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Finding Letters of the CPOA 

The CPOA Executive Director's findings in each case are attached and listed below. 
The following notifications of the findings were provided to the citizen during the month 
of July 2023. The findings become part of the officer's file, if applicable. 
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CITY OF ALBUQJ)ERQJ)E 

PO Box 1293 

Albuquerque 

NM 87103 

wv,w.cabq.gov 

CMLIAN POLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY 

July 26, 2023 

Via Email 

 

Anonymous 

Re: CPC # 216-22 

Anonymous: 

COMPLAINT; 
Anonymous submitted a complaint alleging officers constantly stopped him while 
walking down the street to see his driver's license. Anonymous said he had been detained 
four times within the last week because he refused to give the officers his driver's license. 
Anonymous said the officers knew him because his cousin, M  D, was an APD 
officer. Anonymous advised that the officers threatened to shoot him and had their guns 
drawn on him after handcuffing him. Anonymous felt like the officers were racist. 
Anonymous said he asked for a supervisor, and one of the officers "you're talking to 
him." Anonymous advised that the officer improperly identified himself. Anonymous 
said the APD shouldn't harass him because he was homeless. 

EVIDENCE REVIEWED; 

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

Complainant Interviewed: No 

APD Employee Interviewed: NI A 

APD Employee Involved: None identified 

Other Materials: none 

Date Investigation Completed: February 21, 2023 

CAD Report(s): NIA 

Witness( es) Interviewed: N/ A 
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FINDINGS 

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

2. Sustained. Investigation clnssilication when the investigator(s) determines, by II 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 classilication where the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance of the 
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 classilication where the 
investigator(s) determines, by II 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 investigution, and by a preponderance of the evidence, that misconduct did occur. 

6. Administratively Closed. lnvestigution classification where the investigator determines: The policy 
violations of11 minor nature and do not constitute II pallcrn of misconduct (i.e. 11 violation subject lo a class 7 
sanction, •the allegations arc duplicuthe; -the allegations, even if true, do not constitute misconduct; or -the 
investigation cannot be conducted because of the lack ofinformution in the complaint. and further 
investigation would be futile. 

Additional comments; 

• 
• 

• 

• 

• 

The investigator did not interview Anonymous regarding this investigation because 
Anonymous was not responsive to the investigator's request for contact. A search for cads, 
reports, and lapel videos was conducted with negative findings. The complainant alleged that 
the misconduct occurred several times between 05/01/2022 and 09/06/2022; however, 
without specific details and no communication with the complainant, the investigator could 
not locate the reported incidents. 

It was determined that the investigation be administratively closed because the investigation 
could not be conducted due to a lack of information. 
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You have the right to appeal this decision. If you are not satisfied with the findings of the 
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 Advisory Board is being reconfigured 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 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 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 APO 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 APO policy or APO 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 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 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 Administrative 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://www.cabg.gov/cpoa/survey. There was a delay in the issuance of findings 
due to the resignation of the Executive Director and another not being appointed by City 
Council until some months later. 

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

Sincerely, 
The Civilian Police O ersight Agency by 

~~!~~ 
Diane McDermott 
Interim Executive Director 
(505) 924-3770 

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police 
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CITY OF ALBUQ!)ERQ!)E 

PO Box 1293 

Albuqul!rquc 

NM 87 103 

www.cabq.gov 

CMLIAN POLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY 

July 10, 2023 

Via Email 

  
 

Re: CPC # 228-22 

 C  

COMPLAINT; 
 C  submitted two complaint's that alleged her brother was pronounced 

deceased on 04/20/2022 at O l 00 hours because of toxicity levels, but the medical 
examiner's autopsy report said he had two black eyes and a broken nose. Ms. C  
believed there may not have been a proper investigation as to if this was a homicide 
instead of an overdose and alleged that the responding officers failed to properly 
investigate the fact that her brother had no identification, wallet, or pants. Ms. C  
believed there was some evidence that would indicate foul play, additional suspects that 
were not interviewed, numerous items that were left behind at the incident location, and 
numerous inconsistencies. 

EVIDENCE REVIEWED; 

Video(s): Yes APO Report(s): Yes 

Complainant Interviewed: Yes 

APO Employee Interviewed: Yes 

APO Employee Involved: CSS U 

Other Materials: OMI Report 

Date Investigation Completed: January 6, 2023 

CAD Report(s): Yes 

Witness(es) Interviewed: Yes 
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FINDINGS 

Policies Reviewed: 2.21.5.A. l .b (Apparent Natural Death) 

1. Unfounded. Investigation clossification when the investigator(s) detennines, by cleor and convincing 
evidence, th11t alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subject officer. 

2. Sustained. lnvestig11tion classification when the investig11tor(s) detennines, by 11 preponderance of the 
evidence, the 11lleged misconduct did occur by the subject officer. 

3. Not Sustained. lnvestig11tion cl11Ssific11tion when the investig11tor(s) is un11ble to detenninc one woy or the 
other, by 11 preponderance of the e\·idcnce, whether the alleged misconduct either occurred or did not occur. 

4. Exonerated. Investigation classificotion where the investigntor(s) determines, by 11 prcpondcronce of the 
evidence, thot alleged conduct in the underl}ing complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies, 
procedures, or training. 

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Original Complaint. Investigation clossification where the 
investig11tor(s) determines, b) a preponderance of the evidence, misconduct did occur that wos not olleged in 
the originol compl11int (whether CPC or internal comploint) but thot other misconduct was discovered during 
the in\'estig11tion, ond b) 11 prepondcr11nce of the evidence, that misconduct did occur. 

6. Administratively Closed. Investigation clnssilicotion where the investigator determines: The policy 
violotions ofo minor nature ond do not constitute 11 pottem of misconduct (i.e. a \iolation subject to 11 closs 7 
Sllnction, -the allegations arc duplicative; -the allegations, evc.'R if true, do not constitute misconduct; or -the 
inrnstigotion cannot be conducted because of the lack ofinform11tion in the comploinL ond further 
investigation would be futile. 

Additional comments; 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 
2.21.5.A.l.b: The investigation determined that CSS U responded to a call of a deceased 
individual. CSS U arrived on the scene, conducted a walk-through of the scene, took 
photographs, conducted her investigation, but observed nothing suspicious. An investigator 
with the Office of the Medical Investigator arrived on the scene and conducted their 
investigation. 

The deceased had a laceration on his nose, and two black eyes, but nothing suspicious was 
observed. The deceased was at home, at night, wearing shorts and socks, and had originally 
been found slumped over the bed by the girlfriend, who was sleeping. The OMI indicated the 
injuries to the nose and eyes were consistent with a physical altercation the deceased had 
while incarcerated and was medically treated for. The OMI listed the cause of death as 
accidental and from the "Toxic effects of methamphetamine and fentanyl." CSS U followed 
the procedures outlined in the apparent natural death policy. 
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You have the right to appeal this decision. If you are not satisfied with the findings of the 
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 Advisory Board is being reconfigured 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 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 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 infonnation becomes 
available. Please provide your additional infonnation in writing to the CPOA Director as listed 
above. 

If you are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision of the Chief of Police or any matter 
relating to the Chiefs handling of the complaint you may request a review of the 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 Administrative 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://www.cabg.gov/cpoa/survey. There was a delay in the issuance of findings 
due to the resignation of the Executive Director and another not being appointed by City 
Council until some months later. 

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, Thclice O ersight Agency by 

Diane McDermott 
Interim Executive Director 
(505) 924-3770 

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police 
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CITY OF ALBUQ!JERQ!JE 

PO Box 1293 

Albuquerque 

NM 87103 

www.cabq.gov 

CMLIAN POLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY 

July 10, 2023 

Via Email 

  
 

Re: CPC # 228-22 

 C  

COMPLAINT; 
 C  submitted two complaint's that alleged her brother was pronounced 

deceased on 04/20/2022 at O 100 hours because of toxicity levels, but the medical 
examiner's autopsy report said he had two black eyes and a broken nose. Ms. C  
believed there may not have been a proper investigation as to if this was a homicide 
instead of an overdose and alleged that the responding officers failed to properly 
investigate the fact that her brother had no identification, wallet, or pants. Ms. C  
believed there was some evidence that would indicate foul play, additional suspects that 
were not interviewed, numerous items that were left behind at the incident location, and 
numerous inconsistencies. 

EVIDENCE REVIEWED; 

Video(s): Yes APO Report(s): Yes 

Complainant Interviewed: Yes 

APO Employee Interviewed: Yes 

APO Employee Involved: Officer R 

Other Materials: OMI Report 

Date Investigation Completed: January 6, 2023 

CAD Report(s): Yes 

Witness( es) Interviewed: Y cs 
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FINDINGS 

Policies Reviewed: 2.21.5.A. l .b (Apparent Natural Death) 

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

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

3. Not Sustained. Investigation classification when the investigator(s) is unable to determine one way or the 
other, by 11 preponderance oflhe 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, thnt alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies, 
procedures, or trnining. 

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Original Complaint. lnvestigntion clnssilication where the 
investigator(s) detennines, by a preponderance of the evidence, misconduct did occur thnt was not olleged in 
the original complaint (whether CPC or internal complaint) bul thal other misconduct was discovered during 
the investigation, and by n preponderance ofthc evidence, that misconduct did occur. 

6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classification where the investigator determines: The policy 
violations of a minor noture and do not constitute a pattern of misconduct (i.e. 11 violation subject lo o class 7 
sanction, -the allegations are duplicative; •the allegations, even irtrue, do not constitute misconduct; or -the 
investigation cannot be conducted because of the lock ofinfonnation in the complaint. and further 
investigation would be futile. 

Addjtioual Comments; 

• 
• 

• 

• 

• 
2.21.5 .A.1.b: The investigation determined that Officer R responded to a call of a deceased 
individual at the request of AFR. Officer R arrived on the scene as the primary officer and 
was advised by medical personnel that the individual had passed away due to an overdose. 
Officers collected statements and information from those on the scene, including the 
deceased live-in girlfriend, and conducted a walk-through of the scene. A crime scene 
specialist and an investigator with the Office of the Medical Investigator were requested and 
arrived on the scene. The CSS and the OMI investigator took photographs and conducted 
their investigation. 
The deceased had a laceration on his nose, and two black eyes, but nothing suspicious was 
observed. The deceased was at home, at night, wearing shorts and socks, and had originally 
been found slumped over the bed by the girlfriend, who was sleeping. The OMI indicated the 
injuries to the nose and eyes were consistent with a physical altercation the deceased had 
while incarcerated and was medically treated for. The OMI listed the cause of death as 
accidental and from the "Toxic effects of methamphetamine and fentanyl." Officer R 
followed the procedures outlined in the apparent natural death policy. 
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You have the right to appeal this decision. If you are not satisfied with the findings of the 
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 Advisory Board is being reconfigured 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 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 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 APO policy or APO policies that were considered by the Director were the wrong 

policies or they were used in the wrong way; or, 
D) The APO policy or APO 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 are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision of the Chief of Police or any matter 
relating to the Chiers 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 of holidays 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. 

If you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client 
survey form at http://www.cabg.gov/cpoa/survey. There was a delay in the issuance of findings 
due to the resignation of the Executive Director and another not being appointed by City 
Council until some months later. 

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

Sincerely, Thclice O ersight Agency by 

Diane McDermott 
Interim Executive Director 
(505) 924-3770 

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police 
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CITY OF ALBUQ1JERQ1JE 

1'0 Box 1293 

Albuquerque 

NM !17103 

v.ww.cabq .gov 

CMLIAN POLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY 

July 14, 2023 

Via Certified Mail 

7009 3410 0000 2321 2453 

  
 

 

Re: CPC # 234-22 

 M  

CQMPI ,AINT; 
 M  said he had called 242-COPS on 09/ 12/2022 to request a welfare check 

on his daughter, who had cerebral palsy and could not communicate for herself because 
he hadn1t seen her since April or May 2022, and the mother,  H , had not 
answered his calls. M  got a voicemail from Officer S who said they did not want 
him calling 911 for a welfare check. M  called the officer and was told that his 
daughter was okay even though the officer didn1t sec her physically and then told him not 
to call 911. M  advised that he didn1t have any other details and would also like a 
police report. 

EVIDENCE REVIEWED; 

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

Complainant Interviewed; Y cs 

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes 

APO Employee Involved:.Officer R 

Other Materials: Operator Recording 

Date Investigation Completed: July 8, 2023 

CAD Report(s): Yes 

Witness( es) Interviewed: Y cs 

A/buquerq11( - Maki11g Hmory I 706-2006 



FINDINGS 

Policies Reviewed: 1.1.5.A.4 (Public Welfare) 

I. Unfounded. lnvestigntion ch1ssilicntion ,,hen the investigntor(s) delennines, by clelll' and convincing 
evidence, thnt alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subject officer. 

2. Sustained. lnvestigntion clnssilication when the investigntor(s) dctennines, by a preponderance of the 
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject officer. 

3. Not Sustained. Investigation clnssificotion when the investigotor(s) is unnblc to detennine one way or the 
other, by a preponderance of the evidence, whether the alleged misconduct either occurred or did not occur. 

4. Exonerated. ln,·estigotion clnssificotion Y.here the investigolor(s) detcnnines, by a preponderance of the 
e,·idcnce, that nllcged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violnte APO policies, 
procedures, or training. 

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Original Complaint. lnvcstigntion clnssificotion where the 
investigntor(s) detennines, by o preponderance of the evidence, misconduct did occur thnt was not alleged in 
the original complaint (whether CPC or internal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovered during 
the investigation, and by o preponderance oflhe evidence, thnt misconduct did occur. 

6. Administratively Closed. lnvesligotion clnssification where the investigator detcnnines: The policy 
violations of o minor nature and do nol constitute 11 pattern of misconduct (i.e. a \'iolation subject to a class 7 
sanction. -the allegations nrc duplicative; -the allegations, e,·en iflruc, do not constitute misconduct; or -the 
investigation cannot be conducted because of the lack of information in the complaint, and further 
inves1ig11tion would be futile. 

Addjtjopal Comments; 

• 
• 

• 

• 

• 
1.1.5.A.4: It was detennined that there was no Officer Sand that Officer R attempted to 
conduct the welfare check and follow up with M  as requested. No report was 
completed, but no report was required or requested. Officer R did not leave a voicemail for 
M  or advise him not to call 911. Officer R responded to the call for service and acted 
upon it in a proper and judicious manner within the scope of his duties. 

Investigator Note: An operator recording of the call from M  to 242-COPS requesting 
a welfare check was reviewed; the call was not to 911, and at no time was M  advised 
not to call 911. The phone number M  provided as having left the voicemail was 
checked with Communications and did not come back as belonging to department personnel. 
M  did not provide a copy of the voicemail for review. 
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You have the right to appeal this decision. If you are not satisfied with the findings of the 
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 Advisory Board is being reconfigured 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 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 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 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 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 Administrative 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://www.cabg.gov/cpoa/survey. 

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 Police Oversight Agency by 

•».u,_,.,, -111l ifl~ 
Diane McDermott 
Interim Executive Director 
(505) 924-3770 

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police 
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CITY OF ALBUQ1JERQ!JE 

PO Box 1293 

Albuquc:rquc: 

NM 87103 

www.cabq.gov 

CMLIAN POLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY 

July 14, 2023 

Via Certified Mail 

7009 3410 0000 2321 2439 

 
 

 
 

Re: CPC # 257-22 

 L  

COMPLAINT; 
 L  submitted a complaint that alleged he called 242-COPS to report a noise 

disturbance and requested that the responding officer contact him, but he was never 
contacted. 

EVIDENCE REVIEWED; 

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

Complainant Interviewed: Y cs 

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes 

APD Employee Involved: Officer V 

Other Materials; APD Operator Recordings 

Date Investigation Completed: February 24, 2023 

CAD Report(s): Yes 

Witness(es) Interviewed: NIA 
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FINDINGS 

Policies Reviewed: I .1.6.C. I (Professional Conduct While On-and Off Duty) 

I. Unfounded. Investigation classification when the investigator(s) detennines, 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) detennines, by a preponderance of the 
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject officer. 

3. Not Sustained. lmestigation classification when the imestigator(s) is unable to dctennine 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 \\here the investigator(s) dctennines, by n preponderance of the 
evidence, that alleged conduct in the underl}ing complnint did occur but did not violate APO policies, 
procedures, or training. 

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Original Complaint. Investigation classification where the 
im·cstigator(s) delennines, by n preponderance of the evidence, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in 
the original complnint {whether CPC or internal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovered during 
the investigation, and by n pn:ponderance of the evidence, that misconduct did occur. 

