, nTfY/
Diane McDermott
Interim Executive Director
(s0s) 924-3770

3
cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

A) The findings by the Director had no explanation that would lead to the conclusion made; or,

B) The findings by the Director were not supported by evidence that was available at the time of
the investigation; or,

C) The APD policy or APD policies that were considered by the Director were the wrong

policies or they were used in the wrong way; or,

D) The APD policy or APD policies considered by the Director were chosen randomly or they

do not address the issues in your complaint.



UER UE

Crvrr,Lltrr Por,rcr Ownsrcgr AcENCY

laruary 23,2024

Via Certified Mail

701'7 2680 0000 5951 9693

 
  

 

Re:CPC#225-23

CAMEI.AINL
On09l14/2023,  S  submitted a complaint via telephone to CPOA staff
regarding an incident that occurred on 09/1312023 at 2130 hours. When interviewed, Mr.
S  reported that Sergeant V didn't have her Velcro name patch on and told him that
"it v'asn'l importunl " when he asked for her name. Mr. S  advised that Sgt. V
walked away, and that was the last he saw ofher. Mr. S  advised that "eyeryone
else v'as filly badged; she v'as nol; I didn'l even knou'she v'as u sergeant." Mr. S
reported that Sgt. V obviously needed to be reprimanded because she needed to have a
little bit more responsibility, needed to wear her uniform properly, and needed to provide
her name and badge number when requested, "not tell me no thank you and u'alk avay."

NM 87r03

www.ca\.gov

EYIDENCI..BEYIEWIDi

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

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

APD Employee tnterviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Sergeant V

Other Materials: Email Communications, OBRD Transcripts, Property Sheet, & 2.60.

Date Investigation Completed: January 11, 2024

PO Box 1293

I

CITY OF ALBU

Albuquerque



EINDINGS

PoliciesReviewed: 1.1.6.A.2(Conduct)

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

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

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

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

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

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

sanction, -the allegations are duplicative: -the allegations, even if true, do not constitute misconducti or -the
investigation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complaint. and further
investigation would be futile.

Additiqd-CanEf,r$r
1.1.6.,4..2: It was determined that the allegations made by Mr. S  against Sergeant V
were false and, therefore, unfounded. Mr. S  version of events throughout the process

were not supported by the available evidence, 1o include a review ofthe videos.

a

2225-23 Sergeant V

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

tr

tr

tr

tr



You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings ofthe
CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive ofholiday and weekends) of
receipt ofthis letter, communicate your desire to have an appeal hearing before the CPOA
Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the CPOA Director. Please send your
request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103 or by email CPOA@cabq.gov. Include
your CPC number. Please note, at this time the Advisory Board is being reconfgured so no
hearings will take place utrtil regdarly scheduled mectitrgo occur. Ifyour appeal request is
Iiled timely you will be notified of when your appeal will be scheduled anil more
information will follom Once normal procedures resume the appeal hearings will proceed
as specilied in the Oversight Ordinance 9-4-l-10. In order for the Ailvisory Board to
morlify the Director's lindings your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

A) The findings by the Dtector had no explanation that would lead to the conclusion made; or,

B) The findings by the Director were not supported by evidence that was available at the time of
the investigation; or,

C) The APD policy or APD policies that were considered by the Director were the wrong

policies or they were used in the wrong way; or,

D) The APD policy or APD policies considered by the Director were chosen randomly or they

do not address the issues in your complaint.

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

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

The review by the Chief Administative Officer will not delayed as it is not dependent upon the
Advisory Board.

If you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at http://svrv.cabq ov/cooal urveYS

Thank you for participating in the process of civilian oversight of the police, ensuring officers
and personnel ofthe APD are held accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Policel0yersight Agency by

:h,nlff,1J,,"*'
Diane McDermott
lnterim Executive Director
(50s) 924-3770

J
cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF AIBU UER UE

PO Box 1293

Albuqucrque

NM 8710-l

www.ca\.gov

CnILTAN PoLICE Ovrnsrcnr AcENCY

lanuary 26,2024

Via Email

Re: CPC # 226-23

CAMPIAINL
Ms.  N  alleged that Officer B had an attitude and mistreated her during a traffic
stop. Before the stop, Ms. N  alleged that Officer B, with no lighs and siren, pulled
alongside her, yelled at her, and told her to pull over. When Officer B approached her
when she had pulled over, he asked her what she was doing and what she had in the back
ofhercar. She was confused by the officer's questions. It was about her daughter, and
the officer yelled and lectured her about her driving, accusing her ofspeeding and almost
causing an accident. The officer demanded her license and registration. Ms. N  said
she had never been pulled over before and felt stressed and frightened by the entire
experience.

EYIDENCI..BEYIE1{EDT

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

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

APD Employee Interviewed: No

APD Emptoyee Involved: Officer B

Other Materials: email communication

Date Investigation Completed: January 18, 2024
I



EINDINGI

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

2. Sustained. Investigation classification whcn thc investigato(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 $ay or the
other, b) a preponderarce ofthe evidence, rvhether the alleged misconduct either occurred or did not occur.

PoliciesReviewed: l.l.5.A.l

4. Exonerated. Investigalion classification wherc the investigato(s) dctermines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate ApD policies,
procedures, or raining.

PoliciesReviewed: 2.8.5.8

5. Sustained Violation Not Based olr Originel Complaint. Invesrigation classificarion where rhe
investigaio(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in
the original complaint (whether CPC or intcmal complaint) bur that other misconduct \rar discovered during
the investigation. and by a preponderance ofthe evidence. that misconduct did occur.

a

6. Administrrtively Closed. Investigation classification rvherc the investigator determines: The policl.
violations of a minor nature and do not constitute a pattem of misconduct ( i.€- a violation subject to a class 7
sanction. -the allegations are duplicative; -the allegations, evcn iftrue. do not conslitute misconduct: or -the
investigation cannot be conducted bccause ofthe lack ofinformation in thc complainl and funher
investigation would be futile.

AddiliomlConnerrs:.

2226-23 Officer B

tr

tr

a

tr

The initial encounter between Officer B and Ms. N  was not recorded due to Officer B's
failure to activate his OBRD. However, Ms. N  wrote in her complaint a series of
statements of mistreatment and yelling claims that were not supported in the second halfof
the interaction that was recorded. Officer B remained calm and did not yell at Ms. N
although he was firm and lectured her about how she could have caused an accident due to
her speed and disregard for the signal all while her daughter was present. When Ms. N
said her father just passed he expressed concem for her safety and asked ifshe needed
further assistance. Ms. N  complaints appeared to be based on her perception ofthe
incident rather than what actually occurred since the portions that were recorded showed
statements she attributed to Oflicer B were not actually made. Ms. N  had a tragic event,
her father's passing, that could have clouded her memory ofher encounter and she was upset
about the five citations she received. However, the initial contact not being recorded is a
violation of policy. The CPOA recommends a written reprimand for the policy violation.
The discipline cannot be imposed due to the officer's departure from the department.
However, the discipline recommendation will remain on the officer's file.



You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings ofthe
CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive ofholiday and weekends) of
receipt ofthis letter, corununicate your desire to have an appeal hearing before the CPOA
Advisory Board ina signed writing addressed to the CPOA Director. Please send your
request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103 or by email CPOA@cabq.gov. Include
your CPC number. Please note, at this time the Advisory Board is being reconfigured so no
hearings wiII take place until regularly scheduled meetings occur. Ifyour appeal request is
liled timely you will be notified of when your appeal will be scheduled and more
information will follow, Once normal procedures resume the appeal hearings will proceed
as specifierl in the Oversight Ordilance 9-4-1-10. In order for the Advisory Board to
modify the Director's fmilings your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

A) The lindings by the Director had no explauation that would lead to the conclusion made; or,

B) The findings by the Director were not suppoded by evidence that was available at the time of
the investigatioq or,

C) The APD policy or APD policies that were considered by the Director were the wrong

policies or they were used in the wrong way; or,

D) The APD policy or APD policies considered by the Director were chosen randomly or they

do not adrlress the issues in your complaint.

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

Ifyou are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision ofthe ChiefofPolice or ary matter
relatirg to the Chiefs handling ofthe complaint you may request a review ofthe complaint by
the City's Chief Administrative Offrcer. Your request must be in writing and within 30 calendar
days (inclusive ofholidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter. Include your CPC number.
The review by the Chief Administative Officer will not delayed as it is not dependent upon the
AdvisoryBoard.

If you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at htto://nrl"rv.cabq pov/cnoa/ urvcY.S

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 PolicepyersiBht A8ency by

:[1,-,ht, lJr,"nw'
Diane McDermott
lnterim Executive Director
(s05) 924-3770

3
cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

Crvrr,llx Por,rcn Ovrnsrcnr AcENCy

January 29,2024

Via Certified Mail

't0t7 2680 0000 5951 9679

 
    

  

Re: CPC # 228-23

Albuquerque

C.OMEI.AINL
On 09122/2023,  V  submitted a complaint via telephone to CPOA staff
regarding a hit-and-run accident that occurred on 08/04/2023 at 2030 hours. Ms. V
reported that she had called the APD Records Unit and was advised that they had initially
rejected the crash report. The Records lJnit advised that they had returned the report to
the sergeant for approval on 0813012023. The Records Unit advised that they had
attempted to contact the sergeant to have the report approved but received no response.
Ms. V  reported that she had no complaint against the repo(ing officer,'Officer C,
and did not want to get anyone in trouble.

NM 87103

www. cabq.gov

EYI.DENCI.BEUEUIDr

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

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

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Officer C

other Materials: Email Communications, TraCS Logs, & TraCS Rejection Notes.

Date Investigation Completed: January 18, 2024

PO Box 129-1

I



EINDINGI

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

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

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

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

PoliciesReviewed: 2.46.4.A.2

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

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

sanction. -the allegations are duplicative: -the allegations, even if true. do oot consliiute misconduct; or -the

investigation cannot be conductcd because ofthe lack oiinformation in the complaint, and further
investigation $ould be futile .

AddiliqlslcoruU,rfri
It was determined that Officer C failed to include a diagram on repoft23-0062236
(711095501). The lack ofthe diagam contributed to the delay in the report. Due to
progressive discipline the CPOA recommends an 8 hour suspension.

a

')
228-23 Officer C

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

tr

tr

tr



You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings ofthe
CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of holiday 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 CPOA@cabq.gov. lnclude
your CPC number. Please note, rt this time the Advisory Board is being reconfigured so no
hearings will take place until regularly scheduled meethgs occur. Ifyour appeal request is
filed timely you will be notilied of when your appeal will be scheduled and more
information will follow, Once normal procedures resume the appeal hearings will proceed
as specilied in the Oversight Ordinance 9-4-l-f0. In order for the Advisory Board to
modify the Director's fmdings your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

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

Ifyou are not satisfied with the filal disciplinary decision ofthe ChiefofPolice 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 of holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter. Include your CPC number.

