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CITY OF AIBU UER
Crvnun Polrcf, Ownsrcnr AcENcy

March29,2024

Via Email

Re:CPC# 135-23

PO Box 1293 CAMPIAINL
Mr. C  reported that on 04 /2612023 at approximately 10:00 am, his neighbor
(Officer B) called his cell phone and was disrespectful and unprofessional and threatened
Mr. C  Mr. C  reported that he wanted Oflicer B to mind his own
business and to be cognizant of his duties as a police officer.

NM 8710.1

wrlw.cabq.gov

EYIDEME.BEYIEWEDT

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

Complainant lnterviewed: Yes

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Officer B

Other Materials: Emails and Phone Call logs

Date lnvestigation Completed: March l, 2024

CAD Report(s): N/A

Witness(es) Interviewed: N/A

UE

Albuqucrque

I



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

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

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

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

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.

6. Administratiyely Closed. Investigation classification whe.e the investigator determines: The policy
violatio$ ofa minor nalur€ 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 misconduc! or.the
investigation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complaint, and further
investigation would be futile.

AddiliolaLCosnrals
Mr. C  advised CPOA Investigator Sotres that he wanted to withdraw the complaint
against Officer B. CPOA Investigator Sotres asked if Mr. C  was coerced or forced to
withdraw his complaint; Mr. C  stated no and confirmed he withdrew it of his own
free will.

After a review of the call log provided by Offrcer B, as well as the documentation the CPOA
Investigator received from APD Payroll, it was confirmed that Officer B was not on duty
during the phone conversalion in question.

This incident will be ADMINISTRATIVELY CLOSED via Mr. C  requesting to
withdraw the complaint, and the CPOA Investigator did not note any observable violations
of SOPs based on the evidence presented.

V

135-23 Officer B

EINDINGS

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

Iiled timely you will be notified of when your appeal will be scheduled and more
information will follow. Once normal procedures resume the appeal hearings will proceed

as specified in the Oversight Ordinance 9-4-1-10, In order for the Advisory Board to
morlify the Director's frndings your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

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

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

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

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

listed above.

Ifyou are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision ofthe ChiefofPolice or any matter
relating to the Chiefs handling ofthe gomplaint,you may request a review ofthe complaint by.

the City's Chief Administrative Officer. Your request must be in writing and within 30
calendar days (inclusive of holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter. Include your CPC
number. The review by the Chief Administrative Offrcer will not delayed as it is not dependent
upon the Advisory Board.

If you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survev form at htlp://*'r,'g .cabq .sov/cooa/survev. Thank you for participating in the process of
civilian oversight of the police, ensuring officers and personnel ofthe APD are held
accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(sos) 924-3770

3
cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police
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CTTY OF ALBU UER UE

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

N[,1 8710]

www.cabq.gov

March 4,2024

Via Email

Re: CPC # 268-23

COMEI.AINL
Mr. B  reported that a Security Guard maced him and forced him to stay in his vehicle
in a closed area. Mr. B  reported that he called the police and explained what happened
and wanted charges pressed against the Security Guard. Mr. B  reported that the police
made him leave the property with the mace still in Mr. B  face. Mr. B  reported
that when he tried to leave the property, he still could not see. Mr. B  reported that the
offrcer did not help to provide water for Mr. B  to wash his face. Mr. B  reported
that he called the officer to follow up if there were any charges made against the Security
Guard, and the officer advised Mr. B  that they went with what the Security Guard told
the officer and justified the Security Guard spraying Mr. B  with mace.

I

Cn,ILIAN PoLICE OI,ERSIGHT AGENCY

EYIDENCE BEYIEI{EDi

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

Complainant Interviewed: Yes Witness(es) Interviewed: No

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee tnvolved: Offtcer B

Other Materials: physical visit to location

Date lnvestigation Completed: February 22, 2024



EINDINGS

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

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

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

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

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

Policies Reviewed: Procedural Order 2.8.5.A

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

AddiliqlelCgDesl$i
1.1.5.A.4- The OBRD Videos confirmed Mr. B  was no longer in his car when officers
arrived. Per the CAD, Mr. B  was outside of his vehicle attempting to walk inside the gas

station less than three minutes after he contacted law enforcement. A review ofthe OBRD
Videos confirmed that Mr. B  was advised more than once by offrcers that they were not
forcing Mr. B  to leave until he was good. Mr. B  eventually told officers he was
"good" before he got into his vehicle and drove offthe property. A review ofthe OBRD
Videos confirmed that Officers did call Rescue, who came and offered to assess Mr. B  A
review of the OBRD Videos confirmed that Officer B spoke with both parties involved and
did ask the Security Guard ifthere were cameras that would have recorded the incident.
During the interview, Offrcer B advised the CPOA Investigator that he looked around and
could not see any cameras in the area where the incident occurred. A physical visit identified
only one camera not for the parking area. 2.8.5.A-The CPOA Investigator was unable to
verifu what occurred during the phone call between Officer B and Mr. B  as the call was
not recorded per policy. A written reprimand was recommended.

a

2268-23 Officer B

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

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Original Complaint. Investigation classification where the
investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur that $as not alleged in f71
the original complaint (wlether CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovereh during hll
the investigation, and by a preponderance ofthe evidence, that misconduct did occur.
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings ofthe
CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of holiday and weekends) of
receipt ofthis letter, communicate your desire to have an appeal hearing before the CPOA
Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the CPOA Director. Please send your
request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103 or by email CPOA@cabq.gov. Include
your CPC number. Please note, at this time the Advisory Board is being reconfigured so tro
hearings will take place until regularly scheduled meetings occur. Ifyour appeal request is
filed timely you will be notified of when your appeal will be scheduled and more
information will follow. Once normal procedures resume the appeal hearitrgs will proceed
as specified in the Oversight Ordinance 9-4-l-10. In order for the Advisory Board to
modi$ the Director's findings your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

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

B) The frrrdings 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 additiond information in writing to the CPOA Director as listed
above.