6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classification where the investigator determines: The policy 
violations of n minor nature and do not constitute a pattern of misconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a clnss 7 
sanction. •the allegations are duplicative: -the nllegntions. 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; 

• 
• 

• 

• 

• 
This complaint is unfounded as it was determined that Officer V attempted to call (contact) 

 L  as requested, including leaving a voicemail message for him during the attempt 
on 10/28/2022, which was verified via lapel video recording. 
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You have the right to appeal this decision. If you are not satisfied with the findings of the 
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 Advisory Board is being reconfigured 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 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 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 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 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 Administrative 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://www.cabg.gov/cpoa/survey. There was a delay in the issuance of findings 
due to the resignation of the Executive Director and another not being appointed by City 
Council until some months later. 

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

Sincerely, Thclice O ersight Agency by 

Diane McDermott 
Interim Executive Director 
(505) 924-3770 

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police 
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CITY OF ALBUQ!JERQ!JE 

PO Box 1293 

Albuquerque 

NM 87103 

www.cabq.gov 

AGENCIA CIVIL DE SUPERVISI6N POLICIAL 

17/7/2023 

A traves de correo certificado 

7009 3410 0000 2321 2156 

  
 

 
 

Asunto: CPC # 268 4 22 

 Z  

QUEJA: 

La Sra. Z  inform6 que el 13/11/2022 a las 18:00 horas, eslaban esperando detras 
de un vehiculo en un semaforo y esperando la luz verde para continuar. El vehiculo delante 
de ellos avanz6 cuando la luz y la flecha cambiaron a verde, y ellos siguieron. Mientras 
giraban, fueron golpeados y vieron el semaforo en rojo que el otro vehiculo hab{a ignorado 
porque se acercaba muy rapido. 
No constaba ninguna denuncia contra el personal de la APD 

No se entrevist6 a la Sra. Z  porque no respondi6 a las preguntas formuladas por 
correo electr6nico o telefono. 

EVIDENCIA EXAMINADA: 

Video(s): Si Infonne(s) de APD: Si 

Denunciante entrevistado: No 

Empleado de APO entrevistado: No com:spondc 

Empleado de APD implicado: No corn:sponde 

Infonne(s) de CAD: Si 

Testigo(s) entrevistado(s): No com:sponde 

Otros materiales: Correo electronico y formulario traducido de queja o reconocimiento de APO 

Fecha de finalizaci6n de la investigaci6n: 1/2/2023 

A/b1Jq11rrq1u - Makmg Hmory 1-06 2006 



coNcLus10NES 

l. Infundada. Clasificaci6n de la invcstigaci6n cuando el investigador o los investigadorcs detenninan, 
mediantc prucbas claras y convincentcs, quc la supuesta conductn indebida no sc produjo o no implic6 al 
agentc en cuesti6n. 

2. Confirmada. Clasificaci6n de la investigaci6n cuando el investigador o los investigadores 
detcnninan, mc:diantc una preponderancia de las pruebas, que el agente en cuesti6n cometi<i la supuesta 
faltn. 

3. No Confinnada. Clasificaci6n de la investigaci6n cunndo el invcstigador no pucde dctcnninar, mediantc 
una prcponderancia de las pruc:bas, si la presunta conducta indebida se produjo o no. 

4. Exonerado. Clasificaci6n de la investigaci6n cuando cl investigadoro investigadores detcnninan, par 
preponderancia de las prucbas, que la conducta ah:gada en la denuncia subyacente ocurrio, pcro no infringici 
las politicas. proccdimientos o fonnaci6n de la APD. 

5. Infracclon Confirmada No Basada en la Denuncla Original. Clasificacion de la invcstigacion 
en la quc el investigador o investigadores dctcnninan, por preponderancia de las prucbas, que sc produjo una 
conducta indcbida quc nose alcgaba en la d1.'fluncia original (ya sea CPC o denuncia intcma) pcro que sc 
descubrio durantc la invcstigaci6n, y por pn:ponderancia de las pruebas. se confinna su ocurrcncia. 

6. Administrativamente Cerrada. Clasificaci6n de la invcstigaci6n en la quc quicn investiga 
dctcnnina: Las infracciones de la politica son de naturalcza mcnor y no constituycn un patron de mala 
conducta (cs dccir, una infracci6n sujcta II una snncion de clasc 7, -las alegaciones cstan duplicadas; •las 
alcgacioncs, incluso si son ciertas, no constituycn mala conducta; o -la invcstigaci<in no pucdc llcvarse a 
cabo debido a la falta de informacion en la qucja, y st:guir investigando seria en vano. 

Comentarios adicionales: 

• 
• 

• 
• 

• 

Esta investigaci6n se cerr6 administrativamente porque no se pudo determinar que alegaba 
 Z  o si presentaba una denuncia o un acuse de recibo, y porque no se descubri6 

ninguna prueba de infracci6n durante la revision de las pruebas disponibles. 
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Tiene derecho a apelar esta decision. Si no esta satisfecho con las conclusiones del Director 
Ejecutivo de la CPOA en un plazo de 30 dias calendario (incluidos dias festivos y fines de 
semana) a partir de la recepcion de esta carta, comunique su deseo de tener una audiencia de 
apelacion ante el Junta Asesora de la CPOA mediante un escrito finnado dirigido al Director de 
la CPOA. Por favor, envie su solicitud a P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103 o por correo 
electronico a CPOA@cabq.gov. Incluya su mimero de CPC. Tenga en cuenta que en este 
momento la Junta Asesora se esta reconfigurando, por lo que no habra audiencias hasta 
que se celebren las reuniones programadas regularmente. Si su solicitud de apelacion se 
presenta a tiempo, se le notificara cuando se programara su apelacion y se le 
proporcionara mas informacion. Una vez que se reanuden los procedimientos normales, 
las audiencias de apelaci6n procederan segun lo especificado en la Ordenanza de 
Supervision 9-4-1-10. Para que la Junta Asesora modifique las conclusiones del Director, 
su recurso debe demostrar uno o mas de los siguientes aspectos: 

A) Las conclusiones del Director no tenian ninguna explicacion que llevara a la conclusion 
alcanzada; o, 

B) Las conclusiones del Director no estaban respaldadas por pruebas disponibles en el 
momenta de la investigaci6n; o, 

C) La politica o politicas de la APO que fueron consideradas por el Director eran 
politicas err6neas o se utilizaron de manera equivocada; o, 

D) La politica o politicas de la APO consideradas por el Director fueron elegidas al azar o no 
abordan los problemas de su queja. 

Las quejas cerradas administrativamente pueden reabrirse si se dispone de informaci6n 
adicional. Proporcione su informacion adicional por escrito al Director de la CPOA como se 
indica arriba. 

Si no esta satisfecho con la decision disciplinaria final del Jefe de Policia o con cualquier asunto 
relacionado con el manejo de la queja por parte del Jefe, puede solicitar una revision de la queja 
por parte del Director Administrativo de la Ciudad. Su solicitud debera realizarse por escrito y 
en un plazo de 30 dias calendario (incluidos dias festivos y fines de semana) a partir de la 
recepcion de esta carta. Incluya su numero de CPC. 
La revision por parte del Oficial Administrativo Jefe no sufrira retrasos, ya que no depende de la 
Junta Asesora. 

Si dispone de una computadora, le agradeceriamos que completara nuestro formulario de 
encuesta a los clientes en http://www.cabg.gov/cpoa/survey. 

Gracias por participar en el proceso de supervision civil de la policia, garantizar que los agentes 
y el personal de la APD rindan cuentas y mejorar el proceso. 

Sinceramente, 

La :}¥_e~~ia ~ivil de S~ision Policial por 

Di~rmt.Pc ~ 
Directora Ejecutiva Interina 
(505) 924-3770 

cc: Jefe de Policia del Departamento de Policia de Albuquerque 
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CITY OF ALBUQ!JERQ!JE 

PO Bmt 1293 

Albuquerque 

NM 87103 

www.cabq.gov 

CIVll.,IAN POLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY 

July 17, 2023 

Via Certified Mail 

7009 3410 0000 2321 2156 

  
 

 

Re: CPC # 268-22 

 Z  

COMPLAINT; 
Ms. Z  advised that on 11/1 3/2022 at 1800 hours, they were waiting behind a 
vehicle at a traffic light and waiting for a green light to proceed. The vehicle in front of 
them proceeded when the light and arrow turned green, and they followed. While turning, 
they were struck and saw the red light the other vehicle had ignored because it was 
approaching very fast. 
There was no listed complaint against APD personnel 

Ms. Z  was not interviewed because she did not respond to made via email or 
telephone. 

EVIDENCE REVIEWED; 

Video(s): Yes APO Report(s): Yes 

Complainant Interviewed: No 

APO Employee Interviewed: NI A 

APO Employee Involved: not applicable 

CAD Report(s): Yes 

Witness( es) Interviewed: NI A 

Other Materials: Email & Translated APO Complaint or Acknowledgment Form 

Date Investigation Completed: February 1, 2023 

l 
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FINDINGS 

1. Unfounded. Investigation classification when the invcstigator(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 of the 
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject officer. 

3. Not Sustained. Investigation classification when the invcstigator(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 APD policies, 
procedures, or training. 

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 1illegations arc 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; 

• 
• 
• 

• 

• 

This investigation was Administratively Closed because it could not be determined what 
 Z  was alleging or if she was submitting a complaint or an acknowledgment 

and because no evidence of a violation was discovered during a review of the available 
evidence. 
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You have the right to appeal this decision. If you are not satisfied with the findings of the 
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 Advisory Board is being reconfigured 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 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 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 APO policies that were considered by the Director were the wrong 

policies or they were used in the wrong way; or, 
D) The APO 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 are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision of the Chief of Police or any matter 
relating to the Chier 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 of holidays 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. 

If you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client 
survey form at http://www.cabg.gov/cpoa/survey. There was a delay in the issuance of findings 
due to the resignation of the Executive Director and another not being appointed by City 
Council until some months later. 

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

Diane McDermott 
Interim Executive Director 
(505) 924-3770 

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police 
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CITY OF ALBU uE

Crvrr,LtN Polrcn OvrRsrcur AcrNcy

1. lO. zoLS

Via Certified Mail

7009 3410 00a0xzt 2477

  
  

Re: CPC #269-22

Ms. G

COMPI.AINf,.
"The officer wrote whatever he wanted in this report, and he told me I was a liar. It was a

green light with a green arrow. and the officer did not articulate those facts in his report.

The officer said in his report that there was a video, and when I asked him why did he

write that, he said he writes whatever he rvants. When I asked the officer for my

insurance card, he said he'll give it when he was ready. This offrcer was yelling at me

like he was my mother and father. The offrcer stated in his report that my leg was

hurting, and I never told him that; I told him my neck and lower back were hurting. I am

seeking to make this report correct. I have to pay for a 500 deductible for something I

didn't do."

PO Box I293

Albuquerque

NM 87103

www.cabq.gov

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

complainant Interviewed: Yes witness(es) Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Officer S

Other Materials: RTCC Email Communications

Date Investigation Completed: April 10, 2023
I
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TINI}INGI

Policies Reviewed: 1.1.5.A.4 & 2.60.4.A.5.c

l. tlnfoundcd. lnrestigation classiticalion $hen the intestiSalo(s) dercrmincs. hy clear and convincinS
c\idcnce. thal allegcd misconducl did nol occur or did not involve lhe subject omcer.

2. Sustrined. ln\estigalion classification whcn thc invcsligator(s) delermines. h, a prepondcmnce ofthe
eridence. the alleged misconducl did occur bj the subjed officer.

3. Nol Sustain€d. lnrestiSation cl&ssificalion \hen the investiSato(s) is unable rc delermine one wa) or the

olher. b\ a prepxderancc olthe cr idcnce. $hother tfu allcgcd misconduct eithcr occurrcrl or rlirl not occur.

Policies Reviewed: 2.60.4 A.5.1

4. f,xonerated. Invesligltion classificalion $hcrc lhc in\esliSato(s) dctermines. b) a prcponderance ofthe
c\idencc, thai alleSed conducl in the underlying complaint did occur but did nol \iolale APD policies.
procedures. or training.

5. Sustrined Violttion Not Brscd oo Original Compliint. ln\Estigation classificalion \rhere the

in\cstigato(s) dctcrmincs. b) a prcpond.roncc oflhc cridcncc. misconducl did occur that $aJ not allcgcd in
thc oriBinal complainl (Nhelher CPC or intemal complainl) but that olher misconduct t\as discovered during
thc inrciigalion. and b) a preponderance ol lhe c!idence. that misconducl did occur.

6. Administratively Closed. ln!esligalion classification \vhere ihe in\estigalor determines: The polic)
\ iolations ofa minor nature and alo nol conslitule a patlem ofmisconduct (i.e. a violation subjecl to a class 7

sanclion. -lhe allegalions are duplicalivc: -the allegalionr. eren iftrue- do nol conslilult misconduct: or _thc

in!estigalion cannol be conducted becausc ol thc lack of information in thc complaint. nnd lurthcr
investigalion $ould be lutile.

V

AdditiqltlrcaElrcllri
I . I .5.A.4: After the review of thc OB RDs. police reports' and inlerviews, there was no

evidence noted to suggest Ofc. S was unprofessional *'ith G  at any point during the

service call on l0l25l20Z?.
2.60.4.A.5.c: Afier the revie\\'of the OBRDs. police reports. and inlervielt's. it showed that

Oft. S gathered all information appropriately and that there was no video footage to collect.

2.60.4.I.5.n After the review of the OBRDs and intervieus. it sho*ed that Ofc. S gathered

all the informarion appropriately. G  u'as afforded an opportunity to review it and find

resolutions. OBRD ihowed that G  was not receptive to Ofc' S' options; G  got

angry uithout provocation, and ultimately. she hung up the phone on Ofc S without stating

rvh"eiher she was content with the resolutions provided to her. Ofc. S reported what G

originally stated regarding the green light. ofc. S made a clerical error on the report

reg"ardini the cameia by n.t more clearly documenting footage availability. The injuries

reported were consistent with the OBRD.

{
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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 meetings occur. If your appeal request is
liled timely you will be notified ofwhen your appeal will be scheduled and more
information will follow. Once normal procedures resume the appeal hearings will proceed
as specified in the Oversight C)rdinance 9-4-1-10. In order for the Advisory Board to
modify the Director's findings your appeal must demonstrate one or more ofthe 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 poticy or APD policies that were considercd by the Director were lhe 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.

lfyou 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 wriling and within 30 calendar

days (inclusive ofholidays and weekends) of receipt of this l€tter. Include your CPC number.

The review by the Chief Adminisrative 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

suiuey form at http://www-cabq.gov/cpoa/surveV. There was a delay in the issuarce of findings

due to the resign:xion ofthe Executive Director and another not being appointed by ciry"

Council until some months later.

Thank you for participating in the process ofcivilian oversight of the police, ensuring officers

and peisonnel ofthe APD are held accountable, and improving the process'

SincerelY,
The Civilian Police O rsight Agency bye

Diane McDermott
lnterim Executive Director
(s05\ 924-3770

3
cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police
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CITY OF ALB UQYERQYE 

PO Box 1293 

Albuquerque 

NM 87103 

www.cabq.gov 

CMLIAN POLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY 

July 10, 2023 

Via Email 

 
 

Re: CPC # 289-22 

 S  

COMPLAINT: 
Willobec S  submitted a complaint that alleged Officer C arrived at an apartment 
complex, stayed in his patrol vehicle the whole time, and didn't get out of his patrol 
vehicle. Ms. S  went to Officer C's patrol vehicle to speak with him; Officer C was 
very rude, very short, and had no interest in helping her or being at the location. Officer C 
didn't help Ms. S  at all, and nothing was accomplished. 

EYJDENCE REVIEWED; 

Video(s): NIA APO Report(s): NIA 

Complainant Interviewed: Yes 

APO Employee Interviewed: Yes 

APD Employee Involved: Officer C 

Other Materials: Google Maps 

Date Investigation Completed: January 20, 2023 

CAD Report(s): Yes 

Witness( es) Interviewed: Y cs 

Alb11q11trq11t - Making Hwory I 706-2006 



FINDINGS 

I. Unfounded. Investigation classification when the investigntor(s) determines, by clenr and convincing 
evidence, thnt alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subject officer. 

2. Sustained. Investigation classification when the invcstigator(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, whethcr the alleged misconduct either occurred or did not occur. 

Policies Reviewed: 1.1.5.A.4 (Public Welfare) & 2.8.5.A (Mandatory Recording) 

4. Exonerated. Investigation classification where the investigntor(s) determines. by a preponderance of the 
evidence, that nllcgc:d conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not, iolate APO policies, 
procedures, or training. 

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Original Complaint. Investigation classification where: the 
invcstigntor(s) determines. by a preponderance of the evidence, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in 
the original complaint (whether ere 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 
,iolations ofu minor nature and do not constitute a pnltem of misconduct (i.e. n violation subject 10 a class 7 
sanctiun, •the allegations arc duplicative; -the nllcgations. even if true, do not constitute misconduct; or •the 
investigation cannot be conducted because of the lack of information in the complaint, and funhcr 
inv1:stig111ion would be futile. 