The review by the Chief Administative Offrcer will not delayed as it is not dependent upon the
Advisory Board.

If you have a computer available, we would grcatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at http://rlrlrv.cabq.qor'/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 Qivilian Policel0yersight Agency byn li

i[tu,vltf t U/,uttu'
Diane McDermott
Interim Executive Director
(s0s) 924-37'70

3
cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

A) The findings by the Director had no explanation that would lead to the conclusion made; or,

B) The fndings by the Dtector were not supported by evidence that was available at the time of
the investigation; or,

C) The APD policy or APD policies that were considered by the Director were the wrong

policies or they werc used in the wrong way; or,

D) The APD policy or APD policies considered by the Director were chosen randomly or they

do not address the issues in your complaint.



UER UE

Cmlrlx Polrcp Ol,nnstcnr AcENCY

Jamary29,2024

Via Certified Mail

'7017 2680 0000 5951 9579

Re: CPC # 228-23

COMEI.AINf,,
On 0912212023,  V  submitted a complaint via telephone to CPOA staff
regarding a hit-and-run accident that occurred on0810412023 at 2030 hours. Ms. V
reported that she had called the APD Records Unit and was advised that they had initially
rejected the crash report. The Records Unit advised that they had retumed the report to
the sergeant for approval on 0813012023. The Records Unit advised that they had
attempted to contact the sergeant to have the repo( approved but received no response.
Ms. V  reported that she had no complaint against the reporting officer, Officer C,
and did not want to get anyone in troirble.

NM 8710.3

www.cabq.gov

IJIDEI{CI.BIYIEEEDT

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

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

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee lnvolved: Sgt. P

Other Materials: Email Communications, TraCS Logs, & TraCS Rejection Notes

Date Investigation Completed: January 18, 2024

P() Box 129-l

I

CITY OF AIBU

Albuquerque



FINDI NGS

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

PoliciesReviewed: 2.16.5.C.1.b

2. Sustrined. Investigation classification when the investigato(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur b)'the subject officer. a
3. Not Sustain€d. lnvestigation classification when the investigato(s) is unable to determine one way or the
other. b) a preponderance ofthe evidence, whether the alleged misconduct either occured or did not occur.

4. Exoneroted. Investigation classification where the investigator(s) detcrmincs, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence. that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policics,
procedurcs, or training.

5. Sustained Violation Not Bosed on Original Complaint. lnvestigation classification where the
investigator(s) determines. by a preponderance ofthe evidence. misconduct did occur that was not alleged in
thc original complaint (\rhether CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misconduct $as discovercd durin8l
the investigation, and by a preponderance ofthe evidence. that misconduct did occur.

6. Admisistratively Closed. Investigation classification where the investigator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor naturc and do not constitutc a pattcrn of misconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class ?
sanc(ion. .the allegations arc duplicativc; -the allegations, cven if true, do not constitute misconduct; or -the
investigation cannot be conducted because ofthc lack ofinformatioo in the complaint, and funher
investigation would be futilc.

Additionel Cominents:

It was determined that Sgt. P failed to review and approve report 23-0062236 (71 1095501)
within three work days of the report being submitted by the reporting officer. The CPOA
recommends a verbal reprimand.

2228-23 Sgt. P
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings ofthe
CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of holiday 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 CPOA@cabq.gov. lnclude
your CPC number. Please note, at this time the Advisory Board is being reconfigured so no
hearings will take place until regularly scheduled meetings occur. Ifyour appeal request is

filed timely you will be notified of when your appeal will be scherluled and more
information will follow. Once normal procedures resume the appeal hearings will proceed
as specified in the Oversight Ordinance 9-4-1-10. In order for the Advisory Board to
moilif the Director's findings your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

A) The findings by the Director had no explanation that would lead to the conclusion made; or,

B) The findings by the Director were not supported by evidence that was available at the time of
the investigation; or,

C) The APD policy or APD policies that were considered by the Director were the wrong

policies or they were used in the wrong way; or,

D) The APD policy or APD policies considered by the Director were chosen randomly or they

do not address the issues in your complaint.

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

Ifyou are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision ofthe ChiefofPolice or any matter
relating to the Chiefs handling 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.
The review by the Chief Administative Officer will not delayed as it is not dependent upon the
Advisory Board.

If ygu have a computer available, we would gr€atly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at http://\4t1v.cabq.gov/cpoa/survey.

Thank you for participating in the process ofcivilian oversight ofthe police, ensuring officers
and personnel ofthe APD are held accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Policepversight Agency by

:{r,r'h,r,l-jr,""&'
Diane McDermott
Interim Executive Director
(sDs) 924-3770

3
cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CTTY OF ALBU UER UE
Cn ILIAN Por,rcn Ownsrcgr AcENCy

Jamtary 30,2024

Via Email

Re: CPC # 230-23

PO Box 1293 COMEIdINL
 C  reported that Officer W's demeanor changed when shown a picture of a

female involved in the incident she reported. Ms. C  reported that the female had
previously been employed by the APD and given special treatment. Ms. C
reported that the APD compromised how they responded to her calls because oftheir
relationship with the female. Officer W refused to listen to her evidence, refused to
enforce a protection order, dismissed every.thing she said, would not let her complete
sentences, tried to convince her not to take action, did not file an honest police report, did
not'act on an arrest warrant; did not call her back, and tampdred with an arresl warrant.

Albuquerque

NM 87103

www.ca\.gov

EYIDENCEBEYIEII{ED.i

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: Offrcer W

Other Materials: Emails, Court Detail Sheet, IAPro, SOP 2-60, & SOP 2-78.

Date lnvestigation Completed: January 22,2024
1



EINDINGT

Policies Reviewed: 1.t.5.A.4, 1.1.5.C.3, 1.1.6.A.6, & 2.80.4.F.5.

l. Utrfounded. lnvestigation classification whcn the investigator(s) determines, by clear and convincing
evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subject officcr.

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

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

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

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

6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classitication where thc investigator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor naturc and do not constitute a pattern of misconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7

saflction, -the allegations are duplicativei -the allegations, even iftrue. do not constitute misconduct; or -the
investigation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack of information in the complaint, and funher
investigation would be futil€.

Addilioulcou.urrtli
Ms. C  alleged Officer W interrupted her, was dismissive and would not enforce a

restraining order. The lapel videos showed Officer W was respectful and tried to keep Ms.
C  focused. She alleged Officer W changed his demeanor when he saw a picture ofa
former APD employee. The lapel videos showed that Officer W did not react when Ms.
C  showed a picture on her phone of a woman and did not make any statements about
her. Ms. C  alleged the report written was untruthfirl and that Officer W affected a

warrant. The lapel videos showed there was no mention of a warrant and the report was
written consistently to the lapel videos. Officer W had no ability to affect an original
warrant. Ms. C  allegations were unsupported by the available evidence.

a

2230-23 Officer W
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings ofthe
CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive ofholiday 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 CPOA@cabq.gov. lnclude
your CPC number. Please note, at this time the Advisory Board is being reconfigured so no
hearings will take place until regularly scheduled meetings occur. Ifyour appeal request is
filed timely you will be notilied of when your appeal will be scheduled and more
information will follow. Once normal procedures resume the appeal hearings will proceed
as specified in the Oversight Ordinance 9-4-l-10. In order for the Advisory Board to
modify the Director's findings your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

A) The findings by the Director had no explanation that would lead to the conclusion made; or,
B) The findings by the Director were not supported by evidence that was available at the time of

the investigation; or,

C) The APD policy or APD policies that were considered by the Director were the wrong
policies or they were used in the wrong way; or,

D) The APD policy or APD policies considered by the Director were chosen randomly or they

do not address the issues in your complaint.

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

If you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing bur client
survey form at htto://urrrv.cabq or,/cooa/su rveY

Thank you for participating in the process ofcivilian oversight ofthe police, ensuring officers
and personnel ofthe APD are held accountable, and improving the process.

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

3
cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

Ifyou are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision of the ChiefofPolice 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 of holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter. Include yow CPC number.
The review by the Chief Administative Officer will not delayed as it is not dependent upon the
Advisory Board.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Policepyersisht Agency by

)lro,rlr'tc Jr,*tu'



CTTY OF ALBU UER UE
Cnrr,r,lx PoLrcE OwnstcHr AGENCy

January 3 l, 2024

To File

Re: CPC # 234-23

CAMPIAINL
On 0912612023, Anonymous submitted a complaint via telephone to CPOA staff
regarding an incident that occuned on 09/2 6/2023 at 1330 hours. Anonymous repofled
that a group of APD officers was attempting to get AJ to exit his apartment. Anonymous
alleged that an offrcer was belittling A  and also appeared to be provoking A .
Anonymous reported that an officer, Jason, was speaking loudly, called AJ a baby, and
said they would call his mommy. Anonymous believed J  referred to him as an
onlooker. Jason loudly told A  somethinglike, "l have one of your neighbors outside
who wants to play fideo games with you;" Anonymous shouted back, "No man, I'm
keeping an qe on t'ou. "

PO Box l29l

Albuquerque

NM 87103

www.cabq.gov

EYIDENCI.BDYIEIDD;

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

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

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Sergeant S

Other Materials: Email Communications

Date Investigation Completed: lantary 23,2024

Anonymous

I



EINI}INGS

l. Unfounded. lnvesligation classification rrllen the investigato(s) determines, by clear and convincing
evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve $e subject omcer

2. Slrsteilled. Investigation classification when the investigato(s) determines, by a preponderdnce ofthe
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by $e subject officer.

3. Not Sustrincd. Investigalion classification when the investigato(s) is unable to determine one way or the
other, by a preponderance ofthe cvidence. $hether the alleged misconduct cither occuned or did not occur.

4. Exonerated, lnvestigation classification where the iovestigator(s) determines, by a preponderatcc ofthe
evidcnce, that alleged conduct in thc underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies,
procedu.es, or training.

5. Sustaired Violation Not Based on Original Complaint. Investigarion classification where thc
invcstigator(s) detcrmincs, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in
thc original complaint (whethcr CPC or internal complaint) but that other misconduct uas discovered during
thc investigatbn. and by a preponderance ofthc evidence. that misconduct did occur.

It was determined that Sergeant S did make remarks that an individual unaware ofthe
officer's tactics or what the officers were trying to accomplish could view as belittling and/or
provoking. The actions of Sergeant S were exonerated as the offtcers were using a tactic that
consisted ofthe use ofhooks and triggers in an attempt to get A to engage with them in the
hopes that he would exit the apartment so he could be taken into custody on a felony warrant
for kidnapping.

2234-21 Sergeant S

PoliciesReviewed; l.l.5.A.t

tr

tr

tr

6. Administratively Closed, Investigation classification \yhere the investigator determines: Thc policy
violations ofa minor nature and do not constitute a pattem of misconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7
sanction, -the allegations are duplicative: +he allegatiors, even if true, do not conslitute misconduct: or -thc
investigation cannot bc conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complain! and further
investigation would be futilc.