If you are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision ofthe Chiefof Police or any ma$er
relating to the Chiefs handling of the complaint you may request a review of the complaint by
the City's Chief Administrative Officer. Your request must be in writing and within 30 calendar
days (inclusive ofholidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter. Include your CPC number.
The review by the Chief Administadve 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://wrwv,cabq.gov/cpoa/survev.

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

Sincerely,
tc versight Agency by

Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(s0s) 924-3770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

CIYILIAN POLICE OvERSIGHT AGENCY

March13,2024

Via Email

 

SOMPIAINL
Mr.  C  partner was involved in an accident and contacted him to respond to the
accident scene to pick up his belongings. Mr. C  partner had a warrant for a missed
court appearance (cell phone ticket) and would be taken to jail. When Mr. C  arrived,
he wanted to know from the officers why his partner was arrested for a cell phone
violation.
Mr. C  alleged that Officer S immediately got aggressive and became verbally abusive.
IvIr. C  added that Officer S yelled and was very demanding. Offrcer S, who said this
was his scene, would tell him to do things opposite of what Oflicer J told him. Mr. C
felt very nervous and scared for his safety.

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

NM 8710.1

EYIDENCT..EEYIEWED.

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

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

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Oflicer S

Other Materials: N/A

Date lnvestigation Completed: February 28, 2024

I

Re: CPC # 270-23

wr*w. cabq.gov



FINDINGS

L Unfounded. Investigation classification when thc investigato(s) determines, by clear ard convincing
evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subject officer.

PoliciesReviewed: l.l.5.A.l

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

3. Not Sustain€d. Investigation classification when thc investigato(s) is unable to determinc one way or the
other, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, whether the allcged misconduct either occuned or did not occur.

4. Exonerated. Investigation classification where the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, that alleged conduct in thc underlying complaint did occur but did noi violate APD policies,
procedures. or training.

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

6. Administrativ€ly Closed. lnvesligation classification where the investigator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor nature and do not constitute a pattem of misconduct (i.e. a violation sub.ject 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 ofthe lack ofinformation in thc complaint, and funher
investigation would be futile.

Addiliud.rCsunsrtlr
After a review, the investigation determined, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, that
Officer S violated policy during his interaction with Mr. C  A review of both officers'
lapel video partly corroborated what Mr. C  alleged in his complaint and during his
interview. Officer J was the primary officer assigned to the accident scene, and Officer S had
left and was asked to retum for possible safety concerns. Offrcer J already had established
rapport. Officer S' engagement with Mr. C  was unnecessary as he was only there to stand
by. Mr. C  did not understand the arrest for a simple issue such as a cell phone ticket and
questioned the situation. Officer S quickly reacted to what he perceived to be an attitude
from Mr. C  and did not utilize his training to de-escalate his interaction with Mr. C
Based on the available evidence, Officer S was not professional and was antagonistic with
Mr. C  however, there was no indication or statement that Mr. C  would be arrested,
contrary to his assertion. The CPOA recommends a written reprimand-

2270-23 Officer S
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings ofthe
CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive ofholiday and weekends) of
receipt ofthis letter, communicate your desire to have an appeal hearing before the CPOA
Advisory Board 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 oecur. Ifyour appeal request is
Iiled timely you will be notified of when your appeal will be scheduled and more
information will follow. Once normal procedures resume the appeal hearings will proceed
as specified in the Oversight Ordinance 9-4-1-10. In order for the Advisory Board to
modify the Director's findings your appeal must demonstrste one or more of the following:

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

2) That the ftndings or recommendations were arbitary, capricious or constituted an abuse of
discretion; or

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

Administratively closed complaints may be re-opened if additional information 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 $e Chiefs handling of the complaint,you may request a,review olthe complaint by
the City's Chief Administrative Officer. Your iequest must be in writing and within 30
calendar days (inclusive ofholidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter. Include your CPC
number. The review by the Chief Administrative Officer will not delayed as it is not dependent
upon the Advisory Board.

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

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(s05) 924-3770

3
cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

'fr*""^



CITY OF ALBU UER UE
Cn'rLrAN PoLrcE OvERSTGHT AcENCY

March29,2024

Via Certified Mail

701'7 2680 0000 s95t 9808

 
  

  

F.ez CPC # 272-21

CQMPJ.AINL
Mr.  G  called the CPOA over the phone and alleged that Offrcer E
approached him, grabbed him by his arm, pulled him over to the side, and told him to sit
like he was a dog. Mr. G  added that Officer E asked for his name even though he
did not believe he needed to give his name because he had not committed any crime. Mr.
G  alleged that he could only leave once he provided his name to the officers,
which he did.

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

N-N{ 87101

www.cabq.gov

IYIDENCE BEYIEUEDi

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

Complainant Interviewed: No

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Offrcer E

Other Materials: r/A

Date lnvestigation Completed: March 4,2024

CAD Report(s): Yes

Witness(es) Interviewed: N/A

I



FINT)INGS

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

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

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

PoliciesReviewed: 2.11.4.A.1

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

5, Sustained Violatiofl Not Based on Original Complaint. lnvestigation classification where the
investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe evidencc, misconduct did occur that $as not allcged in
the original complailt (whether CPC or internal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovered during
the investigation, and by a preponderance ofthe evidcnce, that misconduct did occur.