Additional Comments; 

• 
• 

• 

• 

• 
1.1.5 .A.4: It was determined that Officer C's response to  S  call for service 
did not violate policy, procedures, or training. Officer C and an assisting officer responded to 
the area of an apartment complex where a laptop that was in Ms. S  stolen vehicle had 
pinged. Officer C and the assisting officer checked the area for approximately twenty 
minutes, but the stolen vehicle was not located. No apartment number was provided on the 
call for service, and GPS pings are not always exact and up to date. Notes on the call for 
service indicated that Ms. S  did not want to be contacted. Approximately five minutes 
after clearing the call for service, Officer C was dispatched to another call for service, which 
he was on for approximately nine hours because it resulted in a use of force. Officer C 
received notifications to call Ms. S  and did so while still on the other call for service. 
Ms. S  never made in-person contact with Officer C, and no evidence was provided or 
located that Officer C spoke to Ms. S  in an unprofessional manner during their 
telephone conversation. 2.8.5.A: The investigation found that Officer C did not record the 
telephone conversation with Ms. S  but did not violate policy, procedures, or training 
because it was not a law enforcement encounter per the policy definition. 
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You have the right to appeal this decision. If you are not satisfied with the findings of the 
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 Advisory Board is being reconfigured 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 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 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 APO policy or APO policies that were considered by the Director were the wrong 

policies or they were used in the wrong way; or, 
0) The APO 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 are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision of the Chief of Police or any matter 
relating to the Chier 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 of holidays 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. 

If you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client 
survey form at http://www.cabg.gov/cpoa/survey. There was a delay in the issuance of findings 
due to the resignation of the Executive Director and another not being appointed by City 
Council until some months later. 

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 Police O ersight Agency by 

~ 
Diane McDermott 
Interim Executive Director 
(505) 924-3770 

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police 
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CITY OF ALBUQYERQ!)E 

PO Box 1293 

Alhuqucrquc 

NM 8i l03 

www.cabq.gov 

CMLIAN POLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY 

July 14, 2023 

Via Email 

 

 

Re: CPC # 299-22 

 D  

COMPI,AINT; 
Ms. D  alleged she called 242-COPS on 12/05/2022, and no one responded. Another 
incident happened that night, and her friend called the police later that day. The primary 
officer talked to another involved individual but did not talk to Ms. D  or get her 
statement. Ms. D  reported that she was thrown to the lions and was the one who 
called initially, but the officers wasted her time and got everyone else's statements. Ms. 
D  told the primary officer that he wasn't turning the situation around. Ms. D  
reported that the primary officer didn't do anything For her and was in the office the next 
morning, speaking to her manager again. The manager advised Ms. D  that the 
officers would get her statement, but the officers never contacted her. 

EVIDENCE REVIEWED; 

Video(s ): Yes APO Report(s): Yes 

Complainant Interviewed: Yes 

APO Employee Interviewed: Yes 

APD Employee Involved: Ofc. K 

CAD Report(s): Yes 

Witness(es) Interviewed: No 

Other Materials: Email Correspondence, CPC 283-22 

Date Investigation Completed: April 19, 2023 

Albuqumflu - Makmg Hiitory I .. 06-2006 



FINDINGS 

Policies Reviewed: 1.1.5.A.4 

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

2. Sustained. Investigation classification when the invcstigator(s) determines, by a preponderance of the 
e\·idence, 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 n preponderance oflhc evidence, whc1hcr the alleged misconduct ei1her occurred or did not occur. 

4. Exonerated. Investigation classification where the investigntor(s) determines, by a preponderance of the 
e-\'idencc. lhat alleged conduct in lhc underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APO policies, 
procedures, or training. 

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Original Complaint. Investigation classilicalion where the 
invcsligator(s) determines, by a preponderance of the evidence, misconduct did occur that was nol alleged in 
the original complaint (whether CPC or internal complaint) but that other misconducl was discovered during 
the invc:stigotion, and by n preponderance of the evidence, that misconduct did occur. 

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

Additional Comments; 

• 
• 

• 

• 

• 
I .1.5.A.4: It was determined that Ms. D  was inaccurate in her submitted complaint and 
interview, just as she and her witnesses were in the incident they reported to Ofc. K. The 
review of OBRD showed that Ms. D  was interviewed for this incident. Ofc. K responded 
promptly when dispatched, was professional in his interactions, assisted in completing a 
thorough investigation, and the primary officer filed an accurate report. 

2 



You have the right to appeal this decision. If you are not satisfied with the findings of the 
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 Advisory Board is being reconfigured 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 bearings 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 foUowing: 

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 APO policy or APO policies that were considered by the Director were the wrong 

policies or they were used in the wrong way; or, 
D) The APO policy or APO 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 are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision of the Chief of Police or any matter 
relating to the Chier 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 of holidays 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. 

If you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client 
survey form at http://www.cabq.gov/cpoa/survey. There was a delay in the issuance of findings 
due to the resignation of the Executive Director and another not being appointed by City 
Council until some months later. 

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

Sincerely, 
The Civilian Police O ersight Agency by 

~__J~~ 
Diane McDermott 
Interim Executive Director 
(505) 924-3770 

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police 
3 



CITY OF ALBUQ!JERQ!JE 

PO Box 1293 

Albuquerque 

NM 87103 

www.c;ibq.go\' 

CMLIAN POLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY 

July 14, 2023 

Via Email 

 

  

Re: CPC # 299-22 

 D : 

coMPJcAJNJ; 
Ms. D  alleged she called 242-COPS on 12/05/2022, and no one responded. Another 
incident happened that night. and her friend called the police later that day. Ofc. G talked 
to another involved individual but did not talk to Ms. Dracc or get her statement. Ms. 
D  reported that she was thrown to the lions and was the one who called initially, but 
the officers wasted her time and got everyone else's statements. Ms. D  told Ofc. G 
that he wasn1t turning the situation around. Ms. D  reported that Ofc. G didn't do 
anything for her and was in the office the next morning, speaking to her manager again. 
The manager advised Ms. D  that the officers would get her statement, but the officers 
never contacted her. 

EVIDENCE BEYJEWEQ; 

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

Complainant Interviewed: Y cs 

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes 

APD Employee Involved: Ofc. G 

CAD Report(s): Yes 

Witness(es) Interviewed: No 

Other Materials: Email Correspondence, CPC 283-22 

Date Investigation Completed: April 19, 2023 

Alb11q1urq1u Makmg Hmory 1-06-2006 



FINDINGS 

Policies Reviewed: 1.1.5.A.4 

I. Unfounded. Investigation classification ,,hen the investigntor(s) detennines, by clear nnd 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 n preponderance of the 
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject officer. 

3. Not Sustained. Investigation clossification when the investigntor(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 when: the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance of the 
e, idc:nce, that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APO policies, 
procedures, or training. 

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 ere or internal complaint) but that other misconduct wns discovered during 
the investigation, and by a preponderance of the e,·idence, that misconduct did occur. 

6. Administratively Closed, Investigation classification where the investigator determines: The policy 
violations of a minor n11tun: and do not constitute a panem of misconduct (i.e. a violation subject to n class 7 
sanction. -the allegations arc duplicative: -the allegations, even if true, do not constitute misconduct: or -the 
investigation cannot be conducted because orthc luck of information in the complaint. nnd further 
iR\estig11tion would be futile. 

Addjtjopal Comments; 

• 
• 

• 

• 

• 
1.1.5.A.4: It was determined that Ms. D  was inaccurate in her submitted complaint and 
interview, just as she and her witnesses were in the incident they reported to Ofc. G. The 
review of OBRD showed that Ms. D  was interviewed for this incident by a fellow 
officer. Ofc. G responded promptly when dispatched, was professional in his interactions, 
completed a thorough investigation, and filed an accurate report. 

2 



You have the right to appeal this decision. If you arc not satisfied with the findings of the 
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 Advisory Board is being reconfigured 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 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 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 APO policy or APO policies that were considered by the Director were the wrong 

policies or they were used in the wrong way; or, 
D) The APO policy or APO 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 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 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 Administrative 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://www.cabg.gov/cpoa/survey. There was a delay in the issuance of findings 
due to the resignation of the Executive Director and another not being appointed by City 
Council until some months later. 

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, 
Th~lice O ersight Agency by 

Diane McDermott 
Interim Executive Director 
(505) 924-3770 

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police 
3 



CITY OF ALBUQ!)ERQ!)E 

PO Box 1293 

Albuquerque 

NM 87103 

www.cabq.gov 

CMLIAN POLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY 

July 17, 2023 

To File 

 
 

 

Re: CPC # 305-22 

Dear Last Name Unknown: 

CQMPJ ,AJNT; 
Several officers In civilian clothes pulled into the daycare parking lot (unannounced, 
unmarked/non-designated as police) and drew a gun. This caused a significant amount of panic and 
forced the children's academy to rush dozens of children Into lockdown for the safety of the children 
and staff. Officer B later coordinated with (owner) M C to confirm that staff could exit 
lockdown. Names of the officers directly Involved were not provided to academy staff. According to 
Officer B, the plalnwclothes officers involved in the incident •wanted to show his friends his new gun". 
This behavior is completely irresponsible and unprofessional. This behavior is completely irresponsible 
and unprofessional. 

EVIDENCE REVIEWED; 

Video(s): Yes APO Report(s): No 

Complainant Interviewed: Y cs 

APO Employee Interviewed: Yes 

APO Employee Involved: Ofc. P 

CAD Report(s): Yes 

Witness( es) Interviewed: Yes 

Other Materials: photographs, email correspondence, firearm statutes 

Date Investigation Completed: May 29, 2023 

Alb11q1urq11e - M,,kmg Hwory 1706 2006 



FINDINGS 

I. Unfounded. Investigation classification when the investigator(s) detennines, by clear and con\'incing • 
evidence, thnt alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subject officer. 

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

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

Policies Reviewed: 1.1.6.A. l 

4. Exonerated. Investigation classification where the investigntor(s) determines, by n preponderance of the 
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 
investigntor(s) determines, by 11 preponderance of the evidence. misconduct did occur that was not alleged in 
the original complaint (whether CPC or internnl complaint) but thnt other misconduct was discovered during 
the investigation, 11nd by 11 preponderance of the C\ idence, thnt misconduct did occur. 

6. Administratively Closed. lnvestigntion classification where the investigntor determines: The policy 
violntions ofa minor nnture nnd do not constitute 11 pattern of misconduct (i e. n violation subject ton class 7 
sanction, -the ollegntions ore duplicative; -the nllegntions, e\'en if true, do not constitute misconduct; or -the 
in\'estigation cannot be conducted because of the lnck of information in the complaint, nnd further 
in\'estigntion would be futile. 

Additional Comments; 

• 

• 
This investigation included the review of SOP 2.3.4.A.2.a.b.c.d (four firearms safety rules). 
Ofc. P referenced these rules during his interview, and the primary officer investigating the 
incident did not identify any of these rules to be violated. NM Statue 30-7-1, 30-7-2-1, 
30-7-4, and 31-18-16, were also reviewed. These statutes pertain to the negligent use of a 
deadly weapon, carrying a deadly weapon, and unlawful carry of a deadly weapon. 
Testimony supports that the firearm was never carried, negligently handled, brandished, or 
discharged. The incident did not occur at the school parking lot as alleged; OBRD shows 
that the incident occurred at the business parking lot west of Bright Minds. Though the 
examination of a fireann would preferably be done in private, state statute does not, except in 
specified circumstances, prohibit the display of a fireann in possible public view. Given 
societal issues, the concern experienced at the time is understandable, but the investigation 
revealed that none of these statutes nor SOP l .1.6.A. 1 were violated in this incident. 

2 



You have the right to appeal this decision. If you are not satisfied with the findings of the 
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 Advisory Board is being reconfigured 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 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 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 APO policy or APO policies that were considered by the Director were the wrong 

policies or they were used in the wrong way; or, 
D) The APO policy or APO 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 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 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 Administrative 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://www.cabg.gov/cpoa/survey. There was a delay in the issuance of findings 
due to the resignation of the Executive Director and another not being appointed by City 
Council until some months later. 

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 Police O ersight Agency by 

~-J~cr-
Diane McDermott 
Interim Executive Director 
(505) 924-3770 

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police 
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CITY OF ALBUQVERQ!)E 

PO Box 1293 

Albuquerque 

NM 87103 

www.cabq.gov 

CMLIAN POLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY 

July 17, 2023 

To File 

 
 

 

Re: CPC # 305-22 

Dear  Last Name Unknown: 

CQMPJ,AJNI; 
Several officers in civilian clothes pulled Into the daycare parking lot {unannounced, 
unmarked/non-designated as polrce) and drew a gun. This caused a significant amount of panic and 
forced the children's academy to rush dozens of children Into lockdown for the safety of the children 
and staff. Officer B later coordinated with {owner) M  C  to confirm that staff could exit 
lockdown. Names of the officers directly involved were not provided to academy staff. According to 
Officer B, the plain-clothes officers involved in the incident "wanted to show his friends his new gun". 
This behavior Is completely irresponsible and unprofessional. This behavior is completely irresponsible 
and unprofessional. 

EYJQENCE BEYJEWEQ; 

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

Complainant Interviewed: Yes 

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes 

APD Employee Involved: Ofc. D 

CAD Report(s): Yes 

Witness( es) Interviewed: Y cs 

Other Materials: photographs, email correspondence, firearm statutes 

Date Investigation Completed: May 29, 2023 

Alb11q11erq11e - Making History J 706-2006 



FINDINGS 

1. Unfounded. Investigation clnssification when the investigator(s) determines, by clenr and convincing • 
e,idence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subject officer. 

2. Sustained. Investigation classification when the investigatot(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 n preponderance of the evidence, whether the alleged misconduct either occurred or did not occur. 

Policies Reviewed: 1.1.6.A.1 

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. 

S. Sustained Violation Not Based on Original Complaint. In,·estigation clussilication where the 
invcstigntor(s) determines, by a preponderance of the evidence, misconduct did occur that wus not alleged in 
the original complaint (whether CPC or internal complaint) but that other misconduct wns discovered during 
the investigation. and by a preponderance of the evidence, that misconduct did occur. 

6. Administratively Closed. Investigation elassification 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 allegation~ arc duplicative; •the allegations, even if true, do not constitute misconduct; or •the 
in\'estigation cannot be conducted because of the lack of information in the complaint, and further 
investigation would be futile. 

Additional Comments; 

• 

• 
This investigation included the review of SOP 2.3.4.A.2.a.b.c.d (four firearms safety rules). 
Ofc. D referenced these rules during his interview, and the primary officer investigating the 
incident did not identify any of these rules to be violated. NM Statue 30-7-1, 30-7-2-1, 
30-7-4, and 31-18-16, were also reviewed. These statutes pertain to the negligent use ofa 
deadly weapon, carrying a deadly weapon, and unlawful carry of a deadly weapon. 
Testimony supports that the firearm was never carried, negligently handled, brandished, or 
discharged. The incident did not occur at the school parking lot as alleged; OBRD shows 
that the incident occurred at the business parking lot west of Bright Minds. Though the 
examination of a firearm would preferably be done in private, state statute does not, except in 
specified circumstances, prohibit the display of a firearm in possible public view. Given 
societal issues, the concern experienced at the time is understandable, but the investigation 
revealed that none of these statutes nor SOP 1.1.6.A. l were violated in this incident. 
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You have the right to appeal this decision. If you are not satisfied with the findings of the 
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 Advisory Board is being reconfigured 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 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 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 APO policy or APO 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 infonnation becomes 
available. Please provide your additional information in writing to the CPOA Director as listed 
above. 

If you are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision of the 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 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 Administrative 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://www.cabg.gov/cpoa/survey. There was a delay in the issuance of findings 
due to the resignation of the Executive Director and another not being appointed by City 
Council until some months later. 

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

Sincerely, 
The Civilian Police O ersight Agency by 

~ 
Diane McDennott 
Interim Executive Director 
{505) 924-3770 

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police 
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CITY OF ALBUQVERQYE 

PO Box 1293 

Albuquerque 

NM 87103 

www.cabq.gov 

CMLIAN POLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY 

July 17, 2023 

To File 

 
 

 

Re: CPC # 305-22 

Dear  Last Name Unknown: 

COMPI ,AINI; 
Several officers In civilian clothes pulled into the daycare parking lot (unannounced, 
unmarked/non-designated as police) and drew a gun. This caused a significant amount of panic and 
forced the children's academy to rush dozens of children into lockdown for the safety of the children 
and staff. Officer B later coordinated with (owner) M  C  to confirm that staff could exit 
lockdown. Names of the officers directly involved were not provided to academy staff. According to 
Officer B, the plain-dothes officers involved in the Incident ·wanted to show his friends his new gun~. 
This behavior is completely irresponsible and unprofessional. This behavior is completely irresponsible 
and unprofessional. 