Addiliqrrlcouryfili

tr



A) The fmdings by the Dtector had no explanation that would lead to the conclusion made; or,
B) The findings by the Director were not supported by evidence that was available at the time of

the investigation; or,

C) The APD policy or APD policies that were considered by the Director were the wrong
policies or they were used in the wrong way; or,

D) The AID policy or APD policies considered by the Director were chosen randomly or they

do not address the issues in your complaint.

Ifyou are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision of the ChiefofPolice or any matter
relating to the Chiefs handling of the complaint you may request a review of the complaint by
the City's Chief Administrative Officer. Your request must be in writing and within 30 calendar
days (inclusive ofholidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter. Include your CPC number.
The review by the Chief Administrative Offrcer will not delayed as it is not dependent upon the
Advisory Board.

If you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at http://urrrv.cabo aov/cno a/survev

Thank you for participating in the process of civilian oversight of the police, ensuring officers
and personnel of the APD are held accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Policepyersight Agency by

ilrurh,r,ljn*v
Diane McDermott
lnterim Executive Director
(s0s) 924-3770

-)

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings ofthe
CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of holiday and weekends) of
receipt ofthis letter, communicate your desire to have an appeal hearing before the CPOA
Advisory Board in a siped writing addressed to the CPOA Director. Please send your
request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103 or by email CPoA@cabq.gov. Include
your CPC number. Please note, at this time the Advisory Board is being reconfigured so no
hearings will take place until regulerly scheduled meetings occur. Ifyour appeal request is
filed timely you will be notified of when your appeal will be scheduled and more
information will follow. Once normal procedures resume the appeal hearings will proceed
as specified in the Oversight Ordinance 9-4-l-10. In order for the Advisory Board to
modi$ the Director's findings your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

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



CITY OF ALBU UER UE
Cn,ILIAN PoLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

January 11,2024

To File

Anonymous

Re: CPC # 234-23

PO Box l29J

N{N{ 87103

www.ca\.gov

fJIDENCI.BEYIESIEDT

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

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

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Offtcer H

Other Materials: Email Communications

Date Investigation Completed: January 23, 2024

COMPIAINL
On 09/2612023, Anonymous submitted a complaint via telephone to CPOA staff
regarding an incident that occuned on 09/2612023 a|1330 hours. Anonymous reported
that a group of APD officers was a$empting to get A  to exit his apartment. Anonymous
alleged that an offrcer was belittling A and also appeared to be provoking A .
Anonymous reported that an officer, J , was speaking loudly, called A  a baby, and
said they would call his mommy. Anonymous believed J  referred to him as an
onlooker. J  loudly told A  something like, "l have one ofyour neighbors outside
who wants to play video games with you;" Anonymous shouted back, "No man, I'm
keeping an eye on you. "

Albuquerque

I



EINDINGI

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

2. Sustained. Investigation classification uhcn the investigato(s) determincs, by a prepondcrance ofthe
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject oflicer.

3. Not Sustain€d. Investigation classification when the invcstigator(s) is unable to determine one way or the
other, by a preponderance ofthc evidence. whether the alleged misconduct either occuned or did not occur.

PoliciesReviewed: l.l.5.A.l

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

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Original Complaint. lnvestigation classification where the
investigato.(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe evidcnce, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in
the original complaint (whether CPC or internal complaint) but that othcr misconduct \ias discovered during
the investigation. and b) a prcponderance ofthe evidcncc, that misconduct did occur.

6. Administratively Clos€d. Investigation classification rvhere the investigator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor nature and do not constitutc a panern of misconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7
sanction. -the allegations are duplicative; -the allegations, even iftrue, do not constitute misconduct: or -the
investigation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complaint, and funher
investigation would be futile.

Addili0lrlclercllli
It was determined that Officer H did make remarks that an individual unaware of the officer's
tactics or what the officers were trying to accomplish could view as belittling and/or
provoking. The actions of Officer H were exonerated as the officers were using a tactic that
consisted ofthe use ofhooks and triggers in an attempt to get A  to engage with them in the
hopes that he would exit the apartment so he could be taken into custody on a felony warrant
for kidnapping.

a

2234-23 Officer H
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings ofthe
CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of holiday 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 toP.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103 or by email CPOA@cabq.gov. Include
your CPC number. Please note, at this time the Advisory Board is being reconfigured so no
hearings will take place until regularly scheduled meetings occur. Ifyour appeal request is
filed tinely you will be notifred of when your appeal will be scheduled and more
information will follow. Once normel procedures resume the appeal hearings will proceed
as specified in the Oversight Ordinance 9-4-1-10, In order for the Ailvisory Boaril to
modi$ the Director's lindings your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

Ifyou are not satished with the final disciplinary decision of the ChiefofPolice 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.
The review by the Chief Administrative Ofticer will not delayed as it is not dependent upon the
Advisory Board.

Ifyou have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at http://ns'rv.cabq. gov/cpoa/survey.

Thank you for participating in the process of civilian oversight of the police, ensuring officers
and personnel ofthe APD are held accountable, and improving the process.

Diane McDermott
Interim Executive Director
(sls) 924-3'770

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

A) The findings by the Director had no explanation that would lead to the conclusion made; or,

B) The furdings by the Director were not supported by €vidence that was available at the time of
the investigation; or,

C) The APD policy or APD policies that were considered by the Director were the wrong

policies or they were used in the wrong way; or,

D) The APD policy or APD policies considered by the Director were chosen randomly or they

do not address the issues in your complaint.

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

Sincerely,
The Civilian Policepyersight Agency byn li "

i[t',r/t( r \/r,**r'

3



CITY OF ALBU UER
Crvtlr.l.x PoLrcE Ovrnsrcsr AcENCY

lanuary 31,2024

To File

Anonymous

Re: CPC # 234-23

COMPIAINI
On 0912612023, Anonymous submitted a complaint via telephone to CPOA staff
regarding an incident that occuned on 0912612023 at 1330 hours. No portion of
Anonymous' submitted complaint was related to this portion of the complaint
investigation.

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

NM 87101

wr,vw.cabq.gov

EYIDENCI.BEYIEWEDi

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

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

APD Employee lnterviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Oflicer C

Other Materials: Email Communications

Date lnvestigation Completed: January 23,2024
I

UE



l. Unfounded. Invcstigation classification $'hen the investigalo(s) determines, by clear and convincing
evidencc, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subject ofticer.

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

3. Not Sustained. Invesrigation classification when the investigato(s) is unable to determine one !tay or the
other. b) a prcponderancc ofthe cvidence, whether the alleged misconduct either occurred or did not occur.

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

PoliciesReviewed: 2.16.5.C.1

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Original Complaint. lnvestigation classification lvherc the
invcstigator(s) determines. by a preponderance ofthc evidence, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in
the original complaint (whether CPC or internal complaint) but that other misconduct uas discovcred during
the investigation. and by a prcpondcrance ofthe evidence. ftat misconduct did occur.

6. Administratively Clos€d. lnvestigation classification where the investigator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor nature and do not constitute a pattem of misconduct (i.c. a violation subject to a class 7
sanction, -the allegations are duplicativei -the allegations. even iftrue, do not constitute misconduct; or -the
investigation carnot be conductcd bccause ofthe lack ofinformation in the complainl, and funher
investigation would be futile.

ArldiliqrLcsunq$i
It was determined that Officer C did not complete the report related to the incident associated
with this complaint investigation within the mandated time frame. The CPOA recommends a
verbal reprimand.

a

2214-23 OfficerC

FINDINGS
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings ofthe
CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive ofholiclay and weekends) of
receipt ofthis letter, communicate your desire to have an appeal hearing before the CPOA
Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the CPOA Director. Please send your
request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103 or by email CPoA@cabq.gov. Include
your CPC number. Please note, at this time the Advisory Board is being reconligured so no
hearings will take place until regularly scheduled meetings occur. Ifyour appeal request is
filed timely you will be notified of when your appeal will be scheduled anil more
information will follow. Once normal procedures resume the appeal hearings will proceed
as specified in the Oversight Ordinance 9-4-l-10. In order for the Advisory Board to
modi$ the Director's findings your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

A) The findings by the Director had no explanation that would lead to the conclusion made; or,

B) The findings by the Director were not supported by evidence that was available at the time of
the investigation; or,

C) The APD policy or APD policies that were considered by the Dtector were the wrong
policies or they were used in the wrong way; or,

D) The APD policy or APD policies considered by the Director were chosen randomly or they

do not address the issues in your complaint.

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

Ifyou are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision of the ChiefofPolice or any matter
relating to the Chiefs handling 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.
The review by the Chief Administative Officer will not delayed as it is not dependent upon the
Advisory Board.

Ifyou have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at http://urrv.cabq.gov/cpoa/survey.

Thank you for participating in the process ofcivilian oversight of the police, ensuring offrcers
and personnel ofthe APD are held accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Policel0yersight Agency by

ilrn r'hr, lir,*tu'
Diane McDermott
Interim Executive Director
(sls) 924-t770

3
cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

Cnrt,r,cx PoI,rcn Ownsrcnr AcENCy

lanuary 29,2024

Via Email

Re: CPC # 235-23

CQMPIAINL
Ms. G  called the CPOA and alleged that officers accused her son of a crime that
he did not do. Offrcers arrived at her home and knocked on her door regarding the
wrecked vehicle parked in front of her home. Initially, the officers failed to mention to
her the car they were looking for was involved in a fatal hit-and-run accident. Her
damaged vehicle had been parked in front of her house for two years. The officers were
looking for a black colored vehicle. whereas her vehicle was white. An ofhcer threatened
to have her vehicle towed the next day. Ms. G  felt that four officers at her home to
question her about a damaged vehicle in front ofherhome was strange.

PO Box 1293

Altruquerque

Nlt{ 87103

wuw. cabq.gov

EYIDEIICE.BEYIIEED.

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

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

APD Employee lnterviewed: Yes

APD Employee lnvolved: Offrcer J

Other Materials: N/A

Date tnvestigation Completed: January 16,2024
I



Fl N DINGS

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

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

3. Not Sustained. lnvestigation classification when the investigato(s) is unable to determine one way or the
other, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, whether the allcged misconduct cither occuned or did not occur.

PoliciesReviewed: 1.1.5.A.4

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

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

6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classification where thc investigator determines: The policy
violations of a minor nature and do not constitute a panern ofmisconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7
sanction, -the allegations are duplicative: -the allegations, even iftrue, do not constitute miscooduct: or -the
investigation cannot be conducted becauso ofthe lack ofinformation in the complaint, and further
investigation would be futile.