After review, the investigation had determined, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, that
Officer E did not violate policy during her encounter with Mr. G . A review of
Oflicer E's lapel video corroborated what happened on the scene and what she said occurred
during her interview. Officer E was correct when she said she used "reasonable suspicion"
as authorization to stop Mr. G  who was thought to be involved in criminal activity.
She articulated that she observed Mr. G  strike or almost strike an unidentified male
with his bicycle. She approached Mr. Gutienez, stopped him to investigate further, and

attempted to obtain his identity. After a while, Mr. G  agreed to make his identity
known to another olllcer on the scene. In addition, Officer E de-escalated her encounter with
Mr. G  when she stopped asking him to sit down and allowed another officer to talk to
Mr. G  and gain his identity, which calmed Mr. G  down.

2272-23 Officer E

l. Unfounded. Investi8ation classification lr'hen the investigato(s) determines, by clear and convincing
evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subject officer.

6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classification where the invcstigator determines: Thc policy
violations ofa minor naturc and do oot constitute a pattem of misconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7
sanction, -the allegations are duplicative; -the allegations, even if true, do not constitute misconduct: or -the
investigation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complaint and fu(her
investigation $ould be futile.

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

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

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

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

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

listed above.

Ifyou are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision ofthe ChiefofPolice or any matter
relating to the Chiefs handling of the complaint,you may request a review ofthe complaint by
the City's Chief Administrative Offrcer. Your request must be in writing and within 30
calendar days (inclusive ofholidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter. Include your CPC
number. The review by the Chief Administrative Oflicer 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://*"wrr.cabq.gov/cpoa./sun ey. Thank you for participating in the process of
civilian oversight ofthe police, ensuring officers and personnel of the APD are held
accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

,/ll

Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(sls) 924-3770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CTTY OF ALBU UER UE
CTVILIAN POLICE OvERSIGHT AGENCY

March 12,2024

Via Certified Mail
'70t'1 2680 0000 59s1 9662

Re: CPC # 276-23

PO Box 1293

COMPJ,AINT:

Ms. R  reported that Officer W was not interested in her issues with her neighbor.
Ms. R  reported that Officer W could not file a report for her because her issue was
not illegal, and she felt like the Officer was taking her neighbor's side. Ms. R
reported she may have observed Officer W rolling his eyes while he was speaking with
Ms. R  Ms. R  reported that every Officer who had ever gone to her house
addressed her as Ms. R  and Officer W addressed her as Miss, and to her, that was
not proper.

Albuqucrque

NM 87101

wr,vrr.cabq.gov

EYIDENCI-BEYIEICEDT

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

Complainant Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee lnterviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Offtcer W

Other Materials: n/a

Date lnvestigation Completed: March 7, 2024

CAD Report(s): Yes

Witness(es) Interviewed: N/A

I



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

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

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

Policies Reviewedt General Order 1.1.5.A.4

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

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

6. Administratiyely Closed. Investigation classification where the investigator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor nature and do not constitute a paftem 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 caonot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complaint, and funher
invcstigation would be futile.

AddiliqeLCouofr$i
General Order 1.1.5.A.4-After a review of SOP 2- 16 (Reports), it was confirmed that the
incident in question did not meet the requirement to complete an incident report.

A review of the OBRD Video confirmed that Officer W spent an ample amount of time
speaking with Ms. R  about her concerns.

A review of the OBRD Video confirmed that Officer W did advise Ms. R  that the
neighbor in question did not have any trees in their yard and the leaves in question were
coming from Ms. Roybal's trees; however, nothing Officer W said or did during the incident
violated the policy in question.

a

22'16-23 Officer W

FINNINGS

tr

A review of the OBRD Video confirmed that Officer W did attempt to speak with Ms.
Roybal's neighbor as he walked across the street, rang the doorbell two times, and knocked
on the door.

tr

tr



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

2) That the flading5 ss recommendations were arbitrary, capricious or constituted an abuse of
discretion; or

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

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

listed above.

Ifyou are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision ofthe Chief of Police or any matter
relating to the Chiefs handlipg of the complaint,you may request a review ofthe corpplaint by
the City's Chief Administrative dfficer. Your request must be in writing and within 30 '

calendar days (inclusive ofholidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter. Include your CPC
number. The review by the Chief Administrative Officer will not delayed as it is not dependent
upon the Advisory Board.

If you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at http://*r,l'lv.cabq.gov/cpoa./sun'ey. Thank you for participating in the process of
civilian oversight of the police, ensuring officers and personnel ofthe A?D are held
accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(s}s) 924-37'10

3
cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

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

'fi*"u



CITY OF ALBU UER UE
CTuInx PoLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

March 19,2024

Via Certified Mail

70t7 2680 0000 5951 9761

RE: CPC # 277.23

PO Box l29l

CAMEI.AINL

 P  submitted a complaint on ll l15/2023 regarding an incident that occurred on
09121/2023. Mr. P  reported that Officer A responded and took report number
23-0076081 regarding his vehicle being stolen. Mr. P  reported that Officer A "stated
that she would send an email to my property manager so she could upload a video of the
theft." Mr. P  reported that he felt like Officer A "did not do her job and let my
complaint fall through the cracks" because Officer A never sent the email, and the video
was about to expire.

Albuqucrque

NN,l 8710.1

www.cabq.gov

EYIDENCE BEYIEWEDi

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

Complainant Interviewed: Yes Witness(es) Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Officer A

Other Materials: Email Communications and Evidence.com Log

Date Investigation Completed: March 5, 2024

I



EINDINGS

Policies Reviewed: 2.60.4.C. l.e (Preliminary Investigation)

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 olncer.

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 Sustai[ed. Invcsligation classification when thc investigato(s) is unabls to determine one way or the
other, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, whethcr the alleged misconduct eithcr occuned or did not occur.