EVIDENCE REVIEWED; 

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

Complainant Interviewed: Yes 

APO Employee Interviewed: Yes 

APD Employee Involved: Ofc. U 

CAD Report(s): Yes 

Witness( es) Interviewed: Yes 

Other Materials: photographs, email correspondence, firearm statutes 

Date Investigation Completed: May 29, 2023 

Alb11querq11e • Making Hisrory 1706-2006 



FINDINGS

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

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

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

Policies Reviewed: l.l .6.A.1

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

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

6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classification r.vhere 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 iftrue, do not constitute misconduct; or -the
investigation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complaint, and further
investigation would be futile.

Additional Comments:

This investigation included the review of SOP 2.3.4.A.2.a.b.c.d (four firearms safety rules).
Ofc. U referenced these rules during his interview, and the primary officer investigating the
incident did not identify any of these rules to be violated. NM Statue 30-7-1,30-7-2-1,
30-7-4, and 3l-18-16, were also reviewed. These statutes pertain to the negligent use of a
deadly weapon, carrying a deadly weapon, and unlawful carry of a deadly weapon.
Testimony supports that the firearm was never carried, negligently handled, brandished, or
discharged. The incident did not occur at the school parking lot as alleged; OBRD shows
that the incident occurred at the business parking lot west of Bright Minds. Though the
examination of a firearm would preferably be done in private, state statute does not, except in
specified circumstances, prohibit the display of a firearm in possible public view. Given
societal issues, the concern experienced at the time is understandable, but the investigation
revealed that none of these statutes nor SOP I .1 .6.4.I were violated in this incident.

V
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You have the right to appeal this decision. If you are not satisfied with the findings of the 
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 Advisory Board is being reconfigured 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 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 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 APO policy or APO policies that were considered by the Director were the wrong 

policies or they were used in the wrong way; or, 
D) The APO policy or APO 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. 

lf you are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision of the Chief of Police or any matter 
relating to the Chiers 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 of holidays 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. 

If you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client 
survey form at http://www.cabg.gov/cpoa/survey. There was a delay in the issuance of findings 
due to the resignation of the Executive Director and another not being appointed by City 
Council until some months later. 

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

Sincerely, 
The Civilian Police O ersight Agency by 

~.__.l~~ 
Diane McDermott 
Interim Executive Director 
(505) 924-3770 

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police 
3 



CITY OF ALBUQYERQ!JE 

PO Box 1293 

Albuquerque 

NM 87103 

www.~abq.gov 

CMLIAN POLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY 

July 17, 2023 

Via Certified Mail 

7009 3410 0000 2321 2187 

  
 

 

Re: CPC ## 305-22 

Dear  C  

COMPLAINT; 
Today at approximately 1300 hours, several plain clothes officers in unmarked vehicles converged on 
the daycare my son attends (Bright Minds) and began pointing and brandishing their weapons. The 
owner of the daycare saw this and reacted appropriately by initiating lockdown protocols. The daycare 
owner called 911 and was told these were APO officers and that they were safe (extremely debatable 
considering the ignorant behavior of your officers), but the owner very wisely insisted that a uniformed 
officer clear the scene. I did not see the officers and the owner did not collect badge numbers. 
Nevertheless there should be some record that this occurred. I am seeking a public apology from APO, 
firing or reprimanding. 

EVIDENCE REVIEWED; 

Video(s): Yes APO Report(s): No 

Complainant Interviewed: Yes 

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes 

APD Employee Involved: Ofc. P 

CAD Report(s): Yes 

Witness( es) Interviewed: Yes 

Other Materials: photographs, email correspondence, firearm statutes 

Date investigation Completed: May 29, 2023 

Alb11qurrq11e - Making History 1706-2006 



FINDINGS 

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

2. Sustained. Investigation classification when the investig11tor(s) determines, by II 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, b) 11 preponderance of the evidence, whether the alleged misconduct either occurred or did not occur. 

Policies Reviewed: l.1.6.A.1 

4. Exonerated. ln\'estig11tion classification where the investigator(s) determines, by 11 preponderance of the 
evidence, that 11lleged conduct in the underlying complllint did occur but did not violate APO policies, 
procedures, or training. 

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Original Complaint. lnvestig11tion classification where the 
invcstig11tor(s) determines, b:i, a preponderance of the evidence, misconduct did occur that was not 11lleged in 
the original compl11int (whether CPC or internal comph1int) but that other misconduct was discovered during 
the investigation, and by a preponderance of the evidence, that misconduct did occur. 

6. Administratively Closed. lnvestig11tion cl11ssilication where the investigator determines: lbe 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 arc duplicative; •the allegations, even if true, do not constitute misconduct; or •the 
investigation cannot be conducted because of the luck of information in the complaint, and further 
investigation would be futile. 

Addjtjopal Comments; 

• 

• 
This investigation included the review of SOP 2.3.4.A.2.a.b.c.d (four fireanns safety rules). 
Ofc. P referenced these rules during his interview, and the primary officer investigating the 
incident did not identify any of these rules to be violated. NM Statue 30-7-1, 30-7-2-1, 
30-7-4, and 31-18-16, were also reviewed. These statutes pertain to the negligent use of a 
deadly weapon, carrying a deadly weapon, and unlawful carry of a deadly weapon. 
Testimony supports that the firearm was never carried, negligently handled, brandished, or 
discharged. The incident did not occur at the school parking lot as alleged; OBRD shows 
that the incident occurred at the business parking lot west of Bright Minds. Though the 
examination of a fireann would preferably be done in private, state statute does not, except in 
specified circumstances, prohibit the display of a firearm in possible public view. Given 
societal issues, the concern experienced at the time is understandable, but the investigation 
revealed that none of these statutes nor SOP 1.1.6.A.1 were violated in this incident. 

2 



You have the right to appeal this decision. If you are not satisfied with the findings of the 
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 Advisory Board is being reconfigured 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 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 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 APO 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 are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision of the Chief of Police or any matter 
relating to the Chier 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 of holidays 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. 

If you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client 
survey form at http://www.cabg.gov/cpoa/survey. There was a delay in the issuance of findings 
due to the resignation of the Executive Director and another not being appointed by City 
Council until some months later. 

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 Police O ersight Agency by 

~ 
Diane McDermott 
Interim Executive Director 
(505) 924-3770 

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police 
3 



CITY OF ALBUQVERQ!)E 

PO Box 1293 

Albuquc:rquc 

NM 87103 

www.c.ibq.gm· 

CMLIAN POLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY 

July 17, 2023 

Via Certified Mail 

7009 3410 0000 2321 2187 

  
 

 

Re: CPC # 305-22 

Dear  C  

COMPLAINT; 
Today at approximately 1300 hours, several plain clothes officers in unmarked vehicles converged on 
the daycare my son attends (Bright Minds) and began pointing and brandishing their weapons. The 
owner of the daycare saw this and reacted appropriately by initiating lockdown protocols. The daycare 
owner called 911 and was told these were APO officers and that they were safe (extremely debatable 
considering the Ignorant behavior of your officers), but the owner very wisely insisted that a uniformed 
officer clear the scene. I did not see the officers and the owner did not collect badge numbers. 
Nevertheless there should be some record that this occurred. I am seeking a public apology from APD, 
firing or reprimanding. 

EVIDENCE REVIEWED; 

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

Complainant Interviewed: Yes 

APO Employee Interviewed: Yes 

APO Employee Involved: Ofc. D 

CAD Report(s): Yes 

Witness( es) Interviewed: Yes 

Other Materials: photographs, email correspondence, fireann statutes 

Date Investigation Completed: May 29, 2023 

Alb11q11erq1u - Making History 1706-2006 



FINDINGS 

I. Unfounded. Investig11tion cl11Ssific11tion when the investig11tor(s) determines, by cle11r 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 of the o 
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject officer. 

3. Not Sustained. Investigation classification when the investig11tor(s) is un11ble to determine one w11y or the • 
other, by 11 preponderance of the evidence, whether the alleged misconduct either occurred or did not occur. 

Policies Reviewed: 1.1.6.A. 1 

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 APD policies, 
procedures, or training. 

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Original Complaint. lnvestigution clnssificution where the 
invcstigator(s) determines, by a preponderance of the evidence, misconduct did occur that \VllS not alleged in 
the original complaint (whether ere 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 classificution where the investigator determines; The polic) 
violations of a minor nature and do not constitute a pattern of misconduct (i.e. a , iolution subject lo a class 7 
sanction, -the allegations arc 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. 

Addjtjonal Commeutsj 

• 

• 
This investigation included the review of SOP 2.3.4.A.2.a.b.c.d (four firearms safety rules). 
Ofc. D referenced these rules during his interview, and the primary officer investigating the 
incident did not identify any of these rules to be violated. NM Statue 30-7-1, 30-7-2-1, 
30-7-4, and 31-18-16, were also reviewed. These statutes pertain to the negligent use of a 
deadly weapon, carrying a deadly weapon, and unlawful carry of a deadly weapon. 
Testimony supports that the firearm was never carried, negligently handled, brandished, or 
discharged. The incident did not occur at the school parking lot as alleged; OBRD shows 
that the incident occurred at the business parking lot west of Bright Minds. Though the 
examination of a firearm would preferably be done in private, state statute does not, except in 
specified circumstances, prohibit the display of a firearm in possible public view. Given 
societal issues, the concern experienced at the time is understandable, but the investigation 
revealed that none of these statutes nor SOP 1.1.6.A.1 were violated in this incident. 

2 



You have the right to appeal this decision. lfyou are not satisfied with the findings of the 
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 Advisory Board is being reconfigured 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 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 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 APO policy or APO policies that were considered by the Director were the wrong 

policies or they were used in the wrong way; or, 
D) The APO policy or APO 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 are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision of the Chief of Police or any matter 
relating to the Chiers 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 of holidays 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. 

If you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client 
survey form at http://www.cabg.gov/cpoa/survey. There was a delay in the issuance of findings 
due to the resignation of the Executive Director and another not being appointed by City 
Council until some months later. 

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 Police O ersight Agency by 

~-J~~ 
Diane McDermott 
Interim Executive Director 
(505) 924-3770 

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police 
3 



CITY OF ALBUQVERQ1JE 

l'O Bux 1293 

Albuquerque 

NM 87103 

www.cabq.gov 

CMLIAN POLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY 

July 17, 2023 

Via Certified Mail 

70093410000023212187 

  

 

Re: CPC # 305-22 

Dear  C  

CQMPJAJNJ; 
Today at approximately 1300 hours, several plain clothes officers In unmarked vehicles converged on 
the daycare my son attends (Bright Minds) and began pointing and brandishing their weapons. The 
owner of the daycare saw this and reacted appropriately by initiating lockdown protocols. The daycare 
owner called 911 and was told these were APD officers and that they were safe (extremely debatable 
considering the ignorant behavior of your officers), but the owner very wisely insisted that a uniformed 
officer clear the scene. I did not see the officers and the owner did not collect badge numbers. 
Nevertheless there should be some record that this occurred. I am seeking a public apology from APO, 
firing or reprimanding. 

EVIDENCE REVIEWED; 

Video(s): Yes APO Report(s): No 

Complainant Interviewed: Yes 

APO Employee Interviewed: Yes 

APO Employee Involved: Ofc. U 

CAD Report(s): Yes 

Witness( es) Interviewed: Yes 

Other Materials: photographs, email correspondence, fireann statutes 

Date Investigation Completed: May 29, 2023 

Alb11qum111~ • Maki11g Hiuory I 706-2006 



FINDINGS 

I. Unfounded. Investigation clnssificntion when the investigator(s) detennines, 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 of the • 
e\ idence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject officer. 

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

Policies Reviewed: 1.1.6.A.1 

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 APD policies, 
procedures, or training. 

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

6. Administratively Closed. ln\·estigation classification \\here the investigator determines: The policy 
violations ofa minor nutun: and do not constitute II pattern of misconduct (i.e. 11 violation subject lo a class 7 
sanction, -the allegations are duplicath e; -the allegations, even irtrue, do not constitute misconduct, or •the 
investigation cannot be conducted becousc of the luck or information in the complaint, and further 
investigntion would be futile. 

Additional Comments; 

• 

• 
This investigation included the review of SOP 2.3.4.A.2.a.b.c.d (four firearms safety rules). 
Ofc. U referenced these rules during his interview, and the primary officer investigating the 
incident did not identify any of these rules to be violated. NM Statue 30-7-1, 30-7-2-1, 
30-7-4, and 31-18-16, were also reviewed. These statutes pertain to the negligent use of a 
deadly weapon, carrying a deadly weapon, and unlawful carry of a deadly weapon. 
Testimony supports that the fireann was never carried, negligently handled, brandished, or 
discharged. The incident did not occur at the school parking lot as alleged; OBRD shows 
that the incident occurred at the business parking lot west of Bright Minds. Though the 
examination of a firearm would preferably be done in private, state statute does not, except in 
specified circumstances, prohibit the display of a fireann in possible public view. Given 
societal issues, the concern experienced at the time is understandable, but the investigation 
revealed that none of these statutes nor SOP 1.1.6.A.1 were violated in this incident. 

2 



You have the right to appeal this decision. If you are not satisfied with the findings of the 
CP0A 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 CP0A 
Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the CP0A 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. 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 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 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 APO policy or APO policies that were considered by the Director were the wrong 
policies or they were used in the wrong way; or, 

D) The APO policy or APO 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 CP0A Director as listed 
above. 

If you are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision of the Chief of Police or any matter 
relating to the Chiefs handling of the complaint you may request a review of the 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 Administrative 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://www.cabg.gov/cpoa/survey. There was a delay in the issuance of findings 
due to the resignation of the Executive Director and another not being appointed by City 
Council until some months later. 

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 Police 0 ersight Agency by 

~ 
Diane McDermott 
Interim Executive Director 
(505) 924-3770 

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police 
3 



CITY OF ALBUQYERQYE 

l'O Box 1293 

Albuquerque 

NM 87103 

www.cabq.gov 

CIVILIAN POLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY 

July 17, 2023 

Via Email 

 
 

Re: CPC # 305-22 

Dear  W &  C : 

COMPLAINT; 
Good evening, This afternoon (12/30/2022}, at approximately 1 PM, three people pulled Into the 
parking lot of Bright Minds daycare (brightmindsabq.com}, and one then pulled out a gun. The staff 
accordingly rushed the babies, toddlers, and young children into the basement and had them shelter in 
place and called 91 1. 1 PM is In the middle of many of the babies and toddlers' nap time. When 
uniformed officers arrived it was determined that the three people were plainclothes officers, and the 
one who had pulled out the gun purportedly "wanted to show his friends his new gun". The daycare 
staff provided case number P223640668 and Officer Bas the case officer associated with the incident. 
Unfortunately we did not get the names or badge Information of the three plainclothes officers. 

EVIDENCE REVIEWED; 

Video(s): Yes APO Report(s): No 

Complainant Interviewed: Yes 

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes 

APD Employee Involved: Ofc. U 

CAD Report(s): Yes 

Witness( es) Interviewed: Yes 

Other Materials: photographs, email correspondence, firearm statutes 

Date Investigation Completed: May 29, 2023 

Albuqurrqt,c Maki11g Hiuory J 706-2006 



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. 

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. 

Policies Reviewed: 1.1.6.A. 1 

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 APD policies, 
procedures, or training. 

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 ere or internal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovered during 
the investigation, and by a preponderance orthe evidence, that misconduct did occur. 

6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classification where the investigntor determines: The policy 
violations ofa minor nature and do not constitute a pattern of misconduct (i.e. n vioh1tion subject ton class 7 
sanction, •the allegations are duplicati\·e; •the allegations, even if true. do not constitute misconduct; or •the 
investigation cannot be conducted because oftht: lack of information in the complaint, and further 
investigation would be futile. 

Additional Comments; 

• 

• 
This investigation included the review of SOP 2.3.4.A.2.a.b.c.d (four fireanns safety rules). 
Ofc. U referenced these rules during his interview, and the primary officer investigating the 
incident did not identify any of these rules to be violated. NM Statue 30-7-1, 30-7-2-1, 
30-7-4, and 31-18-16, were also reviewed. These statutes pertain to the negligent use of a 
deadly weapon, carrying a deadly weapon, and unlawful carry of a deadly weapon. 
Testimony supports that the fireann was never carried, negligently handled, brandished, or 
discharged. The incident did not occur at the school parking lot as alleged; OBRD shows 
that the incident occurred at the business parking lot west of Bright Minds. Though the 
examination of a fireann would preferably be done in private, state statute does not, except in 
specified circumstances, prohibit the display of a firearm in possible public view. Given 
societal issues, the concern experienced at the time is understandable, but the investigation 
revealed that none of these statutes nor SOP I. 1.6.A. l were violated in this incident. 