AtltlitiqrLcsuuc[li
After a review, the investigation determined, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, that
Officer J did not violate policy during his encounter with Ms. G  nor was she
mistreated. A review of Officers K's and J's lapel videos corroborated what happened and
what Officer J and K said during their interviews. The initial conversation began with
Officer K as he attempted to gather information about the vehicle parked on the sidewalk in
front of Ms. G ouse. Later, Officer J informed Ms. G  that they were
additionally investigating a fatal hit-and-run accident, and her vehicle matched the
description of the suspected vehicle. Officer J notified Ms. G  that they would remove
the car cover to veriry if the vehicle matched the description. At that time, Ms. G
became argumentative and accused the officers ofaccusing her son of committing a crime.
Ms. G  mentioned a warrant, and Officer J informed her they did not need a warrant
since the vehicle was parked on the sidewalk on public property and required to be identified
for the safety violation and the potential match. After review, Ms. G  was explained
that her vehicle did not match but needed to be moved offthe sidewalk or it would be towed
the next day.

22f5-23 Officer J
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You have the right to appeal this decision. If you are not satisfied with the findings ofthe
CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive ofholiday and weekends) of
receipt of this letter, communicate your desire to have an appeal hearing before the CPOA
Advisory Board in a signed writing ad&essed to the CPOA Director. Please send your
request toP.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM87103 or by email CPoA@cabq.gov. lnclude
your CPC number. Please note, at this time the Advisory Board is being reconfigured so no
hearings will take place until regulerly scheduled meetings occur. Ifyour appeal request is
filed timely you will be notifieil of when your appeal will be scheduled anil more
information will follow. Once normal procedures resume the appeal hearings will proceeil
as specilied in the Oversight Ordinance 9-4-1-10. In order for the Advisory Board to
modify the Director's findings your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

A) The findings by the Director had no explanation that would lead to the conclusion made; or,

B) Thc findings by the Director were not supported by evidence that was available at the time of
the investigation; or,

C) The APD policy or APD policies that were considered by the Director were the wrong
policies or they were used in the wrong way; or,

D) The APD policy or APD policies considered by the Director were chosen randomly or they

do not address the issues in your complaint.

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

Ifyou have a computer available, we would $eatly appreciate your completing our client
surveyformat@.
Thank you for participating in the process of civilian oversight of the police, ensuring offtcers
and personnel ofthe APD are held accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Policepyersight Agency by

:[Lrrlfft J,,"n*'
Diane McDermott
lnterim Executive Director
(s0s) 924-1770

3
cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

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

The review by the Chief Administative Officer will not delayed as it is not dependent upon the

AdvisoryBoard.



CITY OF ALBU UER UE
Crur,rll Por,rcr Ownsrcnr AcENCy

January 30,2024

Via Email

  

Re: CPC #241-23

PO Box 1293 CQMEI.AINL
Ms.  A  alleged that her cousin,  M  was involved in a domestic
dispute with her boyfriend, Juan S  who beat her up, drugged her, ran over her with her
vehicle, and stole her car. The BCSO reported Ms. M  vehicle as stolen thtough
NCIC. The following day, Mr. S  was involved in a traffic crash accident on I-25 and
Jefferson in the stolen vehicle. An APD offrcer responded to the traffic accident and
reported no charges against Mr. S  for vehicle theft and DUI -drugs. Ms. A  had
alleged that Mr. S  was a known fentanyl drug user. However, the accident report
indicated no suspected drug use. Ms. A  believed that APD should have arrested Mr.
S  for domestic violence, DUI, and stealing her cousin's vehicle when he crashed it on
I-25 that night.

Albuquerque

NNI 87 r0J

wu,w.cabq.gov

EYIDENCE.BITITJEDi

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

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

APD Employee Interviewed: No

APD Employee Involved: Offrcer R.

Other Materials: N/A

Date Inv€stigation Completed: January 23,2024
I



PoliciesReviewed: 2.60.4.C.1.e

L Unfounded. Investigation classification \r'hen the investigato(s) determines, by clear and convincing
evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve lhe subject ofliccr.

2. Sustain€d. Invcstigation classification whcn the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject officer.

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

4. Exonerated. Investigation classification r.r.here the investigator(s) derermines, by a prepondcrancc ofthe
evidence, that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did nol violate APD policies,
procedures. or training.

5. Sustrined Violation Not Bas€d on Original Complaint. Investigarion 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
thc investigation. and by a preponderance ofthe cvidencc, that misconduct did occur.

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

ArldiliqrllCoegsrlsi
The investigation determined that Ofc. R committed no misconduct during the traffic
accident investigation. That night, Ofc. R investigated the traffic accident and took
appropriate action based on what he observed during the accident scene. Regarding alleged
DUI and suspected drug use, a review of Ofc. R's lapel video offered no evidence to suspect
that Mr. S  was under the influence of alcohol or drugs. Mr. S  reported that he had
argued with his girlfriend before the accident. Ofc. R could not have known about Mr. S
drug use, as alleged by Ms. A  As a result of Ofc. R's investigation, Mr. S  was
summoned to court for reckless driving. In addition, the alleged stolen auto was reported
stolen the day after the traffic accident happened. Also, the alleged domestic violence
incident was handled by the Bemalillo County Sheriffs Office and did not share that
information with APD or Ofc. R. Upon leaming that Ofc. R issued a reckless driving
summons and the other information discussed during the interview she did not have a
complaint against Ofc. R. However, the case was not withdrawn as Ms. A  did not
respond to a followup question about withdrawal.

241-23 Officer R.
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A) The fmdings by the Director had no explamtion that would lead to the conclusion made; or,

B) The furdings by the Director were not supported by evidence that was available at the time of
the investigation; or,

C) The APD policy or APD policies that were considered by the Director were the wrong

policies or they were used in the wrong way; or,

D) The APD policy or APD policies considered by the Director were chosen randomly or they

do not address the issues in your complaint.

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

Ifyou are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision ofthe ChiefofPolice or any matter
relating to the Chiefs handling 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.
The review by the Chief Administative Offrcer will not delayed as it is not dependent upon the
Advisory Board.

If you. have a computer available, we worild greatly appreciato your completing our client
survey form at htto://urrv.cabo. ov/cnoa/stlrvev

Thank you for participating in the process of civilian oversight of the police, ensuring officers
and personnel ofthe APD are held accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police ight Agency by

Y
'lr,l t NIY/

Diane McDermott
Interim Executive Director
(s0s)924-3'770

(l
$y'uv

J
cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

You have the right to appeal this decision. If you are not satisfied with the findings ofthe
CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive ofholiday and weekends) of
receipt ofthis letter, communicate your desire to have an appeal hearing before the CPOA
Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the CPOA Director. Please send your
request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103 or by email CPOA@cabq.gov. lnclude
your CPC number. Please note, at this time the Advisory Board is being reconfigured so no
hearings will take place until regularly scheduled meetings occur. Ifyour appeal request is
filed timely you will be notified of when your appeal will be scheduled and more
information will follow. Once normal procedures resume the appeal hearings will proceed
as specified in the Oversight Ordinance 9-4-l-10. In order for the Advisory Board to
modify the Director's fmdings your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

Cn ILIAN Por,rcp O\TRSTGHT AGENCY

January 30,2024

Via Email

 

Re: CPC # 241-23

Albuquerque

COMEI.AINL
Ms.  A  alleged that her cousin,  M  was involved in a domestic
dispute with her boyfriend, Juan S  who beat her up, drugged her, ran over her with her
vehicle, and stole her car. The BCSO reported Ms. M  vehicle as stolen through
NCIC. The following day, Mr. S  was involved in a traffic crash accident on I-25 and
Jefferson in the stolen vehicle. An APD officer responded to the traffic accident and
reported no charges against Mr. S  for vehicle thefl and DUI -drugs. Ms. A  had
alleged that Mr. S  was a known fentany.l drug user. However, the accident report
indicated no suspected drug us'e. Ms. A  believed that APD should have arrested Mr.
S  for domestic violence, DUI, and stealing her cousin's vehicle when he crashed it on
I-25 that night.

NM 87103

wr*w.ca\.gov

EYIDENCE BEYIE}{EDI

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

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

APD Employee Interviewed: No

APD Employee lnvolved: Offrcer R.

other Materials: N/A

Date Investigation Completed: January 21, 2024

PO Box 129.1

I



FINI)INGS

PoliciesReviewed: 2.60.4.C.1-e

l. Unfounded. lnvestigation classification when the investigato(s) dctcrmines, by clear and convincing
evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subject officcr. a
2. Sustsined. lnvestigation classification when the investigato(s) determines, by a prepondernnce ofthe
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject oflicer.

3. Not Sustained. lnvestigation classification when the investigato(s) is unable to determin€ one way or the

other, by a preponderance oflhe evidence, whethcr th€ alleged misconduct either occuncd or did not occur.

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

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

6. Admioistratively Closed. Investigation classification wherc the investigator determines: The policy
violations of a minor nature and do not constitute a pattem ofmisconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7
sanction. -the allegations are duplicative: -the allegations, even if true. do not constitute misconduct; or -the
investigation carnot be conductcd because ofthe lack of information in the complainl, afld further
investigation would be futile.

AdditiqalcqnEcrl$
The investigation determined that Ofc. R committed no misconduct during the traffic
accident investigation. That night, Ofc. R investigated the traffic accident and took
appropriate action based on what he observed during the accident scene. Regarding alleged
DUI and suspected drug use, a review of Ofc. R's lapel video offered no evidence to suspect
that Mr. S  was under the influence ofalcohol or drugs. Mr. S  reported that he had
argued with his girlfriend before the accident. Ofc. R could not have known about Mr. S

drug use, as alleged by Ms. A  As a result of Ofc. R's investigation, Mr. S  was
summoned to court for reckless driving. In addition, the alleged stolen auto was reported
stolen lhe day ofter the traffic accident happened. Also, the alleged domestic violence
incident was handled by the Bemalillo County Sheriffs Offrce and did not share that
information with APD or Ofc. R. Upon leaming that Ofc. R issued a reckless driving
summons and the other information discussed during the interview she did not have a
complaint against Ofc. R. However, the case was not withdrawn as Ms. A  did not
respond to a followup question about withdrawal.

2241-23 Officer R.
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings of the
CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of holiday 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 Diector. Please send your
request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103 or by email CPoA@cabq.gov. Include
your CPC number. Please note, at this time the Advisory Board is being reconfigured so no
hearings will take place until regularly scheduled meetings occur. Ifyour appeal request is
Iiled timely you will be notified of when your appeal will be scheduled and more
information will follow. Once normal procedures resume the appeal hearings will proceed
as specilied in the Oversight Ordinance 9-4-l-10, In order for the Advisory Board to
modi$ the Director's findings your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

A) The fmdings by the Dtector had no explanation that would lead to the conclusion made; or,

B) The findings by the Director were not supported by evidence that was available at the time of
the investigatiou; or,

C) The APD policy or APD policies that were considered by the Director were the wrong

policies or they were used in the wrong way; or,

D) The APD policy or APD policies considered by the Director were chosen randomly or they

do not address the issues in your complaint.

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

Ifyou are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision ofthe ChiefofPolice or any matter
relating to the Chiefs handling of the complaint you may request a review ofthe complaint by
the City's Chief Administrative Offrcer. Your request must be in writing and within 30 calendar
days (inclusive ofholidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter. Include your CPC number.
The review by the Chief Administative Officer will not delayed as it is not dependent upon the
Advisory Board.