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

Policies Reviewed: 2.16.5.C.I (Reports)

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

6. Admitristratively Closed. lnvestigation classification where the investigator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor nature and do not constitute a pattcm ofmisconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7
sanction, -the allegations are duplicative: -the allegations, even iitruc, do Ilot conslitute misconduct: or -the
investigation cannot be conductcd because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complain! and further
investigation would be futilc.

Addilig!3LCsnarrtg
2.16.5.C.1: It was determined that Officer A did not complete the report related to this
incident within the mandated time frame.

2.60.4.C.1.e: It was determined that Officer A did send the Evidence.com link as advised and

that the recipient overlooked it.

2277-23 Offrcer A
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l) A policy was misapplied in the evaluation of the complaint;

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

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

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

listed above.

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

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

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

lu
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(s05) 924-3770

J
cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

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



UER UE
Cn'ILTAN PoLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

il/.xch22,2024

To File

& Via Hand Delivery

Re: CPC # 280-23

CAMEI.AINL

Ot lli1612023,  C  submitted a signed handwritten complaint in person
to CPOA staff regarding an incident that occurred on 10/2412023. Ms. C
reported that she had filed report 23-0085780 with Offrcer J on 1012412023, which had
yet to be approved by a supervisor.

IO Box 1293

NM 87t01

wuw.cabq.gov

EYIDENCEA!,YIEI4EDi

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

Complainant Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Sergeant G

Other Materials: Email Communications

Date lnvestigation Completed: March 15, 2024

I

Albuqurrqnc - lllalilg Hi;ron' l-06-2006

CITY OF ALBU

Albuquerque

CAD Report(s): Yes

Witness(es) Interviewed: N/A



EINDINGS

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

PoliciesReviewed: 2.16.5.C.1.b

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

othsr, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, rvhether the alleged misconduct cither occured or did not occur.

4. Exollerated. lnvestigation classi{ication where the investigator(s) determires, by a prepondemnce ofthe
evidence, that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies,
procedures, or training.

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

6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classification where the investigator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor naturc and do not constitute a pattern of misconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7
sanction, -the allegations are duplicative; -the allegations, evcn if true, do not constitute misconduct; or -the
invcstigation cannot bc conductcd because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complaint, and furthcr
investigation would be futile.

Addiliar4Lconnr,rlg
2. 16.5.C.1.b: It was determined that Sergeant G did not complete the review and approval of
the report related to this incident within the mandated time frame.

The CPOA recommends a verbal reprimand

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

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

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

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

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

listed above.

Ifyou are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision of the ChiefofPolice or any matter
relating to the Chiefs handling gf the complaint,you may request a review ofthe complgint by
the City's Chief Administrative Gflicer. 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 Ofiicer will not delayed as it is not dependent
upon the Advisory Board.

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

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

,lll
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(sls) 924-3770

J
cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBU UER

PO Box l29l

Albuquerque

NNl 8710.1

wu,w.cabq.gov

CrvrLrAN PoLrcE OvERsrcHT AcENCY

March29,2024

Via Certified Mail

7017 2680 0000 s95r 9839

 
   

 

Re: CPC # 305-23

CAMELAINL

Ms.  C  submitted a complaint over the phone to the CPOA and alleged that the
oflicers did not provide her with any information about the accident her son was involved
in when she arrived on the scene. Ms. C  also alleged that she asked for the oflicer's
name, badge number, and report number, which was not provided to her, and was told
that all that information would be on the report. During her interview, Ms. C  reported
that the officers were rude and disrespectful.

EYIDENCI-BEYIEWEDT

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

Complainant Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Officer S.

Other Materials: N/A

Date Investigation Completed: March 21,2024

CAD Report(s): Yes

Witness(es) Interviewed: N/A

UE

I



EINDING:

PoliciesReviewed: 1.1.6.A.2

l. Unfounded, lnvestigation classification whcn the investigator(s) detcrmines, by clear and convincing
evidcncq that alleged misconduct did nol occur or did not involvc the subject officcr.

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

3. Not Sustai[ed. Investigation classification wheo the investigato(s) is unable to determinc one way or the

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

PoliciesReviewed: l.l.5.A.4

4. Exonerated. Investigation classilication wher€ the iovestigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, that alleged conduct in thc underlying complaint did occur but did not yiolate APD policies,
procedures, or training.

5. Sustained Violetion Not Brsed on Original Complainl. Investigation classi,ication where the
investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in
the original complaint (\r'hether CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misconduct \aas discovered during
the investigation, and by a preponderance ofthe evidence, that misconduct did occur.

6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classification where the investigator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor nature and do not constitute a pattem of misconduct (i.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 of information in the complaint, and further
investigation would be futile.

AddiliqrsLcoE.llsrtri
After review, the investigation determined, that Ofc. S committed no policy violations during
his interaction with Ms. C  A review of Ofc. S'lapel video corroborated what he said
about what happened and what occurred on the scene while disproving her allegations
against Ofc. S. Reviewing Ofc. S'lapel video when he spoke with Ms. C  she asked for
his name later during their interaction, and Ofc. S. gave it to her. She did not ask for his
badge number. Ms. C  during her conversations with Ofc. S, gave her son permission to
drive her car and was fully aware that her son had caused the accident when he crashed into
parked cars and was found to have been driving while intoxicated. Ms. C  would later
change her story abut giving her son permission to drive her car. Ofc. S was never rude or
disrespectful to Ms. C

Ms. C  ended her interview with the investigator abruptly as she objected to the questions
conceming her allegations and concluded that the investigator did not believe her.