2 



You have the right to appeal this decision. If you are not satisfied with the findings of the 
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 Advisory Board is being reconfigured 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 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 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 APO policy or APO policies that were considered by the Director were the wrong 

policies or they were used in the wrong way; or, 
D) The APO policy or APO 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 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 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 Administrative 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://www.cabg.gov/cpoa/survey. There was a delay in the issuance of findings 
due to the resignation of the Executive Director and another not being appointed by City 
Council until some months later. 

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

Sincerely, 
The Civilian Police O ersight Agency by 

~ 
Diane McDermott 
Interim Executive Director 
(505) 924-3770 

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police 
3 



CITY OF ALBUQYERQ!)E 

PO Box 12'13 

Albuquerque 

NM 87103 

www.cabq.gov 

CMLIAN POLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY 

July 17, 2023 

Via Email 

 
 

Re: CPC # 305-22 

Dear W & C : 

COMPLAINT; 
Good evening, This afternoon (12/30/2022), at approximately 1 PM, three people pulled Into the 
parking lot of Bright Minds daycare {brightmindsabq.com), and one then pulled out a gun. The staff 
accordingly rushed the babies, toddlers, and young children into the basement and had them shelter in 
place and called 911. 1 PM is in the middle of many of the babies and toddlers' nap time. When 
uniformed officers arrived it was determined that the three people were plainclothes officers, and the 
one who had pulled out the gun purportedly "wanted to show his friends his new gun". The daycare 
staff provided case number P223640668 and Officer B as the case officer associated with the incident. 
Unfortunately we did not get the names or badge information of the three plainclothes officers. 

EVIDENCE REVIEWED; 

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

Complainant Interviewed: Yes 

APO Employee Interviewed: Yes 

APD Employee Involved: Ofc. D 

CAD Report(s): Yes 

Witness( es) Interviewed: Yes 

Other Materials: photographs, email correspondence, firearm statutes 

Date Investigation Completed: May 29, 2023 

Albuq1lfrq1u - Making History 1706-2006 



FINDINGS 

I. Unfounded. Investigation classification when the investigator(s) detennines, by clear 111\d convincing • 
evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not im·olve the subject officer. 

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

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

Policies Reviewed: 1.1.6.A.1 

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

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Original Complaint. Investigation classification where the 
invcstigator(s) detcnnines. by a preponderance orthc 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 n pattern of misconduct (i.e. n violation subject to n 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 ofinformntion in the complain I, and furthl!r 
im·estigation would be futile. 

Addjtiooal Comments; 

• 

• 
This investigation included the review of SOP 2.3.4.A.2.a.b.c.d (four firearms safety rules). 
Ofc. 0 referenced these rules during his interview, and the primary officer investigating the 
incident did not identify any of these rules to be violated. NM Statue 30-7-1, 30-7-2-1, 
30-7-4, and 31- I 8-16, were also reviewed. These statutes pertain to the negligent use of a 
deadly weapon, carrying a deadly weapon, and unlawful carry of a deadly weapon. 
Testimony supports that the firearm was never carried, negligently handled, brandished, or 
discharged. The incident did not occur at the school parking lot as alleged; OBRD shows 
that the incident occurred at the business parking lot west of Bright Minds. Though the 
examination of a firearm would preferably be done in private, state statute does not, except in 
specified circumstances, prohibit the display of a firearm in possible public view. Given 
societal issues, the concern experienced at the time is understandable, but the investigation 
revealed that none of these statutes nor SOP I . 1.6.A.1 were violated in this incident. 
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You have the right to appeal this decision. If you are not satisfied with the findings of the 
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 Advisory Board is being reconfigured 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 bearings 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 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 APO policy or APO policies that were considered by the Director were the wrong 

policies or they were used in the wrong way; or, 
D) The APO policy or APO 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 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 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 Administrative 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://www.cabq.gov/cpoa/survey. There was a delay in the issuance of findings 
due to the resignation of the Executive Director and another not being appointed by City 
Council until some months later. 

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

Diane McDermott 
Interim Executive Director 
(505) 924-3770 

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police 
3 



CITY OF ALBUQ!)ERQ!)E 

PO Box 1293 

Albuquerque 

NM 87103 

W\\W.cabq.gov 

CMLIAN POLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY 

July 17, 2023 

Via Email 

 
 

Re: CPC # 305-22 

Dear  W  & C : 

COMPLAINT; 
Good evening, This afternoon (12/30/2022), at approximately 1 PM, three people pulled Into the 
parking lot of Bright Minds daycare (brightmindsabq.com), and one then pulled out a gun. The staff 
accordingly rushed the babies, toddlers, and young children into the basement and had them shelter In 
place and called 911 , 1 PM is In the middle of many of the babies and toddlers' nap time. When 
uniformed officers arrived it was determined that the three people were plainclothes officers, and the 
one who had pulled out the gun purportedly "wanted to show his friends his new gun". The daycare 
staff provided case number P223640668 and Officer Bas the case officer associated with the incident. 
Unfortunately we did not get the names or badge Information of the three plainclothes officers. 

EVIDENCE REYJEWED; 

Video(s): Yes APO Report(s): No 

Complainant Interviewed: Yes 

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes 

APO Employee Involved: Of c. P 

CAD Report(s): Yes 

Witness( es) Interviewed: Yes 

Other Materials: photographs, email correspondence, firearm statutes 

Date Investigation Completed: May 29, 2023 
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FINDINGS

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

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

Policies Reviewed: 1.1 .6.4.1

4. Exonerated. Investigation classification where the investigator(s) determines, b1,a preponderance ofthe
evidence. that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate Apb policies,
procedures, or training.

5' Sustained Violation Not Based on Original Complaint. Investigation classilication where the
investigator(s) determines, by a preponderun.e of th" evidence. misconducldid occur that \.ms not alleged in
the original complaint (rvhether CPC or internal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovered Juring
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 pattern ofmisconduct (i.ela violation subject to a class Z
sanction.'the allegations are duplicative; -the altegations. even iftrue, do not constitute misconduct; or -the
investigation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complaint, and furthcr
investigation would be futile.

Additional Comments:

V

This investigation included the review of SOP 2.3.4.A.2.a.b.c.d (four firearms safety rules).
Ofc. P referenced these rules during his interview, and the primary officer investigaiing the
incident did not identify any of these rules to be violated. NM Stutr" 30-7-l,lO-i-Z-t,
30-7 -4, and 3 I - I 8- 16, were also reviewed. These statutes pertain to the negligent use of a
deadly weapon, carrying a deadly weapon, and unlawfulcarry of a deadly *.upon.
Testimony supports that the firearm was never carried, negligently handled, brandished, or
discharged. The incident did not occur at the school parking lot as alleged; OBRD shows
that the incident occurred at the business parking lot west of Bright Minds. Though the
examination of a firearm would preferably be done in private, state statute does not, except in
specified circumstances, prohibit the display of a firearm in possible public view. Given
societal issues, the concern experienced at the time is understandable, but the investigation
revealed that none of these statutes nor SOP l.l.6.A.l were violated in this incident.
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings ofthecPoA Executive Director within 30 calendar days ii".rrri""lr r,"riday and weekends) ofreceipt of this letter, communic
AdvisoryB_oardt;;.;il;fl:"JiT,tiJ:!fJffi rTi:IHtli"nf"J:#t'ipoA
request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM g7l,3 or by email CpOA@cabq.gov. Includeyour CPC number. please note, at this.time ,o" Aari*r,,gr;rd is being reconfigured so lohearings will take prace until regurarly schedur"a ,,..Jirg. 

"""ur. 
Ifyour appear request isfiled timely you wilr be notified orrnt"n yor. ,pp""i-*irii. ,"u"durett and moreinformation w,l fo'ow' once-normar proceduies .uru-"G" upp"ar hearings wilr proceedas specified in the oversight ordinance g-4-1-ro. r. o-rJ", io, the Advisory Board tomodify the Director's findings your appeal must demonstrate one or more ofthe fo,owing:

A) The furdings by the Director had no expranation that wourd lead to the concrusion made; or,B) The frndings by the Director were not supported by evidence that was available at the tine ofthe invesligation; or,
C) The APD poricy or ApD polic_ies that were considered by the Director werc rhe wrongpolicies or they were used in the wrong way; or,
D) The ApD poricy or ApD policies considered by the Director were chosen randonry or theydo not address the issues in your complaint.

Administrativery closed comolainh- -.uy _b" re-opened if additionar information becomes

il:l::'' 
Please provide vour additional i"r**"ii"l j" *riting to the cpoA Director as risted

fnffiil:'SlT$:l]j$,fj Tl' disciplinary decision orthe.chierorporice or any matter

th.ct,;;iilil;;i;i,iliil:311[..:"$ti:r,,::,1T,[Tff ,;ff :,:iff ,",:dlti[..days (incrusive of horidavs and weekends) of ..;;ip; ;;ilr-i;er. Include your cpc number.

H:,lr."fijJrj:" 
chief Administratir" om.., *ili,io,L[v.i ., i, i, 

"ot 
dependent upon the

If you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your compreting our clients,urv1v.fo.m ar http://wryw.cabq.eov/cp=oalsuriev. ir,.iJ*.rli.r^y in rhe issuance of findinss
:::::,ffffi,,r#:"ffillti":::"--;rr..*"na unotr,",nitu.idil;;i;ffi;;,,r,,",,,*"

Thank you for participating in the process of civilian oversight of the police, ensuring officersand personnel ofthe ApD are held accountaUf", 
""Jjrp.ffi the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police

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

ight Agency by
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cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of police
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CITY OF ALBUQ1JERQYE 

PO Box 1293 

Albuquerque 

NM 87103 

www.cabq.gov 

CMLIAN POLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY 

July 17, 2023 

Via Email 

 
 

Re: CPC # 305-22 

Dear  F  

CQMPl,AINT; 
My child Is a student at Bright Minds daycare facility and I was notified on Friday 12/31 that a plain 
clothes police officer drew a firearm In the parking lot resulting in a lockdown for the children and a 
frightening message for the parents. There was no police situation which required the drawlng of a 
weapon. I am seeking apologies to the employees and parents of the facility who were Impacted. The 
police officer in question should be reprimanded and receive proper training for the safe use of a 
firearm. 

EVIDENCE REVIEWED; 

Video(s): Yes APO Report(s): No 

Complainant Interviewed: Yes 

APO Employee Interviewed: Yes 

APO Employee Involved: Ofc. U 

CAD Report(s): Yes 

Witness(es) Interviewed: Yes 

Other Materials: photographs, email correspondence, fireann statutes 

Date Investigation Completed: May 29, 2023 

Alb11q1urq11e - Making Hirtory J 706-2006 



FINDINGS 

1. Unfounded. Investigation cl11Ssification when the investigntor(s) determines, by clenr and convincing • 
e\idence, 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 of the • 
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject officer. 

3. Not Sustained. Investigation cl11Ssification when the investigator(s) is unable to determine one wa) or the • 
other, by a preponderance of the evidence, whether the alleged misconduct either occurred or did not occur. 

Policies Reviewed: 1.1.6.A. I 

4. Exonerated. Investigation classification \\here the imestigator(s) determines, by a preponderance of the 
evidence, that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not \ 'iolatc APO policies, 
procedures, or training. 

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Original Complaint. ln\'cstigntion classification where the 
invc:stigntor(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, nnd by II preponderance of the evidence, that misconduct did occur. 

6. Administratively Closed. Investigation cl11Ssificntion where the investigator determines: The poliC) 
,iolntions ofB minor nature and do not constitute a pattern of misconduct (i.e. a ,iolation subject to a closs 7 
sanction, •the allegations arc 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; 

• 

• 
This investigation included the review of SOP 2.3.4.A.2.a.b.c.d (four firearms safety rules). 
Ofc. U referenced these rules during his interview, and the primary officer investigating the 
incident did not identify any of these rules to be violated. NM Statue 30-7-1, 30-7-2-1, 
30-7-4, and 31-18-16, were also reviewed. These statutes pertain to the negligent use of a 
deadly weapon, carrying a deadly weapon, and unlawful carry of a deadly weapon. 
Testimony supports that the firearm was never carried, negligently handled, brandished, or 
discharged. The incident did not occur at the school parking lot as alleged; OBRD shows 
that the incident occurred at the business parking lot west of Bright Minds. Though the 
examination of a fireann would preferably be done in private, state statute does not, except in 
specified circumstances, prohibit the display of a firearm in possible public view. Given 
societal issues, the concern experienced at the time is understandable, but the investigation 
revealed that none of these statutes nor SOP 1.1.6.A.1 were violated in this incident. 
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You have the right to appeal this decision. If you are not satisfied with the findings of the 
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 Advisory Board is being reconfigured 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 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 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 APO policy or APO 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 are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision of the Chief of Police or any matter 
relating to the Chiers 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 of holidays 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. 

If you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client 
survey form at http://www.cabg.gov/cpoa/survey. There was a delay in the issuance of findings 
due to the resignation of the Executive Director and another not being appointed by City 
Council until some months later. 

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 Police O ersight Agency by 

~__J~~ 
Diane McDermott 
Interim Executive Director 
(505) 924-3770 

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police 
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CITY OF ALBUQ!)ERQ!)E 

J>O Box 1293 

Albuquerque 

NM 87103 

wv.w.cabq.go\' 

CMLIAN POLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY 

July 17, 2023 

Via Email 

 

 

Re: CPC # 305-22 

Dear  F  

COMPLAINT; 
My child Is a student at Bright Minds daycare facility and I was notified on Friday 12/31 that a plain 
clothes police officer drew a firearm in the parking lot resulting In a lockdown for the children and a 
frightening message for the parents. There was no police situation which required the drawing of a 
weapon. I am seeking apologies to the employees and parents of the facility who were impacted. The 
police officer in question should be reprimanded and receive proper training for the safe use of a 
firearm. 

EVIDENCE REVIEWED; 

Video(s): Yes APO Report(s): No 

Complainant Interviewed: Yes 

APO Employee Interviewed: Yes 

APD Employee Involved: Ofc. D 

CAD Report(s): Yes 

Witness( es) Interviewed: Y cs 

Other Materials: photographs, email correspondence, firearm statutes 

Date Investigation Completed: May 29, 2023 

Alb11q11erq11e - Alaki11g Hmory 1 ~06-2006 



FINDINGS 

1. Unfounded. Investigation clnssification when the investigalor(s} detennines, 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} detennines. 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 detennine one way or the • 
other, by a preponderance of the evidence, whether the alleged misconduct either occurred or did not occur. 

Policies Reviewed: 1.1 .6.A. l 

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

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

6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classification where the invcstigalor determines: The policy 
violations ofa minor nature and do not constitute II pattern of misconduct (Le. a violation subject to a class 7 
sanclion, -the 111lcg11tions are duplicative; -the allegations, e, en if true, do not constitute misconduct; or -the 
investigation cannot be conducted because of the l11ck of inform11tion in the complaint, and further 
investigation would be futile. 

Additional Comments; 

• 

• 
This investigation included the review of SOP 2.3.4.A.2.a.b.c.d (four firearms safety rules). 
Ofc. D referenced these rules during his interview, and the primary officer investigating the 
incident did not identify any of these rules to be violated. NM Statue 30-7-1, 30-7-2-1, 
30-7-4, and 31-18-16, were also reviewed. These statutes pertain to the negligent use of a 
deadly weapon, carrying a deadly weapon, and unlawful carry of a deadly weapon. 
Testimony supports that the firearm was never carried, negligently handled, brandished, or 
discharged. The incident did not occur at the school parking lot as alleged; OBRD shows 
that the incident occurred at the business parking lot west of Bright Minds. Though the 
examination of a firearm would preferably be done in private, state statute does not, except in 
specified circumstances, prohibit the display of a firearm in possible public view. Given 
societal issues, the concern experienced at the time is understandable, but the investigation 
revealed that none of these statutes nor SOP 1.1.6.A. I were violated in this incident. 
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You have the right to appeal this decision. If you are not satisfied with the findings of the 
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 Advisory Board is being reconfigured so no 
bearings 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 bearings 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 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 APO policy or APO 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 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 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 Administrative 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://www.cabg.gov/cpoa/survey. There was a delay in the issuance of findings 
due to the resignation of the Executive Director and another not being appointed by City 
Council until some months later. 