If you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate yourcompleting our client
survey form at http://nrnr'.cabq .cory'cDoa/survcv

Thank you for participating in the process of civilian oversight of the police, ensuring officers
and personnel of the APD are held accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Policepyersieht Agency by

:{r,rhtc L),"^,*,'
Diane McDermott
lnterim Executive Director
(sos) 924-3770

3
cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBU UER UE
Crvru,N Por,rco Ovrnsrcnr AcENCy

lantary 31,2024

Via Certified Mail

7017 2680 0000 5951 9723

  

  

Re: CPC # 255-23

PO Box 129.3 CA!4EI.AINL
Ms. Sandra B  alleged that Sergeant T refused to write a report that her neighbor
damaged her trash can. Allegedly, Sergeant T told her that a report would not be
generated due to her abusing the police phone line.Albuquerqr:c

NM 87103

www. cabq. gov

EYIDENCE BEYIEIYEDi

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

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

APD Employee Intervie*ed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Sergeant T.

Other Materials: N/A

Date Investigation Completed: lanuary 10,2024
I



FINDIN(;S

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

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

PoliciesReviewed: 2.100.4.8.6.e.ii.1

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

a

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Original Complaint. Invesigation classificarion t\hcre rhe
investigato(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe evidencc, misconduct did occur that uas not alleged in
the original complaint (*hether CPC or intemal complaint) but lhat other misconduct was discovcred during
the investigation, and by a preponderance ofthe evidence. that misconduct did occur.

6. Administratively Closed. Invcstigation classilication where the investigator determincs: The policy
violations ofa minor nature and do not constitutc a pattem of misconduct (i.c. a violation subject to a class 7
sanction, -the allegations are duplicative; -the allegations, evcn if true. do not constitute misconduct; or -the
investigation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in thc complaint ard funher
inlesligation would be futile.

Addiliolalcqnesrtli
After review, the investigation determined that Sergeant T did not violate APD policy when
he canceled the call for service regarding a neighbor dispute at Ms. B  residence.
According to APD policy, on-duty FSB field supervisors have the authority and discretion to
cancel calls for service. A review of Sergeant T's OBRD video corroborated what he told
Ms. B  and the investigator during his interview. Ms. B  has had many calls for service,

but none have been confirmed as harassment.

In addition, during Ms. B  call with the police operator, she reported no crime in progress

and was not an eyewitness to her trash can, which was alleged to have been damaged by her

neighbor. Current APD policy does not require a wdtten report for every incident, even ifa
community member requests it, as it was required on previous versions of the report writing
policy, 2.16. This incident, a neighbor dispute, did not meet the mandatory report writing
requirements.

2255-23 Sergeant T

3. Not Sustained. Investigation classification whcn the investigato(s) is unable to determine one way or the
other, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, wh€ther the 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 ofthe
CPOA Executive Dhector within 30 calendar days (inclusive ofholiday and weekends) of
receipt ofthis letter, communicate your desire to have an appeal hearing before the CPOA
Advisory Board ina signed writing addressed to the CPOA Director. Please send your
request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103 or by email CPOA@cabq.gov. Include
your CPC number. Please note, at this time the Advisory Board is being reconfrgured so no
hearings will take place until regularly scheduled meetings occur. Ifyour appeal request is
filed timely you will be notified of when your appeal will be scheduled and more
information will follow. Once normal procedures resume the appeal hearings will proceed
as specified in the Oversight Ordinance 9-4-1-10. In orrler for the Advisory Board to
nodi$ the Director's frndings your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

A) The findings by the Director had no expluration that would lead to the conclusion made; or,

B) The findings by the Director were not supported by evidence that was available at the time of
the investigation; or,

C) The APD policy or APD policies that were considered by the Director were the wrong

policies or they were used in the wrong way; or,

D) The APD policy or APD policies considcred by the Director were chosen randomly or they

do not address the issues in your complaint.

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

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police t Agency by

n
il/,, /t( c ,ryqtY

Diane McDermott
Interim Executive Director
(sos) 924-3770

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

Ifyou are not satisf,red with the final disciplinary decision of the ChiefofPolice 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.
The review by the Chief Administrative Offrcer will not delayed as it is not dependent upon the
Advisory Board.

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

Thank you for participating in the process of civilian oversight of the police, ensuring officers
and personnel ofthe APD are held accountable, and improving the process.

J



UER UE
CrvILT,cN POLICE Ownsrcrrr AGENCY

January 29 ,2024

Via Email

PO Bor 1293 CAMPIAINL
 W  reported that on l0/15/2023, Lieutenant B knocked aggressively on a

food truck, said he was an officer, and said to move now. Ms. W  reported that Lt. B
was aggressive, mean, and unprofessional and told them no when asked to wait a couple
of minutes.

Albuquerquc

www. cabq.gov

DYIDENCI.BEYIEEEDT

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

Complainant Interviewed: Yes Witness(es) lnterviewed: Yes

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Lieutenant B

Other Materials: Email communications

Date Investigation Completed: January 10, 2024

I

CITY OF AIBU

Re: CPC # 257-23

NM 87103



FINT)IN(;S

PoliciesReviewed: l.l.5.A.l (GeneralConduct-PublicWelfare)

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

2. Sustained. Investigation classification when the investigato(s) determines, by a preponderancc ofthe
cvidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject officcr.

3. Not Sustained. 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 occuncd or did not occur.

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

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

investigator(s) determincs, by a preponderance ofthe evidence. misconduct did occur that was not alleged in
the original complaint ($hether CPC or internal complaint) but that other misconduct \!as discovered during
the investigation. and b) a preponderance ofthe evidencc. that misconduct did occur.

6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classification uhere the invesligator dctcrmines: The policy
violations ofa minor nature and do not constitute a patlcm of misconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7

sanction, -the allegations arc duplicative: -the allegations, even iftrue. do not constitute misconductl or -the
investigation cannot bc conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complaint, and furlher
investigation taould bc futile.

ArUiliqrslCqnryll$
It was determined that Lieutenant B had a lawful reason to contact the food truck occupants
and instruct them to move because they were illegally parked. Lt. B was no1 inappropriate in
how he knocked on the door ofthe food truck. Lt. B was patient, professional, and
accommodating.

2257-23 Lieutenant B
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings ofthe
CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of holiday 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 CPOA@cabq.gov. Include
your CPC number. Please note, at this time the AdvisorT Board is being recoufigured so no
hearings will take place until regularly scheduled meetings occur. Ifyour appeal request is
frled timely you will be notified of when your appeal will be scheiluled and more
information will follow. Once normal procedures resume the appeal hearings will proceed
as specified in the Oversight Ordinance 9-4-l-10. In order for the Advisory Board to
modiry the Director's findings your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

A) The fndings by the Director had no explanation that would lead to the conclusion made; or,

B) The fndings by the Director were not supported by evidence that was available at the time of
the investigation; or,

C) The APD policy or APD policies ihat were considered by the Director were the wrong

policies or they were used in the wrong way; or,

D) The APD policy or APD policies considered by the Director were chosen randomly or they

do not address the issues in your complaint.

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

Ifyou are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision of the ChiefofPolice or any matter
relating to the Chiefs handling of the complaint you may request a review ofthe complaint by
the City's Chief Administrative Offrcer. Your request must be in writing and within 30 calendar
days (inclusive ofholidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter. Include your CPC number.
The review by the Chief Administrative Ofticer will not delayed as it is not dependent upon the
Advisory Board.

If you have a computer available; we would greatly ippreciate your completing our cliedt
survey form at http://r.rrrrr'.cabq qov/cpoa/surl'ev

Thank you for participating in the process ofcivilian oversight ofthe police, ensuring officers
and personnel ofthe APD are held accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Qivilian Policefuersight Agency byn li -

ilt^r'lrlt L,//,u"&'
Diane McDermott
Interim Executive Director
(s}s) 924-3'770

J
cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CTTY OF ALBU UER UE

CNTLLc,N PoLICE Ovn,nsrcrrr AGENCY

lanuary 29,2024

Via Certified Mail

'7017 2680 0000 s9519709

 

Re: CPC # 258-23

CAMEI"AINL
On 10118/2023,  P  submitted a complaint via telephone ro CPOA staff
regarding an incident that occurred on 1011812023 at 0600 hours at 3849 Montgomery
(Hill Crest Park). Ms. P  reported that a Caucasian oflicer was hissing at her by
elongating the s in his spoken words. Ms. P  reported that the officer was
aggressive and threatened to take Ms. P  to a mental hospital involuntarily and
charge her with 9l I abuse because she called 242-COPS at 0400 hours "to repo,'t
murders and lhat her stepfather raped her in lhe llh ,grade. 

"

l'O Box 1293

Albuquerquc

Nt 87l03

*rvw.cabq.gov

EYIDENCE.BEYII}IIEDI

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

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

APD Employee Intewiewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Officer M

Other Materials: Email Communications & Payroll Records.

Date Investigation Completed: January 18,2024

Albrytttqut
I



EIIiDIIi(LI

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

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

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

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

PoliciesReviewed: 2.16.5.C..1

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

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Original Complaint. Investigation classification where the
investigato(s) dctermines, by a preponderance ofthe evidencc. misconduct did occur that t\as not alleged in
thc original complaint (wheth€r CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovered during
the investigation, and by a preponderance ofthe evidcnce, that misconduct did occur.

6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classification where the investigator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor nature and do not constitute a pattern ofmisqonduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7
sanction. -the allegations are duplicative; -the allegations, cven iftrue, do not constitute misconduct; or -the
invcstigation cannot be conductcd becausc ofthc lack of information in the complaint, and funher
invcstigation would be futile.

AtlditiqelrcqEEr.r$r
It was determined that Offrcer M did not complete and submit the report related to the
complainant investigation before the end ofshift bu1 that the supervisor had knowledge of
and consented to the delay.

2258-23 OfficerM
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings ofthe
CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of holiday and weekends) of
receipt ofthis letter, communicate your desire to have an appeal hearing before the CPOA
Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the CPOA Director. Please send your
request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103 or by email CPOA@cabq.gov. Include
your CPC number. Please note, at this time the Advisory Board is being reconfigured so no
hearings will take place until regularly scheduled meetings occur. Ifyour appeal request is
filed timely you will be notilied of when your appeal will be scheduled and more
iuformation will follow. Once normal procedures resume the appeal hearings will proceed
as specified in the Oversight Ordinance 9-4-1-10. In order for the Advisory Board to
modify the Director's findings your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

A) The fndings by the Director had no explanation that would lead to the conclusion made; or,

B) The furdings by the Dtector were not supported by evidence that was available at the time of
the investigation; or,

C) The APD policy or APD policies that were considered by the Director were the wrong

policies or they were used in the wrong way; or,

D) The APD policy or APD policies considcred by the Director were chosen randomly or they

do not address the issues in your complaint.