V
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings ofthe
CPOA Executive Dtector 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. Ifyour appeal request is
filed timely you will be notffied of when your appeal will be scheduled and more
information will follow. Once normal procedures resume the appeal hearings will proceed
as specified in the Oversight Ordinance 9-4-l-10. In order for the Advisory Board to
modi$ the Director's findings your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

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

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

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

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

Ifyou are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision ofthe Chief of Police or any matter
relating to the Cl{efs handling of the complaint,you may request a revier4v 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 lener. Include your CPC
number. The review by the Chief Administrative Offrcer will not delayed as it is not dependent
upon the Advisory Board.

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

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

Diane McDermoft
Executive Director
(s05) 924-3770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

'l*^"^



CITY OF ALBU UER UE
Crvu.lur PoLrcE Ownsrcnr AcENCY

March29,2024

Via Certified Mail
'1017 2680 0000 5951 9839

   
  

Re: CPC # 305-23

PO Box 1293

COMEI.AINL

Ms.  C  submitted a complaint over the phone to the CPOA and alleged that the
officers did not provide her with any information about the accident her son was involved
in when she arrived on the scene. Ms. C  also alleged that she asked for the officer's
name, badge number, and report number, which was not provided to her, and was told
that all that information would be on the report. During her interview, Ms. C  reported
that the officers were rude and disrespectful.

NM 87103

www.cabq.gov

EYIDENCEBEYIESIEU

Videds): Yes APD Report(s): Yes

Complainant Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee lnterviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Officer C-G.

Other Materials: N/A

Date Investigation Completed: March 21,2024

CAD Report(s): Yes

Witness(es) Interv iewed: N/A

Albuquerque

I



EINDINGI

PoliciesReviewed: 1.1.6.A.2

l. Unfounded. Investigation classilication wh€n the investigator(s) det€rmin€s, by clear and convincing
evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subject omcer.

3. Not Sustsined. Invcstigation classification when the iovestigato(s) is unable to determine one way or the
other, by a preponderancc ofthe evidence, whether the alleged misconduct either occuned or did not occu..

Policies Reviewed: I .l.5.A.4

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 lrdining.

5. Sustain€d Violation Not Based on Original Complairt. Investigation classificarion where the
investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in
the original complaint (whether CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misconduct $as discovered during
thc investigation, and by a preponderance ofthe evidence, that misconduct did occur.

6. Administratively Clos€d. Investigation classification where tho investigator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor naturc and do not constitute a panem of misconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7
sanction. -the allcgations are duplicative: -the allegations, even iftrue, do not conslitute misconductl or -the
investiSation cannot be conducted because of the lack ofinformation in the complain! ard further
investigation would be futilc.

AddiliqralCoEgr.rlri
After review, the investigation determined, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, that Ofc.
C-G committed no policy violations during his interaction with Ms. C  A review of
Officer C-G's lapel video corroborated what he said about what happened and what occurred
on the scene while disproving Ms. Cook's allegations against him. Reviewing Ofc. C-G's
lapel video showed that Ms. C  did not ask him for his badge name, badge number, or
incident number as alleged in her complaint. During his initial interaction with Ms. C
Ofc. C-G introduced himself, saying his name and disproving Ms. Cook's allegation that he
did not provide his name when she asked him. Irritated and not wanting to wait any longer,
Ms. C  was denied entry into her car to collect personal and work items by Officer C-G.
Increasingly irritated, Ms. C  had to answer redundant questions and wait longer for the
towing sheet to be printed. As she tumed around and walked to the curb, Ms. C  cursed at

Ofc. C-G because he told her that she could not get anything from her car. Ofc. C-G
remained professional, was never rude or disrespectful with Ms. C

a

2305-23 Officer C-G.

2. Sustained. Invesligation classification when the investigaro(s) determines, by aprepond€rance ofthe
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject oflicer. tr
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings ofthe
CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of holiday and weekends) of
receipt ofthis lefter, communicate your desire to have an appeal hearing before the CPOA
Advisory Board in a signed writing ad&essed to the CPOA Director. Please send your
request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103 or by email CPOA@cafu.gov. Include
your CPC number. Please note, at this time the Advisory Board is being reconfigured so tro
hearings will take place until regularly scheduled meetings occur. Ifyour appeal request is
frled tinely you will be notified of when your appeal will be scheduled and more
information will follow. Once normal procedures resume the appeal hearings will proceed
as specffied in the Oversight Ordinance 9-4-1-10. In order for the Advisory Board to
rnodi$ the Director's lindings your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

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

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

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

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.

Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(50s) 924-3770

J

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

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

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

fi*^"^

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CTTY OF ALBU UER UE
Crvll,r.Ax PoLICE Ownslcrrr AGENCY

March27,2024

Via Certified Mail

7017 2680 0000 s95r 98ls

 
 

Re: CPC # 308-23

PO Box 1293

COMPIAINL

Or 121201202!, Jessica S  submitted a complaint via telephone to CPOA staff
regarding a traffic stop that occurre d on 1212012023 at I 500 hours at
" Espanola/Central. " Ms. S  reported that Sergeant D was rude and unprofessional.

Albuquerque

NM 87103

www.cabq.gov

EIIDENCT.BEYIT.EEDT

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

Complainant Interviewed: lss Witness(es) Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Sergeant D

Other Materials: Uniform Citations & Email Communications

Date lnvestigation Completed: March 14,2024

)



EINDINGI

PoliciesReviewed: l.l.5.A.l

l. Unfounded. Invesligalion classification when the investigato(s) determires, by clear and convincing
evidence, that allcged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subject officer. V
2. Sustrined. Invcsrigation classification when the invcstigato(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject officer.

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

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

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

6. Administrativ€ly Closed. lnvcsligation classification where the investigator determines: The policy
violations oIa minor naturc and do not constitute a pancm ofmisconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7
sanction, -the allegations are duplicative; .the allegations, even if true. do not constitute misconduct; or -the
investigation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complaint, and funher
investigation would be futile.