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

Sincerely, 
The Civilian Police O ersight Agency by 

~-.l.~~ 
Diane McDermott 
Interim Executive Director 
(505) 924-3770 

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police 
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CITY OF ALBUQ!JERQVE 

PO Box 1293 

Albuquerque 

NM 87\03 

www.cabq.gov 

CMLIAN POLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY 

July 17, 2023 

Via Email 

 
 

Re: CPC # 305-22 

Dear  F  

CQMPJ,AINT; 
My child ls a student at Bright Minds daycare facility and I was notified on Friday 12/31 that a plain 
clothes police officer drew a firearm In the parking lot resulting In a lockdown for the children and a 
frightening message for the parents. There was no police situation which required the drawing of a 
weapon. I am seeking apologies to the employees and parents of the facility who were impacted. The 
police officer in question should be reprimanded and receive proper training for the safe use of a 
firearm. 

EVIDENCE REVIEWED; 

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

Complainant Interviewed: Yes 

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes 

APO Employee Involved: Of c. P 

CAD Report(s}: Yes 

Witness( es) Interviewed: Y cs 

Other Materials: photographs, email correspondence, firearm statutes 

Date Investigation Completed: May 29, 2023 

Alb11q1urq11e - Malung Hmory 1706-2006 



FINDINGS 

1. Unfounded. Investigation classification when the invcstigator(s) detennincs, by clear and convincing • 
evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subject officer. 

2. Sustained. lnvestigntion clossification when the investigator(s) dctennincs, by a preponderance of the • 
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject officer. I 

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

Policies Reviewed: 1.1.6.A. I 

4. Exonerated. lnvestig11tion classific11tion where the investigator(s) determines, by II preponderance of the 
evidence, that 11\leged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not, io\11te APD policies, 
procedures, or trnining. 

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Original Complaint. lnvestigution clnssilication where the 
investigntor(s) determines, by II preponderance of the evidence, misconduct did occur that wllS not 111leged in 
the original complaint (whether CPC or internal complaint) but that other misconduct wos discovered during 
the investigation, and by n preponderance of the evidence, that misconduct did occur. 

6. Administratively Closed. Investigation clossilicntion where the investigntor dctcnnines: The policy 
violations of II minor n11turc 11nd do not constitute a pattern of misconduct (i.e. 11 violation subject to II class 7 
sanction. -the 111leg11tions arc duplicative; -the nllegntions, e,en if true, do not constitute misconduct; or •the 
investigation cannot be conducted because of the lack of information in the complaint, 11nd further 
investigntion would be futile. 

Addjtjonal Comments; 

• 

• 
This investigation included the review of SOP 2.3.4.A.2.a.b.c.d (four fireanns safety rules). 
Ofc. P referenced these rules during his interview, and the primary officer investigating the 
incident did not identify any of these rules to be violated. NM Statue 30-7-1, 30-7-2-1, 
30-7-4, and 31-18-16, were also reviewed. These statutes pertain to the negligent use of a 
deadly weapon, carrying a deadly weapon, and unlawful carry of a deadly weapon. 
Testimony supports that the fireann was never carried, negligently handled, brandished, or 
discharged. The incident did not occur at the school parking lot as alleged; OBRD shows 
that the incident occurred at the business parking lot west of Bright Minds. Though the 
examination of a fireann would preferably be done in private, state statute does not, except in 
specified circumstances, prohibit the display of a fireann in possible public view. Given 
societal issues, the concern experienced at the time is understandable, but the investigation 
revealed that none of these statutes nor SOP 1.1.6.A. I were violated in this incident. 
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You have the right to appeal this decision. lfyou are not satisfied with the findings of the 
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 Advisory Board is being reconfigured so no 
bearings 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 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 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 APO policy or APO policies that were considered by the Director were the wrong 

policies or they were used in the wrong way; or, 
D) The APO policy or APO 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 are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision of the Chief of Police or any matter 
relating to the Chiers 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 of holidays 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. 

If you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client 
survey form at http://www.cabg.gov/cpoa/survey. There was a delay in the issuance of findings 
due to the resignation of the Executive Director and another not being appointed by City 
Council until some months later. 

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

Sincerely, Thcic• 0 ersight Agency by 

Diane McDermott 
Interim Executive Director 
(SOS) 924-3770 

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police 
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CITY OF ALBUQVERQVE 

PO Box 1293 

Albuquerque 

NM 87103 

www.cabq.gov 

CMLIAN POLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY 

July 17, 2023 

Via Certified Mail 

7009 3410 0000 2321 2194 

 
 

 

Re: CPC # 305-22 

Dear M  C  

COMPLAINT; 
M  C  reported that an incident took place outside of her Bright Minds 
Academy on 12/30/2022. She said that three plain-clothes officers "drew a gun" in her 
parking lot, and the school had to go into lockdown. When the uniformed police came, 
the officer said it was an officer showing his buddies his new gun. C  questioned 
whether the officer was on duty at the time and if he'll be reprimanded for this 
unprofessional and dangerous behavior. C  also mentioned that the 91 t dispatcher 
informed her she could come out of lockdown, but she did not feel comfortable doing so. 

EVIDENCE REVIEWED; 

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

Complainant Interviewed: Y cs 

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes 

APD Employee Involved: Ofc. U 

CAD Report(s): Yes 

Witness( es) Interviewed: Yes 

Other Materials: photographs, email correspondence, firearm statutes 

Date Investigation Completed: May 29, 2023 

Alb11q1urq1u - Making History 1706-2006 



FINDINGS 

1. Unfounded. lnvestig11tion classification when the investigator(s) determines, by cle11r 111\d convincing • 
evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subject officer. 

2. Sustained. Investigation classification when the investigalor(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. 

I 

Policies Reviewed: 1.1.6.A. l 

4. Exonerated. Investigation classification where the investigator(s) determines, by II preponderance ofthe 
evidence, that alleged conduct in the underl}ing complnint did occur but did not violate APD policies, 
procedures, or training. 

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Original Complaint. Investigation classification where the 
investigator(s) determines, by II preponderance of the evidence, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in 
the original complaint (whether CPC or intemnl complaint) but that other misconduct was discovered during 
the investigation, ond b),' 11 preponderance of the evidence, that misconduct did occur. 

6. Administratively Closed. lnvestigntion classification where the investigator determines: The policy 
violations of a minor nature and do not constitute o pattern of misconduct ( i.e. n violation subject to a class 7 
sanction, -the allegotions arc duplicative; -the allegations, even if true, do not constitute misconduct: or -the 
im·estigation cannot be conducted because of the lock of information in the complaint, 111\d further 
investigation would be futile. 

Additional Comments; 

• 

• 
This investigation included the review of SOP 2.3.4.A.2.a.b.c.d (four firearms safety rules). 
Ofc. U referenced these rules during his interview, and the primary officer investigating the 
incident did not identify any of these rules to be violated. NM Statue 30-7-1, 30-7-2-1, 
30-7-4, and 31-18-16, were also reviewed. These statutes pertain to the negligent use of a 
deadly weapon, carrying a deadly weapon, and unlawful carry of a deadly weapon. 
Testimony supports that the firearm was never carried, negligently handled, brandished, or 
discharged. The incident did not occur at the school parking lot as alleged; OBRD shows 
that the incident occurred at the business parking lot west of Bright Minds. Though the 
examination of a firearm would preferably be done in private, state statute does not, except in 
specified circumstances, prohibit the display of a firearm in possible public view. Given 
societal issues, the concern experienced at the time is understandable, but the investigation 
revealed that none of these statutes nor SOP 1.1.6.A.1 were violated in this incident. 
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You have the right to appeal this decision. If you are not satisfied with the findings of the 
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 Advisory Board is being reconfigured 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 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 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 APO policies that were considered by the Director were the wrong 

policies or they were used in the wrong way; or, 
D) The APO 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 are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision of the Chief of Police or any matter 
relating to the Chiers 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 of holidays 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. 

If you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client 
survey form at http://www.cabg.gov/cpoa/survey. There was a delay in the issuance of findings 
due to the resignation of the Executive Director and another not being appointed by City 
Council until some months later. 

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

Diane McDermott 
Interim Executive Director 
(505) 924-3770 

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police 
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Re: CPC # 305-22 

Dear M  C  

COMPLAINT; 
M  C  reported that an incident took place outside of her Bright Minds 
Academy on 12/30/2022. She said that three plain-clothes officers "drew a gun" in her 
parking lot, and the school had to go into lockdown. When the uniformed police came, 
the officer said it was an officer showing his buddies his new gun. C  questioned 
whether the officer was on duty at the time and if he'll be reprimanded for this 
unprofessional and dangerous behavior. C  also mentioned that the 9 l I dispatcher 
informed her she could come out of lockdown, but she did not feel comfortable doing so. 

EVIDENCE REVIEWED; 

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

Complainant lnterviewed: Yes 

APO Employee Interviewed: Yes 

APO Employee Involved: Ofc. D 

CAD Report{s): Yes 

Witness(es) Interviewed: Yes 

Other Materials: photographs, email correspondence, firearm statutes 

Date Investigation Completed: May 29, 2023 

Albuquerqut - Maki'1g Hmory J 706-2006 



FINDINGS 

I. Unfounded. Investigation classilication when lhe in~·estigator(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 of the • 
evidence, the 111leged misconduct did occur by the subject officer. 

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

Policies Reviewed: I. 1.6.A.1 

4. Exonerated. Invesligation 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 trnining. 

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Original Complaint. Investigation classification where the 
invcstigator(s) determines, by a preponderance of the e\·idcnce, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in 
the original complaint (whether ere or internal complaint) but that other misconduct was disco,·crcd during 
the investigation, and by II preponderance of the evidence, that misconduct did occur. 

6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classification where the investigator determines: The policy 
violations of o minor naturc and do not constitute o pattern of misconduct (i.e. 11 violation subject to II class 7 
sanction, -the allegations ore duplicati\·c; •the allegations, even if true, do not constitute misconduct; or -the 
investigation cannot be conducted because ofthi= lack of information in the complaint, and further 
investigation would be futile. 

Additional Comments; 

• 

• 
This investigation included the review of SOP 2.3.4.A.2.a.b.c.d (four firearms safety rules). 
Ofc. D referenced these rules during his interview, and the primary officer investigating the 
incident did not identify any of these rules to be violated. NM Statue 30-7-1, 30-7-2-1, 
30-7-4, and 31-18-16, were also reviewed. These statutes pertain to the negligent use of a 
deadly weapon, carrying a deadly weapon, and unlawful carry of a deadly weapon. 
Testimony supports that the firearm was never carried, negligently handled, brandished, or 
discharged. The incident did not occur at the school parking lot as alleged; OBRD shows 
that the incident occurred at the business parking lot west of Bright Minds. Though the 
examination of a fireann would preferably be done in private, state statute does not, except in 
specified circumstances, prohibit the display of a fireann in possible public view. Given 
societal issues, the concern experienced at the time is understandable, but the investigation 
revealed that none of these statutes nor SOP 1.1.6.A.1 were violated in this incident. 
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You have the right to appeal this decision. If you are not satisfied with the findings of the 
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 Advisory Board is being reconfigured so no 
bearings 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 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 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 APO policy or APO policies that were considered by the Director were the wrong 

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

D) The APO policy or APO 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 are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision of the Chief of Police or any matter 
relating to the Chier 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 of holidays 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. 

If you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client 
survey form at http://www.cabg.gov/cpoa/survey. There was a delay in the issuance of findings 
due to the resignation of the Executive Director and another not being appointed by City 
Council until some months later. 

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

Sincerely, 
Thcicc O ersight Agency by 

Diane McDermott 
Interim Executive Director 
(505) 924-3770 

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police 
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Re: CPC # 305-22 

Dear M  C  

COMPLAINT; 
M  C  reported that an incident took place outside of her Bright Minds 
Academy on 12/30/2022. She said that three plain-clothes officers .. drew a gun'' in her 
parking lot, and the school had to go into lockdown. When the uniformed police came, 
the officer said it was an officer showing his buddies his new gun. C  questioned 
whether the officer was on duty at the time and if he'll be reprimanded for this 
unprofessional and dangerous behavior. C  also mentioned that the 911 dispatcher 
informed her she could come out of lockdown, but she did not feel comfortable doing so. 

EVIDENCE REVIEWED; 

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

Complainant Interviewed: Yes 

APO Employee Interviewed: Y cs 

APD Employee Involved: Ofc. P 

CAD Report(s): Yes 

Witness( es) Interviewed: Yes 

Other Materials: photographs, email correspondence, firearm statutes 

Date Investigation Completed: May 29, 2023 

Aib11rp1erq11e - Maki11g Hiuory 1706-2006 



FINDINGS 

I. Unfounded. lnvcstigntion clnssilicntion when the invcstigntor(s) detennines, by clear nod con\'incing • 
evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subject officer. 

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

3. Not Sustained. Investigation clnssification when the investigator(s) is unable to detennine one way or the • 
other, by a preponderance of the e\ idence, whether the alleged misconduct either occurred or did not occur. 

Policies Reviewed: 1.1.6.A.1 

4. Exonerated. Investigation classification where the investigator(s) detennines, by a preponderance oftht: 
evidenct:, thnt alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violnte APO policies, 
procedures, or training. 

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Original Complaint. Investigation classification ,,here the 
investigator(s) detennines, by a preponderance of the evidence, misconduct did occur thnt wns not alleged in 
the original complaint (whether CPC or internal complaint) but that other misconduct was disco,·en:d during 
the investigation, and by a preponderance of the evidence, that misconduct did occur. 

6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classilication where the investigator dctcnnines: 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 nllegntions, even if true, do not constitute misconduct; or -the 
in,·estigation cannot be conducted because ofthc lack ofinfonnation in the complaint, and further 
investigation would be futile. 

AddjtjopaJ Comments; 

• 

• 
This investigation included the review of SOP 2.3.4.A.2.a.b.c.d (four fireanns safety rules). 
Ofc. P referenced these rules during his interview, and the primary officer investigating the 
incident did not identify any of these rules to be violated. NM Statue 30-7-1, 30-7-2-1, 
30-7-4, and 31-18-16, were also reviewed. These statutes pertain to the negligent use of a 
deadly weapon, carrying a deadly weapon, and unlawful carry of a deadly weapon. 
Testimony supports that the fireann was never carried, negligently handled, brandished, or 
discharged. The incident did not occur at the school parking lot as alleged; OBRD shows 
that the incident occurred at the business parking lot west of Bright Minds. Though the 
examination of a firearm would preferably be done in private, state statute does not, except in 
specified circumstances, prohibit the display of a firearm in possible public view. Given 
societal issues, the concern experienced at the time is understandable, but the investigation 
revealed that none of these statutes nor SOP 1.1 .6.A. I were violated in this incident. 
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You have the right to appeal this decision. If you are not satisfied with the findings of the 
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 Advisory Board is being reconfigured 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 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 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 APO 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 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 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 Administrative 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://www.cabg.gov/cpoa/survey. There was a delay in the issuance of findings 
due to the resignation of the Executive Director and another not being appointed by City 
Council until some months later. 

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

Sincerely, 
The Civilian Police O ersight Agency by 

~ 
Diane McDermott 
Interim Executive Director 
(505) 924-3770 

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police 
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Re: CPC # 007-23 

COMPIAJNT; 
Mr. B  reported that he was wrongfully arrested. Mr. B  reported that he 
showed up to work on his scheduled time, and his supervisors called the police for 
"criminal trespass." Mr. B  reported that APD arrived at the scene, detained him, 
separated him from his things, and arrested him against his will. Mr. B  reported 
that officers opened the contents of his bag and mishandled items. including his sensitive 
glasses. 

EVIDENCE BEYJEWEQ; 

Video(s): Yes APO Report(s}: Yes 

Complainant Interviewed: Yes 

APO Employee Interviewed: Yes 

APO Employee Involved: Officer C 

CAD Report(s): Yes 

Witness(es) Interviewed: No 

Other Materials: PTC Property Sheet and Evidence Property Case Jacket 

Date Investigation Completed: May 11 , 2023 

Albuq1urq11t • Malang H1uory 1706-2006 



FINDINGS 

I. Unfounded. Investigation clossification when the investigator(s) determines, by clear and convincing • 
e\'idence, 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 of the • 
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject officer. 

Policies Reviewed: Procedural Order 2.73.5.A.1 

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

Policies Reviewed: Procedural Order 2.71.4.A.1 

4. Exonerated. Investigation classification where the invcstigator(s) determines, by a preponderance of the 
e\·idence, 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 \\here the 
in,·estigator(s) determines, by n 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 disco\'cn:d during 
the investigation. and by n preponderance of the evidence, that misconduct did occur. 

6. Administratively Closed. ln,cstigation clnssilication where the in,estigator determines, The policy 
\'iolutions ofa minor nature and do not constitute n pattern of misconduct (i.e. n violation subject to II class 7 
sanction, -the allegations arc duplicative; -the allegations, even iftruc, do not constitute misconduct; or-the 
inwstigntion cannot be conducted because of the lack ofinformntion in the cumpl11int. 11nd further 
im·estigntion would be futile. 