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

Ifyou are not satisfied with the linal disciplinary decision ofthe 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 of holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter. Include your CPC number.
The review by the Chief Adminisaative Offrcer will not delayed as it is not dependent upon the
Advisory Board.

If you have a computer available, we *ould geatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at http://ns's'.cabq.gory'cpoa/sun'ey.

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 Policel0yersight Agency by

|tn",rh,f ,l.)r,"r*'
Diane McDermott
Interim Executive Director
(sls)924-17'70

J
cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

Clvu,lqn Por,rcp OvrRsrcnr AcENCY

Iantary 29,2024

Via Certified Mail

70t7 2680 0000 5951 9709

 

 

Re: CPC # 258-23

Albuquerque

COMPIAINL
On l0/l 8/2023,  P  submitted a complaint via telephone to CPOA staff
regarding an incident that occurred on 10/1812021aI 0600 hours at 3849 Montgomery
(I{ill Crest Park). Ms. P  reported that a Caucasian officer was hissing at her by
elongating the s in his spoken words. Ms. P  reported that the officer was
aggressive and threatened to take Ms. P  to a mental hospital involuntarily and
charge her with 9l I abuse because she called 242-COPS at 0400 ho:urs "to report

.murders and thal her slepfather raped her.in the 4th grade."NM 87103

wvrvr.cabq.gov

IYIDENCEIEYUI{EDT

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: Offtcer W

Other Materials: Email Communications & Payroll Records.

Date Investigation Completed: January 18, 2024

AlhnTuqn,

PO Box I29-l

I



EINDINGI

PoliciesReviewed: 1.1.5.A.4

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

2. Sustained. Investigation classitication when the investigato(s) determines. by a prepondennce ofthe
evidence. the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject officer.

3, Not Sustained. Investigation classification when the investigato(s) is unable to determinc one way or the

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

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

6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classificalion where the investigator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor nature and do not constitute a pattern ofmisconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7
salction, .the allegations ar€ duplicative: .the allegations. even iftrue. do not constitute misconduct; or -the
investigation cannot bc conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in thc complain! and further
investigation would be futile.

Additisrllcsguqtsi
It was determined that Officer W was professional, never hissed, wasn't aggressive, and
never made any threats. He provided her explanations ofwhat could happen given the
circumstances.

2258-23 Officer W

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Original Complaint. lnvestigation classification where the
investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur that rvas not alleged in
the original complaint (whether CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misconduct $as discorered during
the investigalion, and by a preponderance ofthc evidence. that misconduct did occur.

V
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A) The findings by the Director had no explanation that would lead to the conclusion made; or,

B) The findings by the Director were not supported by evidence that was available at the time of
the investigation; or,

C) The APD policy or APD policies that were considered by the Director were the wrong

policies or they were used in the wrong way; or,

D) The APD policy or APD policies considered by the Dhector were chosen randomly or they

do not address the issues in your complaint.

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

Ifyou are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision ofthe ChiefofPolice or any matter
relating to the Chiefs handling of the complaint you may request a review of the complaint by
the City's Chief Administrative Offrcer. Your request must be in writing and within 30 calendar
days (inclusive ofholidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter. Include your CPC number.
The review by the Chief Administative Officer will not delayed as it is not dependent upon the
Advisory Board.

tf you have a computer ayailable, we would greatly appieciate your completing our client
survev form at lrttp://urnr'.cabq. gor'/cpoa/survc)'

Thank you for participating in the process ofcivilian oversight of the police, ensuring officers
and persorurel ofthe APD are held accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian PolicepyersiBht ABencY by

)l*,r'hr, l)r,,**,'
Diane McDermott
lnterim Executive Director
(s05) 924-37'10

3
cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings ofthe
CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of holiday and weekends) of
receipt ofthis letter, communicate your desire to have an appeal hearing before the CPOA
Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the CPOA Director. Please send your
request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103 or by email CPOA@cabq.gov. Include
your CPC number. Please note, at this time the Advisory Board is being reconfigured so no
hearings will take place until regularly scheduled meetings occur. Ifyour appeal request is
filed timely you will be notified of when your appeal will be scheduled and more
information will follow. Once normal procedures resume the appeel hearings will proceed
as specified in the Oversight Ordinance 9-4-1-10, In order for the Advisory Board to
modi$ the Director's findings your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:



CTTY OF ALBU UER UE

Cn,ILIAN PoLICE OvERSIGHT AGENCY

 
   

 

Re: CPC # 258-23

EOMPIAINL
On 1011812023,  P  submitted a complaint via telephone to CPOA staff
regarding an incident that occurred on 1011812023 at 0600 hours at 3849 Montgomery
(Hill Crest Park). Ms. P  reported that a Caucasian officer was hissing at her by
elongating the s in his spoken words. Ms. P  reported that the oflicer was
aggressive and threatened to take Ms. P  to a mental hospital involuntarily and
charge her with 9l I abuse because she called 242-COPS at 0400 hours "to report
murders and thal her slepfather raped her in the 4lh grade. "

PO Box 129.1

Albuqucrque

NN{ rJ7l0l

wr,vw. cabq.gov

IYIDENCE BEYII}{EDT

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

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

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Sergeant K

Other Materials: Email Communications & Payroll Records.

Date Investigation Completed: January 18,2024

.4lb u q :, t,t1 t, ,

1

lanuary 29,2024

Via Certified Mail

7017 2680 0000 s95l 9709



FINDINGS

PoliciesReviewed: 2.16.5.C.1.b

l. Unfounded. lnvestigation classification Ehen the invesligato(s) determines, by clear and convincing
evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subject omcer. a
2. Sustained. Investigation classification when the investigator(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 rvay or the
other. by a preponderance ofthe cvidence, whether the alleged misconduct either occuEed or did not occur.

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

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

6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classification where the investigator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor oature and do not constitute a pattem of misconducl (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7
saoction, -the all€gations are duplicativci -the allegations. evcn iftrue, do not constitute misconduct; or -the
invcstigation cannot be conducted bccause ofthe lack ofinformation in the complaint, and funher
investigation would be futile.

Addiliqr{Csuesfili
It was determined that Sergeant K completed the review and approval ofthe report related to
this complaint investigation within three (3) workdays of when it was submitted.

2258-23 Sergeant K
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings ofthe
CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of holiday 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 yow
request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103 or by email CPoA@cabq.gov. Include
your CPC number. Please note, at this time the Advisory Board is being recoufigured so no
hearings will take place until regularly scheduled meetings occur. Ifyour appeal request is
Iiled timely you will be notilied of when your appeal will be scheiluled and more
iuformation will follow. Once normal procedures resume the appeal hearings will proceed
as specified in the Oversight Ordinance 9-4-l-10. In order for the Advisory Board to
modi$ the Director's findings your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

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

Ifyou are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision ofthe ChiefofPolice or any matter
relating to the Chief s handling of the complaint you may request a review of the complaint by
the City's Chief Administrative Offrcer. Your request must be in writing and within 30 calendar
days (inclusive ofholidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter. Include your CPC number.
The review by the Chief Adminiskative Officer will not delayed as it is not dependent upon the
Advisory Board.

Ifyou have a codputer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at http://ullrr'.cabq.gov/cpoa/survey.

Thank you for participating in the process of civilian oversight of the police, ensuring officers
and personnel ofthe APD are held accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian PolicepyersiSht Agency by

n il
';{1,'Y1t'lt U,"u*x''

Diane McDermott
Interim Executive Director
(sos) 924-3770

3
cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

A) The ftndings by the Director had no explanation that would lead to the sonclusion made; or,

B) The findings by the Director were not supported by evidence that was available at the time of
the investigation; or,

C) The APD policy or APD policies that were considered by the Director were the wrong

policies or they were used in the wrong way; or,

D) The APD policy or APD policies considered by the Director were chosen randomly or they

do not address the issues in your complaint.



CTTY OF ALBU UER UE
Crvruax Poucr OvrRsrcsr AGENCY

lanrary 31,2024

Via Certified Mail

70t7 2680 0000 59sl 9730

  
 

Re: CPC #294-23

EAT{EILAINL
Ms.  B  alleged that she called the police and wanted a police report because her
neighbor had been harassing and arguing with her. She alleged that Sergeant T would not
come to take a report and insisted on taking her report over the phone. Ms. B  believed
Sergeant T was siding with the neighbors and not taking her seriously.

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

NM 87103

www.cabq.gov

EYIDENCEAEYIEIEDi

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

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

APD Employee Intewiewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Sergeant T

Other Materials: N/A

Date lnvestigation Completed: January 30,2024
I



FINNINGS

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

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

3. Not Sustained, lnvestigation classification when the investigato(s) is unablc to determinc one *ay or the
other, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, whether the alleged misconduct either occuned or did not occur.

Policies Reviewed: 2.100.4.B.6.e.ii.1

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

5. Sustaired Violation Not Based on Original Complaint. Inrestigation classification where the
investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur thal was not alleged in
the original complaint (\ hether CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misconduct uas discovered during
the investigation, and b1 a preponderancc ofthe evidcnce. that mixonduct did occur.

6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classification where the 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 allcgations. even iftrue, do not constitute misconduct; or -the
investigation cannot be conductcd because ofthc lack ofinformation in the complaint. and further
investigation would be futile.

Addiliqrllrcqur$r$i
After review, the investigation determined that Sergeant T did not violate APD policy when
he canceled the call for service regarding a neighbor dispute at Ms. B  residence.
According to APD policy, on-duty FSB field supervisors have the authority and discretion to
cancel calls for service. Ms. B  has a history of allegations against her neighbors with no
credible evidence or charges filed.

Regarding police reports, the current APD policy does not require a written report for every
incident, even if a community member requests it, as it was required on previous versions of
the report writing SOP, 2.16. This incident, a disturbance, did not meet the mandatory
report-writing requirements.

2

{
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings ofthe
CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive ofholiday and weekends) of
receipt ofthis lefter, 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 toP.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103 or by email CPoA@cabq.gov. Include
your CPC number. Please note, at this time the Advisory Board is being reconfigured so no
hearings will take place until regularly scheduled meetings occur. Ifyour appeal request is
Iileil tinely you will be notified of when your appeal will be scheduled and more
information will follow. Once normal procedures resune the appeal hearings will proceed
as specilied in the Oversight Ordinance 9-4-1-10. In order for the Advisory Board to
modi$ the Director's findings your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

A) The findings by the Director had no explanation that would lead to the conclusion made; or,

B) The frndings by the Director were not supported by evidence that was available at the time of
the investigation; or,

C) The APD policy or APD policies that were considered by the Director were the wrong
policies or they were used in the wrong way; or,

D) The APD policy or APD policies considered by the Director were chosen randomly or they

do not address the issues in your complaint.

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

Ifyou are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision ofthe ChiefofPolice or any matter
relating to the Chiefs handling 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.
The review by the Chief Administative Officer will not delayed as it is not dependent upon the
Advisory Board.