AddiliqrslCqelIslllr
It was determined that Sergeant D raised his voice momentarily in order to instruct Mrs.
S  not to speak for Mr. S  and to just listen because she continually attempted to
talk over him and Mr. S  had to be aware of the information being provided and make
a choice because refusing to sign the citations could result in his arrest. Sgt. D did not tell
them there was nothing he could do about the citations "because it was the officer's word
against ours. " Sgt. D tried to explain thal he didn't have the power to ovemrle the citation,
that they weren't in court, and that both parties had their version of what had occurred. In
general, Sgt. D maintained a professional, polite, and respectful tone ofvoice, even going so
far as to lower or soften his voice at one point to deescalate Mr. and Mrs. S

2308-23 Sergeant D
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I ) A policy was misapplied in the evaluation of the complaint;

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

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

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

listed above.

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

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

,lll
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(505) 924-3770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

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

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



CITY OF ALBU UER
Crvn r,lx Por,rcr Ownslcnr Acrxcy

March27,2024

Via Certified Mail

7017 2680 0000 s951 9815

 
 

Re: CPC # 308-23

CO!4EIAIIE
On 1212012023, Jessica S  submitted a complaint via telephone to CPOA staff
regarding a traffic stop that occurred on 12/2012023 at 1500 hours at
" Espanola/Central " Ms. S  reported that Officer P was rude to her husband,
whom she did not wish to identiff. Ms. S  reported that Officer P waited four
blocks before pulling them over and cited her husband for multiple infractions. Ms.
S  reported that her husband tried explaining that he wasn't on his cellular
telephone. Ms. S  reported that she requested to speak with a supervisor.

PO Box 1293

NN,t 87103

*rvw.cabq.gov

l

UE

Albuquerque

EYIDENCEBIYIEI{EDI

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

Complainant Interviewed: Yes Witness(es) Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee lntewiewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Offtcer P

Other Materials: Uniform Citations & Email Communications

Date Investigation Completed: March 14, 2024



FINNI NGS

Policies Reviewed: 1.1.5.A. l, 1.4.4.8.1.a & 3.41.4.A.4.a

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

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

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

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

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

PoliciesReviewed: 2.8.5.8

5. Sustained Violation Not Brsed or Original Complaint. Investigation classification where the
investigator(s) detcrmines, by a prepondcrance ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur that nas not alleged in
the original complaint (whether CPC or internal complaint) but that other misconduct uas discovered during
the investigation, and by a preponderance ofthe evidencc, that misconduct did occur.

a

6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classification where the investigator dctermines: The policy
violations ofa minor naturc and do not conslitute a pattem of misconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7
sanction, -the allegations are duplicativei -the allegations, even iftnie, do not constitute misconduct: or -the
investigation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complaint, and further
iovestigation would be futilc.

Atltliliqulconnsrtsi
It was determined that Oflicer P never raised his voice, wasn't rude, unprofessional, and
never thrcw a fit. Officer P maintained a professional, polite, and respectful tone ofvoice and
demeanor, even when challenged and a supervisor requested. It was determined the traffic
stop was based on a perceived traffic violation. As part of the Metro Traffic Division the
officer's job was to conduct traffic enforcement. Mrs. S  reported that she honestly and
legitimately felt Officer P had stopped them because he was trying to meet a quota, yet Mr.
S  added in that he could have also been profiled because he was Hispanic with tattoos,
just like Officer P. Due to the suspended license, things could have been taken further ifin
fact the officer was profiling or had a quota to meet. Officer P issued all ofthe citations at

the same time, he did not add any when a supervisor was requested. It was determined that
Officer P erred and did not utilize his OBRD to record the initial contact. However, the
primary complaints were captured on OBRD and an assessment of the complainants'
credibility with the allegations covered during the recorded portions, supported the officer's
account of the stop. The CPOA recommends a written reprimand.

2308-23 Officer P
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings ofthe
CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of holiday and weekends) of
receipt 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, dbuquerque, NM 87103 or by email CPOA@cabq.gov. Include
your CPC number. Please note, at this time the Advisory Board is being reconfigured so no
hearings will take place until regularly scheduled meetings occur, Ifyour appeal request is
filed timely you will be notilied of when your appeal will be scheduled and more
information will follow. Once normal procedures resume the appeal hearings will proceed
as specified in the Oversight Ordinance 9-4-l-10. In order for the Advisory Board to
modify the Director's findings your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

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

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

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

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

listed above.

Ifyou are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision ofthe ChiefofPolice or any matter
relating to the.Chiefs handling ofthe complaint,you may request a review ofthe complaint by
the City's Chief Administrative Offrcer. Your request must be in writing and within 30
calendar days (inclusive ofholidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter. Include your CPC
number. The review by the Chief 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
survev form at http://uryl.rv.cabq .eory'cooa,/sun'ev. Thank you for participating in the process of
civilian oversight ofthe police, ensuring officers and personnel ofthe APD are held
accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(s0s) 924-3770

3
cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police
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CITY OF ALBU UER UE

PO Box l29l

NM 87103

wvrw.cabq.gov

Crvu.c.N Por,rce Oyrnsrcsr AcENCy

March29,2024

Via Email

Re: CPC # 311-23

corvlPr.ArNT:

On 12/1412023 at 1552 hours,  R  submitted a complaint online to the
CPOA regarding an incident that occurred on 1211412023 at 0930 hours at    

 . Ms. R  reported that she called 242-COPS and 911 to report that a
six-year-old child had been left " unattended/neglected" by his mother. Ms. R
reported that Officer H told her, " You ore the property manager and your main focus
should be the property, not the tenants. " Ms. R  stated another officer told her,
"Yeah, I am the one who came to unit 8 or unil 9." Ms. R  reported that she took
the offrcer's comments as an implication to mind her own business and felt like she wasn't
being heard.