Additional Comments; 

• 

• 
2. 71.4.A.1-A review of OBRD videos confirmed that Mr. B returned to Golden 
Pride less than an hour after Officer C had issued him a criminal trespass notice for that 
property. Officer C advised Mr. B that he had been advised not to return back to the 
property and advised he was being arrested for trespassing. OBRD videos confirmed that 
Officers did search through Mr. B belongings, but that was not until he had been 
placed under arrest. CPOA Investigator did not observe Officers mishandling Mr. 
B  items, per the complaint. 
2.73.5.A.1-After a review of the OBRD Videos, Officer C's Incident Report, and the PTC 
Inventory list for Mr. B  property, there was no indication that anyone located the 
eyeglasses in question. CPOA Investigator spoke with Mr. B  again on 05/03/2023, 
and he confirmed he had yet to pick up his items from evidence; therefore, he was still not 
sure what he was missing. 
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You have the right to appeal this decision. lfyou are not satisfied with the findings of the 
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 Advisory Board is being reconfigured 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 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 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 APO policy or APO policies that were considered by the Director were the wrong 

policies or they were used in the wrong way; or, 
D) The APO policy or APO 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 are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision of the Chief of Police or any matter 
relating to the Chiers 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 of holidays 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. 

If you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client 
survey form at http://www.cabg.gov/cpoa/survey. There was a delay in the issuance of findings 
due to the resignation of the Executive Director and another not being appointed by City 
Council until some months later. 

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 Police O ersight Agency by 

~---,~~ 

Diane McDermott 
Interim Executive Director 
(505) 924-3770 

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police 
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COMPLAINT; 
Mr. B  reported that he was wrongfully arrested. Mr. B  reported that he 
showed up to work on his scheduled time, and his supervisors called the police for 
"criminal trespass." Mr. B  reported that APO arrived at the scene, detained him, 
separated him from his things, and arrested him against his will. Mr. B  reported 
that officers opened the contents of his bag and mishandled items, including his sensitive 
glasses. 

EYJQENCE REVIEWED; 

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

Complainant lntervie\\ed: Yes 

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes 

APD Employee Involved: Officer P .C 

CAD Report(s): Yes 

Witness(es) Interviewed: No 

Other Materials: PTC Property Sheet and Evidence Property Case Jacket 

Date Investigation Completed: May 11, 2023 

Alh11qutrq11e - Makmg Htstory 1706-2006 



FINDINGS 

l. Unfounded. Investigation clnssification when the investigator(s) determines, by clear and convincing • 
evidence, that alfoged misconduct did not occur or did not invohe the subject officer. 

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

3. Not Sustained. Investigation classification when the investigntor(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. 

Policies Reviewed: Procedural Order 2. 71.4.A. I and Procedural Order 2.82.4.C.3.a 

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

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Original Complaint. Investigation classification \\here the 
investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance of the evidence, misconduct did occur thut 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. u violation subject to a cluss 7 
sanction, •the allegations ore duplicative; -the allegations, even if true, do not constitute misconduct or -the 
investigation cannot be conducted becouse of the luck of information in the complaint. and further 
im·cstigation would be futile. 

Additional Comments; 

• 

• 
2.71.4.A. l-A review of OBRD Videos confinned that officers gave Mr. B  several 
chances to leave the property, and at one point, Mr. B  stated that officers were 
going to have to arrest him because he was not going to leave. Officers did search through 
Mr. B  belongings, but that was not until he had been placed under arrest. CPOA 
Investigator did not observe Officers mishandling Mr. B  items, per the complaint. 
2.82.4.C.3.a-A review of the OBRD Videos confirmed that Officer 8.C and Mr. B  
arrived at Presbyterian; Officer 8.C took a plastic bag and a black bag out of the car and 
placed them on a piece of cement outside of the hospital. Officer B.C took Mr. B  
out of handcuffs, pointed at his property, and advised Mr. B  that his stuff was right 
there and not to go back to Golden Pride. A review of Officer C's incident report confirmed 
that Mr. B  had his fanny pack with him during the second arrest. Mr. B  
had claimed that Officer B.C never returned the fanny pack along with other property to him 
after she dropped him off at the hospital, which was prior to his interaction with Officer C. 
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You have the right to appeal this decision. If you are not satisfied with the findings of the 
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 Advisory Board is being reconfigured 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 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 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 APO policy or APO 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 are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision of the Chief of Police or any matter 
relating to the Chiers 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 of holidays 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. 

If you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client 
survey form at http://www.cabg.gov/cpoa/survey. There was a delay in the issuance of findings 
due to the resignation of the Executive Director and another not being appointed by City 
Council until some months later. 

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

Sincerely, 
The Civilian Police O ersight Agency by 

~ 
Diane McDermott 
Interim Executive Director 
(505) 924-3770 

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police 
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CITY OF ALBUQYERQlJE 

PO Box 1293 

Albuqucrqu~ 

NM 871()3 

www.cabq.gov 

CMLIAN POLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY 

July 6, 2023 

Via Certified Mail 

7009 3410 0000 2321 

  
    

 
 

Re: CPC # 039-23 

COMPLAINT; 
Mr. Z  reported that he was on his way home from shopping when his vehicle stalled 
out at the intersection of Juan Tabo and Menaul. Mr. Z  reported that as Mr. Z  was 
waiting for AAA, Officer E approached Mr. Z  and asked what was wrong. Mr. Z  
reported that he advised Officer E that his car had stalled out, and Officer E asked for Mr. 
Z  license, insurance, and registration. Mr. Z  reported that Officer E advised Mr. 
Z  that Officer E was going to impound Mr. Z  car. Mr. Z  reported that he was 
relieved seeing Officer E, but Officer E did not offer any kind of help. Mr. Z  reported 
that he was shocked, disgusted and utterly dismayed that the officer abused his authority 
with pure indifference with no care or compassion as to how it would fracture Mr. Z  
life. 

EVIDENCE REVIEWED; 

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

Complainant Interviewed: Yes 

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes 

APD Employee Involved: Officer E 

Other Materials: 

Date Investigation Completed: June 27, 2023 

CAD Report(s): Yes 

Witness(es) Interviewed: NIA 

Aib11q11trtJt1e - Makillg Hmory I 706 2006 



FINDINGS 

l. Unfounded. lm·estigation clBSsification when the investigator(s) determines, by clear and convincing 
evidence, th11t alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subject officer. 

2. Sustained. Investigation cl11Ssific11tion when the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance of the 
evidence, the 11lleged misconduct did occur by the subject officer. 

3. Not Sustained. Investigation cl11Ssific11tion when the investig11tor(s) is unable to determine one way or the 
other, by a preponderance of the evidence, whether the alleged misconduct either occum:d or did not occur. 

Policies Reviewed: Procedural Order 2.44.4.8.2.c 

• 
• 

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

Policies Reviewed: Procedural Order 2.48.4.A.2 

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Original Complaint. Investigation classification where the 
investigntor(s) determines, by II preponderance of the e,idence, misconduct did occur that WIIS not alleged in 
the original compl11int (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 II minor nature and do not constitute II pattern of misconduct (i.e. a violation subject to II class 7 
sanction, •the allegations arc duplicative; -the allegations, e\'en if true, do not constitute misconduct; or •the 
investigation cannot be conducted because of the lack of information in the complaint, nnd further 
investigation would be futile. 

Additional Comments; 

• 
2.44.4.B.2.c-After a review of the OBRD Videos, it was confirmed that Officer E did allow 
Mr. Z  a few chances to start his vehicle, and the vehicle would not start. Officer E 
advised Mr. Z  of the reasoning that the vehicle had to be towed as it could not stay on the 
roadway. At no time did Officer E advise Mr. Z  that Mr. Z  vehicle would be 
impounded. 
Per the City Ordinance, Officer E was within his rights as a municipal officer to have Mr. 
Z  vehicle towed. 
2.48.4.A.2-Per the SOP in question, an incident report shall be completed regarding the 
incident in question. Using the information provided by the complainant, and the three 
different CAD numbers provided, an incident report could not be located. The CPOA 
recommended a verbal reprimand, which was agreed upon by the Department. 
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You have the right to appeal this decision. If you are not satisfied with the findings of the 
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 Advisory Board is being reconfigured 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 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 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 APO 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 APO 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 are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision of the Chief of Police or any matter 
relating to the Chiers 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 of holidays 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. 

If you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client 
survey form at http://www.cabg.gov/cpoa/survey. There was a delay in the issuance of findings 
due to the resignation of the Executive Director and another not being appointed by City 
Council until some months later. 

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

Diane McDermott 
Interim Executive Director 
(505) 924-3770 

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police 
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CITY OF ALB UQJJERQJJE 

PO Box 1293 

Albuquerque 

NM 87103 

www.cabq.gm· 

CMLIAN POLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY 

July 14, 2023 

Via Certified Mail 

7009 3410 0000 2321 2460 

 
 

 

Re: CPC # 051-23 

Dear Ms. M  

COMPLAINT; 
M  alleged that Ofc. M never followed up with her following her complaint about 
PSA Z and requested a call back from her supervisor. Ofc. M identified himself as PSA 
Z's supervisor. Ofc. M advised he spoke to M  and told her he was investigating her 
complaint against PSA Z. 

E\IIDENCE RE\IIEWED; 

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

Complainant Interviewed: Yes 

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes 

APD Employee Involved: OFC M 

CAD Report(s): Yes 

Witness( es) Interviewed: Yes 

Other Materials: email correspondence, City Ordinances, citations, photos 

Date Investigation Completed: June 23, 2023 

Alb11q11(rq11( - Making Hmorr J "'06 2006 



FINDINGS 

Policies Reviewed: 1.1.5.A.4 

1. Unfounded. lnvcstigotion classification when the invcstigator(s) detennincs, by cleor and con\incing I✓ I 
evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subject officer. 

2. Sustained. lnvestigntion classificntion when the invcstig11tor(s) determines, by II preponderance of the • 
evidence, the 11lleged misconduct did occur by the subject officer. 

3. Not Sustained. Investigation classification when the invcstigntor(s) is unnblc to determine one way or the • 
other, b)' n preponderance of the evidence, whether the alleged misconduct either occurred or did not occur. 

4. Exonerated. lnvcstigntion classification where the investigotor(s) determines, by II preponderance of the • 
evidence, that nlleged conduct in the underlying complnint did occur but did not violate APD policies, 
procedures, or training. 

Policies Reviewed: 2.8.5.A 

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Original Complaint. Investigation classification where the 
im·estig11tor(s) detennines, by II 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 discovcred during 
the investig11tion, and by 11 preponderance of the evidence, that misconduct did occur. 

6. Administratively Closed. lm·estigntion classification where the investigator detennines: The policy 
violations ofa minor nature and do not constitute n pattern of misconduct (i.e. a violation subject to u class 7 
sanction. •the ullegotions 11re duplicative: •the allegnlions, even if true, do not constitute misconduct; or •the 
investigation c11nnot be conducted because ofthc lack ofinformotion in the complaint. und further 
invcstigotion would be futile. 

AdditiopaJ Comments; 

• 
1.1.5.A.4 M  alleged that Ofc. M said he would get back with her and never did. M  
also alleged she only received a voice message and did not speak with Ofc. M. Based on the 
available evidence, Ofc. M made contact with M s son and performed an 
investigation into M  initial 311 request for contact on 11/22/22. He performed his 
duties as required. 
2.8.5.A: Ofc. M said he reviewed the complaint and made contact with M  on 11 /22/2022. 
Ofc. M said Ofc. M admitted he did not record the phone call because he did not think it was 
required by SOP. SOP does expect phone calls to be recorded. The CPOA recommends a 
Written Reprimand. 
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You have the right to appeal this decision. If you are not satisfied with the findings of the 
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 Advisory Board is being reconfigured so no 
hearings wilt 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 bearings 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 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, 
0) 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 a·dditional information in writing to the CPOA Director as listed 
above. 

If you are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision of the Chief of Police or any matter 
relating to the Chiefs handling of the complaint you may request a review of the 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 Administrative Officer will not delayed as it is not dependent upon the 
Advisory Board. 

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

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 Police Oversight Agency by 

:Y¼,,.,, -111ufl~ 
Diane McDermott 
Interim Executive Director 
(505) 924-3770 

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police 
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CITY OF ALBUQ!JERQ!)E 

PO Box 1293 

Albuquerque 

NM 87 10.'\ 

www.cabq.gov 

CMLIAN POLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY 

July 14, 2023 

Via Certified Mail 

74009 3410 0000 2321 2460 

 
  

 

Re: CPC # 051-23 

Dear Ms. M  

COMPLAINT; 
Complaint  M  reported that she was harassed, threatened, and stalked on two 
incidents (l 1/11/2022and11/14/2022) by Police Service Aide (PSA) Z. On 11/11/2022, 
M  had her driveway redone, so her RV was on the street. PSA Z came that night and 
spoke with M  son about moving the RV, or she was going to tag it as abandoned. 
She stated that she'd come back every night if she had to. The RV was moved the next 
day. The second incident was on 11/14/2022: "PSA Z continued to keep coming and 
cited my truck and anyone that came over. A neighbor told me he saw her sitting across 
the street a couple of times like she was waiting for the opportunity to come back. 

EVIDENCE REVIEWED; 

Video(s): Yes APO Report(s): No 

Complainant Interviewed: Yes 

APO Employee Interviewed: Yes 

APD Employee Involved: PSA Z 

CAD Report(s): Yes 

Witness( es) Interviewed: Yes 

Other Materials: email correspondence, City Ordinances, citations, photos 

Date Investigation Completed: June 23, 2023 

Alb11q11trque - Making History I 706-2006 



FINDINGS 

Policies Reviewed: 1.1.5.C.3 

I. Unfounded. lnvestigotion clossificnlion when the investigntor(s) detennines, by cleor and convincing 
evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subject officer. 

2. Sustained. Investigation clnssificntion when the investigntor(s) detennines, by n preponderance of the 
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject officer. 

3. Not Sustained. Investigation clossificntion when the investigntor(s) is unable to detcnnine one wny or the 
other, by II preponderance of the evidence, whether the alleged misconduct either occurred or did not occur. 

4. Exonerated. lnvestig11tion classification where the investigator(s) detennines, by n preponderance of the 
evidence, that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APO policies, 
procedures, or training. 

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Original Complaint. Investigation clnssilicution where the 
invcstigator(s) detennincs, by II preponderance of the evidence, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in 
the original complaint (,vhc:thcr ere or intemul complaint) but that other misconduct wos discovered during 
the investigation, and by II preponderance of the evidence, that misconduct did occur, 

6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classification where the investigator determines: lhc policy 
violations of II minor nature and do not constitute a p11ttcm of misconduct (i.e. n, iolation subject to II class 7 
SDnction, -the 111leg11tions ore 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 litMher 
investigation would be futile. 

Additional Comments; 

• 
• 

• 

• 

• 
1.1.5.C.3: Though PSA Z did show up at M  home on two occasions, she never stalked, 
threatened, or harassed M  as alleged. The initial contact was due to a call for service 
regarding the RV and subsequent follow up happened once, which at that time, violations 
were observed. OB RD ( 1 I/ 14/2022) shows that there are no violations by PSA Z, the tickets 
were warranted. OBRD (11/09/2022, the actual date of contact) review by supervisor Ofc. 
M also showed there were no violations by PSA Z. The complainant was given ample time 
to move the RV. The RV was not cited, however, the complainant's truck, her son's 
girlfriend's car, and her son's friend's truck were all appropriately cited for observed 
violations by PSA Z. The son agreed that the violations occurred and that the tickets were all 
paid for. As a result of this investigation, evidence supports that this SOP was not violated. 
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You have the right to appeal this decision. If you are not satisfied with the findings of the 
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 Advisory Board is being reconfigured 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 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 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 APO 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 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 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 Administrative 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://www.cabq.gov/cpoa/survcy. 

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

Sincerely, 
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by 

,p.u,_ -111lJ~ 
Diane McDermott 
Interim Executive Director 
(505) 924-3770 

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police 
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CITY OF ALBUQYERQ!JE 

PO Bux 1293 

Albuquerque 

N~I 87103 

wv.w.c:ibq.gov 

CMLIAN POLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY 

July 14, 2023 

Via Certified Mail 

7009 341 O 0000 2321 2460 

 
 

 

Re: CPC # 051-23 

Dear Ms. M  

COMPLAINT; 
Complaint M  reported that she was harassed, threatened, and stalked on 02/15/2023 
by PSA V. M  said, "Another PSA deliberately drove up, walked straight to my truck, 
ticketed my truck, and left. Not one other vehicle was even looked at. I have the whole 
incident on my home security camera." M  further stated, "At what point are they 
going to do their job and stop stalking my house? It is unnecessary to continuously keep 
ticketing me and my company in front of my personal residence. It seems like someone 
does not deserve to have the authority they have because this is abuse of their position. 
The citation was for an expired/missing plate which is hilarious because it is clearly 
there, and they wrote the plate number on the ticket, and it doesn't expire until October 
2023." 