If you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at http://suv.cabq.gov/crroa/surve\'.

Thank you for participating in the process ofcivilian oversight of the police, ensuring officers
and personnel of the APD are held accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police,Oyersight Agency byA li "

i[*,r'lr r t^/,',,vq,'
Diane McDermott
Interim Executive Director
(s0s) 924-3770

3
cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBU UER UE
Cn,ILIAN PoLICE OvERSIGHT AGENCY

January 31,2024

To File

Anonymous/

Re: CPC # 306-23

CAMPIAINL
Anonymous/  submitted a complaint and reported, "Him and 2 other
officers were sv'eeping homeless people oll'the side of the highway in DIRECT vtolation
of a judicial injunction. All fficers were made qu,are that what they u,ere doing was
ILLEGAL and didn't care nor stopped. " Anonymous reported that she didn't witness the
incident and was not submitting the form for anyone else.

EYIIENCEBD$IWDT

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

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

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Offrcer O

Other Materials: S.O. 23-136, NM Statute 30- 14- 1, lnjunction, & Email Communications.

Date Investigation Completed: January 19,2024
I

Albuqrcrqnt - llakiry Htstor.t 1-06 2006

l'}O Box I29-l

Albuqrrerque

NN,l 8710,1

wrvw.ca\.gov



EINI}INGI

policiesReviewed: 1.4.5.8.1 (Biased-BasePolicing)

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

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

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

Policies Reviewed:

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Original Compleint. Invesligation classification lvhere the
investigato(s) determincs, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur that wa5 not alleged in
the original complaint (whefier CPC or internal complaint) but that other misconduct $as discovered during
the investigation. and b) a preponderance ofthe evidencc. tha( misconduct did occur.

6. Admi[istratively Closed. Investigation classification $here the investigator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor nature aod do not constitute a pa(em of misconduct (i.c. a violation subject to a class 7
sanction, -the allegations are duplicative: -thc allegations, even iftrue, do not constitute misconduct; or -the
investigation cannot be conducted because ofthc lack ofinformation in the complaint, and funher
investigation would be futile.

AddiliqlnLCog&silli
1.4.5. B.l: It was determined that Officer O had a lawful objective to enforce a
no-trespassing statute at the location ofthe unhoused person's encampment, where a
no-trespassing sign was posted. The enforcement was conducted within said APD policy to
include pursuant to APD Special Order 23-136, which allowed officers to take enforcement
action on public/private property when a law violation is being committed. The individuals
were ordered to stop their unlawful activity, but no further action was taken against them,
and none oftheir property was seized or disposed ofby APD personnel.

2306-23 Officer O

4. Exonerated. Investigation classification where the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, that alleged conduct in the underlying complaiot did occur but did not violale APD policies,
procedures. or training.
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings ofthe
CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive ofholiday and weekends) of
receipt ofthis letter, communicate your desire to have an appeal hearing before the CPOA
Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the CPOA Director. Please send your
request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103 or by email CPOA@cabq.gov. Include
yow CPC number. Please note, at this time the Advisora Board is being reconfigured so no
hearings will take place until regularly scheduled meetings occur. Ifyour appeal request is
filed timely you will be notifred of when your appeal will be scheduled and more
information will follow. Once normal procedures resume the appeal hearings will proceed
as specified in the Oversight Ordilance 9-4-1-10. In order for the Advisory Board to
modiry the Director's findings your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

A) The furdings by the Director had no explanation that would lead to the conclusion made; or,

B) The fmdings by the Director were not supported by evidence that was available at the time of
the investigation; or,

C) The APD policy or APD policies that were considered by the Director were the wrong
policies or they were used in the wrong way; or,

D) The APD policy or APD policies considered by the Director were chosen randomly or they

do not address the issues in your complaint.

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

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

If you have a computer available, we would $eatly appreciate your completing our client
survev form at http://ulr'.cabq.gor'/cpoa/survey.

Thank you for participating in the process of civilian oversight of the police, ensuring officers
and personnel ofthe APD are held accountable, and improving the process.

Diane McDermott
Interim Executive Director
(s0s) 924-3770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

Sincerely,
The Civilian Policefpersight Agency by

il*.,r''h,lJr,"rtu'



CITY OF ALBU UER UE
Crvrr,Hx Por,rcr, Ovrnsrcnr Acpxcy

Jantary 11,2024

To File

Anonymous/

Re: CPC # 306-23

CAMEI.AINI,
Anonymous/   submitted a complaint and reported, "Him and 2 other
fficers v'ere sweeping homeless people off the side of the highway in DIRECT violation
of a jttdicial injtmction. All officers v,ere made aware that u'hat they were doing v'as
ILLEGAL and didn't care nor stopped. " Anonymous reported that she didn't witness the
incident and was not submitting the form for anyone else.

EYIDEI{CI,.BEYIIIEIEDr

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

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

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Oflicer P

Other Materials: S.O. 23-136, NM Statute 30-14-1, Injunction, & Email Communications.

Date Investigation Completed: lamtary 19,2024

I
AlbrqrerrTte - lllaking History 1706-2006

PO Box l29l

Albuquerque

NNI 87103

www. cabq. gov



FINNINGS

policiesReviewed: 1.4.5.8.1 (Biased-BasePolicing)

V
2. Sostained. Investigation classilication when thc investigato(s) determines, by a preponderancc ofthc
evidcnce, the allcged misconduct did occur by the subject omcer.

3. Not Sustained. lnvestigation classification when the in!cstigato(s) is unable to determine one $ay or the

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

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

Policics Rcvicwcd:

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

6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classification where the invesiigator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor nature aod do not constitute a pattem ofmisconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7
sanction, -the allegations ar€ duplicativc; -the allegations, even iftrue, do not constitute misconduct; or -the
investigation cannot be conducted bocause ofrhe lack ofinformation in the complaint and funher
investigation would be futile.

ArldiliqrlCsgrsr$i
I .4.5. B.l: It was determined that Officer P had a lawful objective to enforce a no-trespassing
statute at the location ofthe unhoused personrs encampment, where a no-trespassing sign was
posted. The enforcement was conducted within said APD policy to include pursuant to APD
Special Order 23-136, which allowed offrcers to take enforcement action on public/private
property when a law violation is being commifted. The individuals were ordered to stop their
unlawful activity, but no further action was taken against them, and none of their property
was seized or disposed ofby APD personnel.

2306-23 Officer P

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

tr

tr

tr



You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findi-ngs ofthe
CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive ofholiday 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 ttre CPOA Director. Please send your
request toP.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103 or by email CPOA@cabq.gov. Include
your CPC number. Please note, at this time the Advisory Board is being reconfigured so no
hearings will take place until regularly scheduled meetings occur. Ifyour appeal request is
filed timely you will be notified of when your appeal will be scheduled and more
information will follow. Once normal procedures resume the appeal hearings will proceed
as specified in the Oversight Ordinance 9-4-l-10. Iu order for the Advisory Board to
modi$ the Director's findings your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

A) The frndings by the Director had no explanation that would lead to the conclusion made; or,

B) The findings by the Director were not supported by evidencc that was available at the time of
the investigation; or,

C) The APD policy or APD policies that were considered by the Director were the wrong

policies or they were used in the wong way; or,

D) The APD policy or APD policies considered by the Director were chosen randomly or they

do not address the issues in your complaint.

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

If you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at http://$rwr'.cabq gov/c ooalsu

Thank you for participating in the process of civilian oversight of the police, ensuring officers
and personnel ofthe APD are held accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Qivilian Policel0yersight Agency by

:lo,rltr,l),,,**'
Diane McDermott
Interim Executive Director
(sDs) 924-3770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

Ifyou 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.
The review by the Chief Administative Officer will not delayed as it is not dependent upon the
Advisory Board.



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

l'() Box 129-l

Albu<lurrquc

NI\,1 87101

www,cabq.gov

Cmu,Lx PoLrcE Ownslcnr Acrxcy

lanuary 31, 2024

Anonymous/

Re: CPC # 306-23

COMEIAINL
Anonymous/  submitted a complaint and reported, " Him and 2 other
officers were sweeping homeless people off the side of the highu'ay in DIRECT violation
ofa judicial injunction. All officers v'ere made aware that what they v,ere doing v,as
ILLEGAL and ditln't care nor stopped. " Anonymous reported that she didn't witness the
incident and was not submitting the form for anyone else.

EYIDENCE-BEYIE$EDi

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

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

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Officer M

Other Materials: S.O. 23-136, NM Statute 30- 14- I , lnjunction, & Email Communications.

Date lnvestigation Completed: January 19,2024

1

Albrywqrc ' lhhiq History 1106)006

To File



FINDINGS

policiesReviewed: 1.4.5.B.1 (Biased-BasePolicing)

l. Unfounded. Invcstigation classilication when the investigato(s) determines, by clear and convincing
evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subject omcer. V
2. Sustained. Investigation classification whcn the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, the allegcd misconduct did occur by the subject officer.

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

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

Policies Reviewed:

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Original Complairt. Investigation classification where the
invcstigator(s) determincs, by a preponderance ofthe evidence. misconduct did occur that \r'as not alleged in
thc original complaint ($hether CPC or intcrnal complaint) but that other misconduct $'as discovered during
the investigation, and by a preponderance ofthe cvidence. that misconduct did occur.

6. Administratively Closed. lnvestigation classification rvhere the investigator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor nature and do not constitutc a paftem of misconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7
sanction. -the allegations are duplicativet -the allcgations, even if truc, do not constitute misconduct; or -the
investigation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complaint, and further
investigation rvould be futile.

Addiliolelco8.llsrlli
I .4.5. B.1 : It was determined that Officer M had a lawful objective to enforce a
no-trespassing statute at the location ofthe unhoused personrs encampment, where a
no-trespassing sign was posted. The enforcement was conducted within said APD policy to
include pursuant to APD Special Order 23-136, which allowed officers to take enforcement
action on public/private property when a law violation is being committed. The individuals
were ordered to stop their unlawful activity, but no further action was taken against them,
and none oftheir property was seized or disposed ofby APD personnel.

2306-23 Officer M
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings ofthe
CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive ofholiday and weekends) of
receipt ofthis letter, communicate your desire to have an appeal hearing before the CPOA
Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the CPOA Director. Please send your
request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103 or by email CPOA@cabq.gov. Include
your CPC number. Please note, at this time the Advisory Board is being reconfigured so no
hearings will take place until regularly scheduled neetings occur. Ifyour appeal request is
liled tinely you will be notified of when your appeal will be scheduled and more
information will follow. Once normal procedures resume the appeal hearings will proceed
as specilied in the Oversight Ordinance 9-4-1-10. In order for the Advisory Board to
moili$ the Director's findings your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

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

Ifyou are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision of the ChiefofPolice or any matter
relating to the Chief s handling of the complaint you may request a review of the complaint by
the City's Chief Administrative Officer. Your request must be in writing and within 30 calendar
days (inclusive ofholidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter. Include your CPC number.
The review by the Chief Administative Officer will not delayed as it is not dependent upon the
Advisory Board.