DYIDENCE.BEYIEYEDI

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

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

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee lnvolved: Olficer H-P

Other Materials: Email Communications

Date Investigation Completed: February 1,2024
I

Albuquerque



FINDTNGS

PoliciesReviewed: 1.1.5.A.4(Misconduct)

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

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

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

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

4. Exoll€rated. lnvestigation classification where the investigator(s) detemines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, that alleged cooduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies,
procedures, or training.

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

6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classification where the investigator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor nature and do not constitute a pattern of misconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7
sanction. -the allegations are duplicative; -the allegations, even if true, do not constitute misconduct; or -the
investigation caflnot be conducted bccause ofthe lack ofinformation in the complain! and funher
hvestigation would be futile.

AddilioralCourc$li
It was determined that Officer H-P did not tell Ms. R  that "You are the property
manager and your mainfocus should be the properly, not the tenants. " Multiple statements
made by Ms. R  in her submitted complaint and during her recorded interview with the
investigator were found to be inconsistent with the associated evidence. Ms. Romero's
feelings about the comments were based on her perceptions, not facts.

2
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings of the
CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive 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. Ifyour appeal request is
frled timely you will be notified of when your appeal will be scheduled and more
information will follow. Once normal procedures resume the appeal 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 ore or more of the following:

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

discretion; or
3) that the findings and reconrmendations were not consistent with the record evidence.

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

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

Ifyou have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at http://uu"lv.cabq.gov/cpoa./survev. There was a delay in the issuance of findings
due to the interim status ofthe Executive Director. Your patience is appreciated.

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

Sincerely,
The vilian Police Oversight Agency by

ht
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(505) 924-3770

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

3



CITY OF ALBU UER
CT T,T,AN PoI,ICf, OVE,RSIGHT AGENCY

March29,2024

Via Email

Re:CPC#311-23

the offrcer's comments as an implication to mind her oyvn business and felt like she wasn't
' being heard.

ww.ca\.gov

EYIDENCESEYETDi

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

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

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Officer P

Other Materials: Email Communications

Date Investigation Completed: February 7,2024

PO Box 1293

Albuquerquc

NM 87101

I

UE

CAMBIANE
On 1211412023 at 1552 hours,  R  submitted a complaint online to the
CPOA regarding an incident that occurred on l2ll4l2021at 0930 hours at     

 . Ms. R  repo(ed that she called 242-COPS and 9l I to report that a
six-year-old child had been lefr. " unattended/neglected" by his mother. Ms. R
reported that Olficer H told her, "You are the property manager and your main focus
should be the property, not the tenants. " Ms. R  stated another officer told her,
"Yeah, I am the one who cdme to unil 8 or ttnit 9. " Ms. R  reported that she took



EINDINGS

PoliciesReviewed: 1.1.5.A.4(Misconduct)

l. Unfounded. Invcstigation classification whcn the invcstigato(s) detcrmines, by clear and convincing
evidence, that allcgcd misconduct did not occur or did not involvc lhc subject officer.

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

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

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

4. Exonerated. lnvesligation classification where the iovestigator(s) determines, by a prcponderance ofthe
evidence, that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies,
proccdures, or training.

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Original Complaint. Investigarion classification rvhere the
investigato(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur thal was not alleged in
the original complaint (whether CPC or intemal complain0 but that other misconduct was discovered during
the investigation, and by a preponderance ofthe €vidence, that misconduct did occur.

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

AdditiqraLCq[&s$li
It was determined that Officer P hadrct "yelled, get back in your unit!" Officer P asked Ms.
R  about the previous tenants in unit #9 to confirm thal they weren't the same tenants
currently in unit #8. Multiple statements made by Ms. R  in her submitted complaint
and during her recorded interview with the investigator were found to be inconsistent with
the associated evidence. Ms. Romero's feelings about the comments were based on her
perceptions, not facts.

23ll-23 Offrcer P
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings ofthe
CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive 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 Dtector. Please send your
request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103 or by email CPOA@cabq.gov. Include
your CPC number. Please note, at this time the Advisory Board is being reconligured so no
hearings will take place until regularly scheduled meetings occur. Ifyour appeal request is
liled timely you will be notffied of when your appeal will be scheduled and more
information will follow. Once normal procedures resume the appeal hearings will proceed
as specilied in the Oversight Ordinance 9-4-1-10. In order for the Advisory Board to
modify the Director's fmdings your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

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

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

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

Sincerely,
The vilian Police Oversight Agencyby

lirt4r^fu 
C

Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(sls) 924-3770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

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

If you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at http://wllw.cabq.gov/cpoa./survev. There was a delay in the issuance of findings
due to the interim status ofthe Executive Director. Yow patience is appreciated.

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



UER
Cnrlux Por,rcr Ownsrcnr AGENCY

March29,2024

Via Certified Mail

1017 2680 0000 5951 96ss

PO Box 1293

CAMEI.AINL

On 12D312023, Ms.  S  submitted an online complaint regarding an
incident that occurred on 1212212023 at 1245 hours. Ms. S  alleged that two Police
Service Aide (PSA) members mistreated her at a traffic intersection on Gibson Blvd SE.
Ms. S  was lost due to a traffic accident that resulted in several street closures
along Gibson Blvd SE. When she approached a male and female PSA member to ask for
help and directions, she was immediately yelled at by the PSAs. They both screamed
NO, NO, at her and did not get a chance to ask them for help.