EVIDENCE REVIEWED; 

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

Complainant Interviewed; Yes 

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes 

APD Employee Involved: PSA V 

CAD Report(s): Yes 

Witness{ es) Interviewed: Yes 

Other Materials; email correspondence, City Ordinances, citations, photos 

Date Investigation Completed: June 23, 2023 

Albuquerqru - Maki11g Hi1tory 1706-2006 



FINDINGS 

Policies Reviewed: 1.1.5.C.3 

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

2. 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 \\here the investigator(s) determines, by II preponderance of the 
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 
invcstigator(s) determines, by II preponderance of the evidence, misconduct did occur that was not allegc:d in 
the original complaint (whethc:r CPC or internal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovered during 
the investigation, 1md by a pn:ponderunce 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. o \ iolation 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 lhe complaint, and further 
investigation would be fu1ile. 

Additional Comments; 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 
1.1.5.C.3: PSA V said the complainant's car caught her attention because it did not have a 
license plate. The complainant was cited because the plate was not displayed properly on her 
vehicle. as it was hanging from the inside. Based on City Ordinances obtained during this 
investigation, this is a clear and obvious violation. The complainant's son was also 
interviewed and agreed that the violation occurred and that the ticket was paid for. 

Though PSA V did show up at M  home, she never stalked, threatened, or harassed 
M  as alleged. The citation was appropriate. As a result of this investigation, evidence 
supports that this SOP was not violated. 
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You have the right to appeal this decision. If you are not satisfied with the findings of the 
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 Advisory Board is being reconfigured 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 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 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 APO policy or APD policies that were considered by the Director were the wrong 

policies or they were used in the wrong way; or, 
0) The APO policy or APO 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 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 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 Administrative 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://www.cabg.gov/cpoa/survey. 

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

Sincerely, 
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by 

-Y.u.--111,JJ~ 
Diane McDermott 
Interim Executive Director 
(505) 924-3770 

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police 
3 



CITY OF ALBUQ!JERQ!JE 

PO Box 1293 

Albuquen1uc 

NM 87103 

WWW.(.abq.gm· 

CMLIAN POLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY 

July 26, 2023 

Via Email 

 

  

Re: CPC # 052-23 

 B  

CQMPl1AJNJ; 
On 03/10/2023,  B  submitted a complaint ontine regarding an incident that 
initially occurred on 01 /20/2023. Mr. B  reported that he had attempted to contact 
Officer R and Sergeant H to no avail on several occasions because he had questions about 
report 23-0005384, completed by Officer R. Mr. B  added that he was also attempting 
to locate the possessions of the decedent, which the OMI advised were released to the 
APO but that the APO advised were not in evidence. 

EVIDENCE REVIEWED; 

Video(s): Yes APO Report(s): Yes 

Complainant Interviewed: Yes 

APO Employee Interviewed: N/ A 

APO Employee Involved: NIA 

Other Materials: N/ A 

Date Investigation Completed: June 27, 2023 

CAO Report(s): Yes 

Witness(es) Interviewed: NIA 

Alb11q11erq1u - Making H11111ry I -06 2006 



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. 

2. Sustained. Investigation classification when the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderonee of the 
e,idence, 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 II preponderance of the evidence, whether the alleged misconduct either occurred or did not occur. 

4. Exonerated. Investigation classification \\here the investigntor(s) determines, by n preponderance of the 
evidence, that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did oecur but did not violate APD policies, 
procedures, or training. 

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Original Complaint. Investigation classification where the 
investigator(s) determines, by n preponderance of the evidence, miseonduct did occur that wns not alleged in 
the original compl11int (whether CPC or internal complaint) but that other misconduct wns discovered during 
the? investigation, and by a prepondernnec of the evidence, that misconduct did occur. 

6. Administratively Closed. lnvestig11tion classification where the investigator determines; The policy 
violations of n minor nature and do not constitute II pattern of miseonduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7 
sanction, •the allegations arc duplicath·c; -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 funhcr 
investigation would be futile. 

Additiopal Comments; 

• 
• 

• 

• 

• 

When interviewed, Mr. B  advised that the APD personnel hadn't done anything wrong but 
had concerns regarding the lack of information in the submitted reports and the lack of 
communication when requested. Mr. B  advised that the issue regarding the possessions of 
the decedent had been corrected. Mr. B  advised that the possessions had been received by 
the APD from the OMI but, at the time, had not been logged into evidence. Mr. B  advised 
that he had no complaints of misconduct against any APD personnel and requested that the 
complaint be withdrawn. Mr. B  submitted an email to the investigator outlining his 
concerns and suggestions regarding how APD communicates with those requesting contact 
(non-call for service) and policies regarding reports and investigations involving deceased 
individuals. Mr. B  reiterated, "I acknowledge the officers did not violate any law or 
policy. The complaint was initiated to create a record of poor communication from APO 
members to the community." 
This complaint investigation was Administratively Closed because the complaint was 
withdrawn, and no evidence of a violation in reference to this complaint was discovered 
during a review of available evidence. 
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You have the right to appeal this decision. If you are not satisfied with the findings of the 
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 Advisory Board is being reconfigured 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 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 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 APO policy or APO policies that were considered by the Director were the wrong 

policies or they were used in the wrong way; or, 
D) The APO policy or APO 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 arc 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 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 Administrative 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://www.cabg.gov/cpoa/survey. There was a delay in the issuance of findings 
due to the resignation of the Executive Director and another not being appointed by City 
Council until some months later. 

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

Sincerely, 
The Civilian Police O ersight Agency by 

~--!~e-r-
Diane McDermott 
Interim Executive Director 
(505) 924-3770 

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police 
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CITY OF ALBUQ!)ERQ!JE 

PO Box 1293 

Albuquerque 

NM 87I03 

www.cabq.gov 

CMLIAN POLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY 

July 25, 2023 

Via Certified Mail 

7009 3410 0000 2321 2224 

 
 

 

Re: CPC # 054-23 

 M  

CQMPI ,AJNT; 
Ms. M  reported that Ms. L's behavior was becoming intimidating and inappropriate 
in the few weeks that Ms. M  had known Ms. L. Ms. M  reported that Ms. L 
and her teenage son created a disruptive scene in front of Ms. M  five small 
children, Ms. M  husband, and various family members. Ms. M  reported that 
Ms. L used the color of authority to demand Ms. M  and the Tribal Police to produce 
documents regarding the custody agreement and refused to leave until she had viewed the 
hard copy. Ms. M  reported that she feared these drastic, unnecessary measures 
would continue and that it was a blatant abuse of law enforcement. Ms. M  reported 
that she did not appreciate Ms. Vs commanding presence to intimidate Ms. M  and 
her family. 

EVIDENCE REVIEWED; 

Video(s): NIA APD Report(s): NIA 

Complainant Interviewed: Yes 

APO Employee Interviewed: Yes 

APO Employee Involved: Officer L 

Other Materials: Isleta Pueblo Police Report 

Date Investigation Completed: July 18, 2023 

CAD Report(s): N/A 

Witness(es) Interviewed: No 

Alb11q11erqut - Making Hmory 1706-2006 



FINDINGS 

Policies Reviewed: General Order 1.1.5.C.3 

1. Unfounded. lnvestigotion classification when the investigator(s) detennines, by clear and convincing 
evidence, th!lt alleged misconduct did not occur or did not invol,·e the subject officer. 

2. Sustained. Investigation classification when the investig!ltor(s) detcnnines, by a preponderance of the 
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject officer. 

3. Not Sustained. (nvestig!ltion cl!lSsification when the invcstig11tor(s) is un!lble lo determine one way or the 
other, by II preponderance of the evidence, whether the 111legcd misconduct either occurred or did not occur. 

4. Exonerated. Investigation cl11Ssification where the investig11tor(s) detennines, by II preponderance of the 
evidence, that 111leged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APO policies, 
procedures, or training. 

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Original Complaint. Investigation classification where the 
investigntor(s) determines, by II preponderance of the evidence, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in 
the original complaint (whether CPC or internal complaint) but that otht:r misconduct was disco, ercd during 
the investigation, and by a preponderance of thee\ idcncc, that misconduct did occur. 

6. Administratively Closed. lm·estigation classification where the investigator determines. The policy 
violations of ll minor nuturc and do not constitute a pattern of misconduct (i.e. a violation subject to n cl11Ss 7 
sanction, -the allegations arc duplicuti\'e; -the allegations, e\cn 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; 

• 
• 

• 

• 

• 
CPOA Investigator was unable to interview the lsleta Police Officer that was on the scene, 
however, per the report, there was nothing noted implying that Officer L was an Officer, or 
that Officer L caused any form of disturbance during the time of the incident. The lsleta 
Officer's incident report noted that the Isleta Officer was the one that requested the court 
order paperwork. APD Payroll verified that Officer L was not working on either of the dates 
(02/19/2023 and 02/21/2023) that Ms. M  reported concerns against Officer L's conduct. 
There was no evidence located noting Officer L used her color of authority in any way 
against Ms. M  during the reported incidents, as Officer L was not on duty or in uniform 
during the two specific dates and incidents that Ms. M  provided via complaint. During 
the interview, Ms. M  also confirmed that Officer L was not in uniform during either of 
the dates in question. Officer L due to her relationship with the father of the child would 
likely have inevitable interactions in a civilian capacity. As any other citizen may, called for 
a law enforcement standby to avoid a possible confrontation since the child's father could not 
come due to work. There was no trespass issue at that time due to Ms. M  did not 
inform Officer L she should not return when she initially picked up the child. 
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You have the right to appeal this decision. If you are not satisfied with the findings of the 
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 Advisory Board is being reconfigured so no 
hearings will take place until regularly scheduled meetings occur. If your appeal request is 
tiled 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 
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 APO policy or APO 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 APO 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 infonnation becomes 
available. Please provide your additional infonnation in writing to the CPOA Director as listed 
above. 

If you are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision of the Chief of Police or any matter 
relating to the Chiefs handling of the complaint you may request a review of the 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 Administrative 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://www.cabg.gov/cpoa/survey. 

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 Police Oversight Agency by 

,J.v.....,, -111uJ~ 
Diane McDermott 
Interim Executive Director 
(505) 924-3770 

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police 
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CITY OF ALBUQYERQJ)E 

l'O Bmc 1293 

Albuquerque 

NM 87103 

www.cabq.gov 

CMLIAN POLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY 

July 28, 2023 

Via Email 

 
 

Re: CPC # 055-23 

 B  

CQMPLAJNJ; 
During the interview with Mr. B  he stated that he wanted to add to his complaint by 
reporting that there still have not been charges brought against the IPS employee as they 
were pussy footing around his case. Mr. B  stated that APO advised him that they 
forwarded it to the Bernalillo County District Attorney's Office, and the Bernalillo 
County DA office is advising Mr. B  that they did not have that case. Mr. B  
statl.:d that his complaint was that they were not being diligent in filing the charges. 

EYJDENCE REVIEWED; 

Video(s): No APO Report(s): Yes 

Complainant Interviewed: Yes 

APO Employee Interviewed: Yes 

APD Employee Involved: Detective J 

Other Materials: 

Date Investigation Completed: July 25, 2023 

CAD Report(s): Yes 

Witness(es) Interviewed: No 

Allmqutrqut - Making History 1706-2006 



FINDINGS 

Policies Reviewed: Procedural Order 2.60.6.8.6 

I. Unfounded. Investigation classification when the investigator(s) detcnnines, by clear and convincing 
evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not invol\'e the subject officer. 

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 in\'estigator(s) is unable to detcnnine 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) delcnnincs, by a preponderance of the 
e\idcncc, that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies, 
procedures, or training. 

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Original Complaint. Investigation classification where the 
investigator(s) determines, by 11 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 11 preponderance of the evidence, that misconduct did uccur, 

6. Administratively Closed. lm·estigalion classification where the investigator determines: llte policy 
violations ofa minor nature and do not constitute 11 pattern of misconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7 
sanction, •the allegations arc duplicative; •the nllcgutions-, even if true. do not constitute misconduct; or -the 
investigution cunnot be conducted bccuusc of the lack ofinformation in the complaint. and further 
invcstigution would be futile. 

AddjtjopaJ Comments; 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 
Procedural Order 2.60.6.8.6-Detective J completed the follow-up investigation in a 
reasonable amount of time (less than two months from the date of the incident) and 
forwarded the case to the Shield Unit. CPOA Investigator obtained verification that the 
Shield Unit forwarded the case to the District Attorney's Office on 05/16/2023 in which an 
employee from the District Attorney's Office noted that she received the case on 05/17/2023. 
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You have the right to appeal this decision. If you are not satisfied with the findings of the 
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 Advisory Board is being reconfigured 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 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 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 APO policy or APO policies that were considered by the Director were the wrong 

policies or they were used in the wrong way; or, 
D) The APO policy or APO 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 are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision of the Chief of Police or any matter 
relating to the Chiers 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 of holidays 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. 

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

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

Sincerely, 
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by 

.J.u,_ -'111llj)~ 
Diane McDermott 
Interim Executive Director 
(505) 924-3770 

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police 
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CITY OF ALBUQVERQ!JE 

PO Box 1293 

Albuquerque 

NM 87103 

www.cabq.gov 

CMLIAN POLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY 

July 28, 2023 

Via Email 

 
 

Re: CPC # 055-23 

 B  

COMPLAINT; 
Mr. B  reported that regarding the incident, Mr. B  felt that Officer W was biased 
because he knew who Mr. B  was. Mr. B  reported that Mr. B  was detained 
in restraints for more than 30 minutes while the other party involved was not detained. 

EVIDENCE REVIEWED; 

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

Complainant Interviewed: Yes 

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes 

APO Employee Involved: Officer W 

Other Materials: 

Date Investigation Completed: July 25, 2023 

CAD Report(s): Yes 

Witness(es) Interviewed: No 

A/b11q11erque - Making History I -06-2006 



FINDINGS 

l. Unfounded. lnveslig11tion cl11Ssification 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 clnssification when the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance of the • 
e\ idcnce, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject officer. 

3. Not Sustained. Investigation clnssification \.\hen the investigator(s) is unnble lo determine one w11y or the • 
other, by a preponderance of the evidence, whether the alleged misconduct either occurred or did not occur. 

Policies Reviewed: General Order l. l.5.C.3 and Procedural Order 2.60.4.C. l.e 

4. Exonerated. Investigation classification where the investigator(s) determines, b) n preponderance of the 
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 nhere the 
investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance of the evidence, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in 
the original complaint (whether ere or internal comph1inl) but that other misconduc:t wns discm·ercd during 
the investigation, and by a preponderance of thee\ idence, thut misconduct did occur. 

6. Administratively Closed. Investigation clussification where the investigator determines; The policy 
\iolations ofa minor nature and do not constitute a pattern of misconduct (i.e. 11 violation subject to a class 7 
sanction, -the allegations arc duplicative; -the allt:gations, e\en if true, do not constitute misconduct: or •the 
im·estigation cannot be conducted becuusc of the luc-k ofinformution in the complaint, und further 
investigation would be futile. 

Additional Comments; 

• 

• 
l. l .5.C.3-After a review of the OBRD Video, it was confirmed that Officer W did advise Mr. 
B  that he had dealt with him on multiple occasions; however, the CPOA Investigator 
did not observe Officer W treat Mr. B  any differently than anyone else on the scene. 
OBRD also confinned that Mr. B  was already handcuffed in BCSO custody when APD 
arrived at the scene. OBRD Video also confirmed that JPS staff were laughing and joking 
while trying to converse with Officers; however, Officer W did not fully partake in their 
conversation as he kept most conversations about the incident in question. 
2.60.4.C.1.e-A review of the OBRD Videos confirmed that Officer W talked to all parties 
involved at the scene and observed the evidence from both JPS and Mr. B  
A review of Officer W's Incident Report confirmed that Officer W forwarded the Case to 
Central Impact Task Force for further review. 
A review oflmpact Detective J's supplementary report confinned that the case was followed 
up on for further investigation. 
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You have the right to appeal this decision. If you are not satisfied with the findings of the 
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 Advisory Board is being reconfigured 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 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 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 APO policy or APO policies that were considered by the Director were the wrong 

policies or they were used in the wrong way; or, 
D) The APO policy or APO 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 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 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 Administrative 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://www.cabg.gov/cpoa/survey. 

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

Sincerely, 
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by 

-Y.u.- -111l JJ~ 
Diane McDermott 
Interim Executive Director 
(505) 924-3770 

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police 
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