Ifyou have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at htto://lrrrv.cabq .sov/cDoa./survev.

Thank you for participating in the process ofcivilian oversight ofthe police, ensuring officers
and personnel ofthe APD are held accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Qivilian PoliceByersight Agency by

il I l

',{lu'y'ttl c U,', ua\,'
Diane McDermott
Interim Executive Director
(sDs)924-3770

)
cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

A) The fmdings by the Director had no explanation that would lead to the conclusion made; or,

B) The findings by the Director were not supported by evidence that was available at the time of
the investigation; or,

C) The APD policy or APD policies that were considered by the Director were the wrong

policies or they were used in the wrong way; or,

D) The APD policy or APD policies considered by the Director were chosen randomly or they

do not address the issues in your complaint.



CITY OF ALBU UER UE
Crlrr-r.c.x PoLrcE O\T,RSIGHT AGENCy

lantary 31,2024

Via Email

Re: CPC # 306-23

EAMEI.AINL
 D  submitted a complaint and reported , " l ttitnessed this incident via a video

on a phone. OfJicer 7 j52 and two other officers were demanding that unhoused
neighbors move from public property on the side of a high'n ay, despite the current court
injunclion on this action. "

EYIDENCI.BEUEWDi

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

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

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Offtcer M

Other Materials: S.O. 23-136, NM Statute 30-14- 1, Injunction, & Email Communications.

Date lnvestigation Completed: January 19,2024

I
Albuqnoqru - thkitry Historl l7O6-2006

I'O Box I 29-l

Albuquerque

NN{ 87 r 03

wlvw. cabq. gov



policiesReviewed: 1.4.5.8.1 (Biased-Base Policing)

l. Unfounded. Invesligation classification when the invcstigato(s) d€termincs, by clear and convincing
evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subject omcer.

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

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

otter. by a preponderance ofthe cvidence, whetherthe alleged misconduct cither occuned or did not occur.

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

Policies Revicwcd

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

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

AdditiqlrlCsary$lr
l 4.5. B.l: It was determined that Officer M had a lawful objective to enforce a

no-trespassing statute at the location of the unhoused person's encampment, where a
no-trespassing sign was posted. The enforcement was conducted within said APD policy to
include pursuant to APD Special Order 23-136, which allowed officers to take enforcement
action on public/private property when a law violation is being committed. The individuals
were ordered to stop their unlawful activity, but no further action was taken against them,
and none oftheir property was seized or disposed ofby APD personnel.

2306-23 Officer M
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings ofthe
CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive ofholiday and weekends) of
receipt ofthis letter, communicate your desire to have an appeal hearing before the CPOA
Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the CPOA Director. Please send your
request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103 or by email CP0A@cabq.gov. lnclude
your CPC number. Please note, st this time the Advisory Board is being recoufigured so no
hearings will take place until regularly scheduled meetings occur. Ifyour appeal request is
filed timely you will be notified of when your appeal will be scheduled and more
information will follow. Once normal procedures resume the appeal hearirgs will proceed
as specilied in the Oversight Ordinance 9-4-1-10, In order for the Advisory Board to
modify the Director's findings your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

A) The findings by the Director had no explanation that would lead to the conclusion made; or,

B) The findings by the Director were not supported by evidence that was available at the time of
the investigation; or,

C) The APD policy or APD policies that were considered by the Diector were the wrong

policies or they were used in the wrong way; or,

D) The APD policy or APD policies considered by the Director were chosen randomly or they

do not address the issues in your complaint.

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

Ifyou are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision of the ChiefofPolice or any matter
relating to the Chiefs handling 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 yow CPC number.
The review by the Chief Administative Offrcer will not delayed as it is not dependent upon the
Advisory Board.

If you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at http://ssrr'.cabq .gov/cDoa/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 Policepversight Agency by

:lo,r'hr,,)j,,**'
Diane McDermott
Interim Executive Director
(sos)924-1770

J
cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBU UER UE
Crvrr,raN PoLICE Ol,r,nsrcnr AcrNcy

January 3 l, 2024

Via Email

R€: CPC # 306.23

c0M8rAII[u
 D  submitted a complaint and reported. "l l'itnessed this incident via a video

on a phone. Oficer 7352 and tuo other ofricers u'ere demanding that unhoused
neighbors move from public property on the side ofa highway, despite the current court
injunction on this action. "

EYIDENCE BEYIEICEDT

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

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

APD Employee [nterviewed: Yes

APD Employee lnvolved: Offtcer P

Other Materials: S.O. 23-136, NM Statute 30-14-1, Injunction, & Email Communications.

Date Investigation Completed: January 19,2024

1

Albnquetqut - llakirg History 1706-2006

PO Box 1293

Albuquerquc

Nl\.I 8710J

www.cabq.gov



poticiesReviewed: 1.4.5.8.1 (Biased-Base Policing)

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

2. Sustained. Investigation classificalion when the investigato(s) detcrmines, by a preponderance oflhe
evidence, the alleged misconducl did occur by the subject oflicer.

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

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

4. Exonerated. lnvestigation classification whe.e the investigator(s) detemines, by a prepondcrancc ofthe
evidence, that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies,
procedures, o. training.

Policies Rcvicwed

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Original Complaint. Investigation classificarion where the
investigator(s) dctermines, by a preponderance ofthe evidencc, misconduct did occur that was not allcged in
the original complaint (whether CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misconduct ivas discovcred during
the investigation. and b1 a prcponderance ofthe cvidencc. that misconduct did occur.

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

AdditiueLcougcfisr
1 .4.5. B.1 : It was determined that Officer P had a lawful objective to enforce a no-trespassing
statute at the location ofthe unhoused person's encampment, where a no-trespassing sign was
posted. The enforcement was conducted within said APD policy to include pursuant to APD
Special Order 23- 136, which allowed officers to take enforcement action on public/private
property when a law violation is being committed. The individuals were ordered to stop their
unlawful activity, but no further action was taken against them, and none of their property
was seized or disposed of by APD personnel.

2306-23 Officer P

EINDINGI
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings ofthe
CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive ofholiday 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 Dtector. Please send your
request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103 or by email CPOA@cabq.gov. Include
your CPC number. Please note, at this time the Advisory Board is being reconfigured so no
hearings will take place until regularly scheduled meetings occur.Ifyour appeal request is
filed timely you will be notified of when your appeal will be scheiluled and more
information will follow. Once normal procedures resume the appeal hearings will proceed
as specified in the Oversight Ordinance 9-4-l-10. In order for the Advisory Board to
modi$ the Director's findings your appeal must demonstrate otre or more of the following:

A) The frndings by the Director had no explanation that would lead to the conclusion made; or,
B) The fmdings by the Director were not supported by €vidence that was available at the time of

the investigation; or,

C) The APD policy or APD policies that were considered by the Director were the wrong

policies or they were used in the wrong way; or,

D) The APD policy or APD policies considered by the Director were shosen randomly or they

do not address the issues in your complaint.

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

Ifyou are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision of the ChiefofPolice or any matter
relating to the Chiefs handling of the complaint you may request a review ofthe complaint by
the City's Chief Administrative Offrcer. Your request must be in writing and within 30 calendar
days (inclusive ofholidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter. Include your CPC number.
The review by the Chief Administative Officer will not delayed as it is not dependent upon the
Advisory Board.

Ifyou have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
surveyformat@.
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 Policepyersight Agency by

i[1,,,r'it, lJr,"*u'
Diane McDermott
Interim Executive Director
(sls) 924-3770

J
cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



UER UE
CrvrLrAN PoLICE OvERSIGHT AcENCY

January 31,2024

Via Email

Re: CPC # 306-23

COMPJ.AINL
 D  submitted a complaint and reported, "l v'itnessed this incident via a video

on a phone. Ofiicer 7352 and tu'o other ofJicers were demanding that unhoused
neighbors move from public property on the side ofa highway, despite the current courl
injunclion on lhis action. "

l\ ) Irox lt93

Albuquerque

NM 87101

wr,vw. cabq. gov

CITY OF AIBU

EYIDENCEBEYIIWDT

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

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

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Offrcer O

Other Materials: S.O. 23-136, NM Statute 30- 14- 1, Injunction, & Email Communications.

Date Investigation Completed: January 19,2024
I

Alhuqrcrqrc - llaki,ry Hrtton l?06-2006



EINI}INGI

policies Reviewed: 1 .4.5.8.1 (Biased-Base Policing)

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

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

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

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

Policies Reviewed:

6. Administratively Closed. lnvesrigation classification where the investigator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor nature and do not constitute a pattem of misconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7
sanction. -the allegations are duplicative; -thc allcgations. even iftrue, do not constitute misconduct; or.the
investigation cannot bc conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complainl, and furlher
investigation would be futile.

AddiliqeLCrnuqlu
1.4.5. B.l: It was determined that Officer O had a lawful objective to enforce a

no-trespassing statute at the location of the unhoused person's encampment, where a
no-trespassing sign was posted. The enforcement was conducted within said APD policy to
include pursuant to APD Special Order 23-136, which allowed officers to take enforcement
action on public/private property when a law violation is being committed. The individuals
were ordered to stop their unlawful activity, but no further action was taken against them,
and none oftheir property was seized or disposed ofby APD personnel.

V

2306-23 Officer O

5. Sustained Violatior Not Based olt Original Complaint. Investigation classification where the
investigator(s) determines, b1'a preponderance ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in
the original complaint (\rh€ther CPC or intcrnal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovered during
the investigation. and by a preponderance ofthe evidence. that misconduct did occur.

tr

tr

tr

tr



You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings ofthe
CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive ofholiday 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 Dhector. Please send your
request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103 or by email CPoA@cabq.gov. Include
your CPC number. Please note, at this time the Advisory Board is being reconfigured so no
hearings will take place until regularly scheduled meetings occur. Ifyour appeal request is
frled timely you will be notified of when your appeal will be scheduled and more
information will follow. Once normal procedures resume the appeal hearhgs will proceed
as specified in the Oversight Ordinance 9-4-1-10. In order for the Advisory Board to
modi$ the Director's findings your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

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

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

The review by the Chief Administative Officer will not delayed as it is not dependent upon the

Advisory Board.

If you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at http://ut"rv.cabq.pov/cpoa/survev.

Thank you for participating in the process of civilian oversight of the police, ensuring officers
and personnel ofthe APD are held accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police ersight Agency by

lo,ra*, \ilv/
Diane McDermott
Interim Executive Director
(s05) 924-3770

J
cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

A) The ftndings by the Director had no explanation that would lead to the conclusion made; or,

B) The findings by the Director were not supported by evidence that was available at the time of
the investigation; or,

C) The APD policy or APD policies that were considered by the Director were the wrong

policies or they were used in the wrong way; or,

D) The APD policy or APD policies considered by the Director were chosen randomly or they

do not address the issues in your complaint.
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