Albuquerque

NM 87101

www.cebq.gov

EYIDENCI.BEYIEYEDT

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

Complainanl Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Interviewed: N/A

APD Employee Involved: unidentified

Other Materials: r/a

Date Investigation Complaed: March 2l,2024

CAD Report(s): N/A

Witness(es) Interviewed: N/A

I
Albrqtcrqrc - Mahing Hirorl I7062OM

CITY OF ALBU UE

Re: CPC # 314-23



FINDI NGS

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

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

3. Not Sustained. lnvestigation classification wherl the invcstigato(s) is unablc to determine one way or the

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

4. Exonerated. lnvestigation classification where the investigator(s) detcrmines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidencc, that allcged conduct in the undcrlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies,
procedures, or training.

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

6. Administretively Closed. Investigation classification $here the investigator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor nalure aad do not constitute a pattem of misconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7
sanction, -the allegations are duplicative: -thc allcgations, even iftrue, do oot constitute misconduct; or -the
investigation cannot bc conducted becausc ofthe lack ofinformation in thc complaint, and further
investigation would be futile.

ArlditiqrLcsuusr$i
This case was administratively closed due to insufficient information to proceed further. Ms.
S  acknowledged that she could not identiry the two PSAs by name, vehicle number,
or location of the alleged incident. Mr. S  provided no additional relevant
information. In addition, during the date and time, several male and female PSAs worked a
fatal traffic incident and were deployed at intersections to direct traffic away from the

incident. The PSA lapel videos on evidence.com were downloaded and reviewed. Ofthe
several videos of male and female PSAs that showed interaction with the public, all were
cordial, professional, and respectful.

2314-23 unidentified
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings of the
CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of holiday and weekends) of
receipt ofthis letter, communicate your desire to have an appeal hearing before the CPOA
Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the CPOA Director. Please send your
request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103 or by email CPOA@cabq.gov. Include
your CPC number. Please note, at this time the Advisory Board is being reconfigured so no
hearings will take place until regularly scheduled meetings occur. Ifyour appeal request is
{iled timely you will be notified of when your appeal will be scheduled and more
information will follow. Once normal procedures resume the appeal hearings will proceed
as specilied in the Oversight Ordinance 9-4-l-10. In order for the Advisory Board to
modi$ the Director's fmdings your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

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

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

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

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

listed above.

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

Ifyou have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at http://*urv.cabq.gor'/cpoa,/sun'et'. Thank you for participating in the process of
civilian oversight ofthe police, ensuring offrcers and personnel ofthe APD are held
pccountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

ilt
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(s05) 924-3770

3
cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

PO Box 129-l

Albrrquerquc

NM 87103

www. cabq.gov

Cn,IInx PoT,ICE OvERSIGHT AGENCY

March29,2024

Via Email

Re: CPC # 030-24

COMEI.AINL

Mr. A  submitted a complaint on 0210412024 alleging that Chief M relied upon the
ABQ City Finance Department Director as his designee to interfere (quash) - by utilizing
a fraudulent APD Internal Affairs (lA) investigation - with a New Mexico Attomey
General's criminal investigation in violation of, but not limited to, APD IA process
policies, NM criminal law(s), and portions of the Federal Court Approved Settlement
Agreement (CASA) related, but not limited, to APD IA investigation requirements.

IJIDEIICE.BEYII.EEDT

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

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

APD Employee Intewiewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Chief M

Other Materials: IPRA Supplied Information, News Article, & Email Communications

Date tnvestigation Completed: March 13,2024

I



EINDINGS

PoliciesReviewed: 1.1.4.D.14(Conduct)

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

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

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

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Original Complaint. Invenigation classification where the
investigato.(s) determines. by a prepondcrance ofthe cvidence, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in
the original complaint (whether CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misconducl nas discovered during
thc investigation, and b) a prepondcrance ofthe evidence. that misconduct did occur.

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

AddiliolalCsu&qtlr
The materials provided Mr. A  by IPRA as the basis of his complaint were involving
two different investigation requests. There was no email from the finance director to the AG
to halt an investigation. There was no email from Chief M to the finance director instructing
or directing any activity. There was no evidence Chief M halted an AG criminal
investigation. The news story criticized the intemal affairs investigation, which was an

administrative investigation. When the news story was published (May 4) the AG referral
from Chief M had occurred (April 2). The finance director's communication was to the State

Auditor's office. There was no evidence provided or obtained that Chief M had a direct role
in the IA investigation. It was determined that based on the information received within the
investigation, the lack of additional details beyond the w tten complaint provided by Mr.
A  and the information he referenced, and the lack ofevidence to demonstrate that Chief
M had the Attomey General's Office criminal investigation referral 'quashed', Chief M did
not commit a policy violation.

.,

030-24 ChiefM

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

a
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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 ofholidays and weekends)
of receipt of this letter, communicate your desire to have an appeal hearing before the
CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the CPOA Director. Please send
your request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103, or by email to
CPOA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Please note that the Advisory Board is
working towards completing older appeals filed when the Board was being reconfigured.
Ifyour appeal request is filed in a timely manner, you will be notified when your appeal
will be scheduled, and more information will follow. Once normal procedures resume,
the appeal hearings will proceed as specified in the Oversight Ordinance 9-4-l-10. In
order for the Advisory Board to modify the Director's findings, your appeal must
demonstrate one or more of the following:

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

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

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

Administratively closed complaints may be re-opened if additional information becomes
available.

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

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

Sincerely,
Th

Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(s0s) 924-3770

e Oivilian

tl,*
Police ersight Agency by

Uc

cc: City of Albuquerque Chief Administrative Officer

l

Being that this case involves the Chief of Police, the Departmental review of the case is
conducted by the City's Chief Administrative Officer. The City's Chief Administrative
Officer is the final disciplinary authority in reference to the ChiefofPolice.
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