
CITY OF ALBU UER

Civilian Police Oversight Agency

Findins Letters of the CPOA

The CPOA Executive Director's findings in each case are listed below. The following
notifications ofthe findings were provided to the citizen(s) during September 2024. The
findings become part of the officer's file, ifapplicable.
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CITY OF ALBUQ1JERQ1JE 

PO Box 1293 

Albuquerque 

NM 87103 

www.cabq.gov 

CMLIAN POLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY 

September 30, 2024 

Via Email 

Re: CPC # 023-24 

CQMPLATNT; 

Mr. E : B , alleged that after he was released from jail, he had called APO to 
help retrieve his property in the apartment unit with permission from the court judge. 
APO has refused to assist him and has yet to retrieve his property. 

EVIDENCE REVIEWED; 

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

Complainant Interviewed: Yes 

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes 

APD Employee Involved: Officer E 

Other Materials: NI A 

Date Investigation Completed: May 23, 2024 

CAD Report(s): Yes 

Witness(es) Interviewed: N/A 

Albuq11rrq11r - M,1k111g H,uor_r I �06·2006 



F'INT)INGS

Policies Reviewed: l l5A4'

l. Unfounded. Investigation classihcation lrfien the investigator(s) determines, by clear aad convincing
evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subjectoflicer.

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

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

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

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

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

AddiliqlelCanrc!8i
After a review ofOfficer E's lapel video, the investigation determined that Officer E did not
violate policy during his encounter with Mr. B  Officer E did respond to Mr.
B  on 1212812023,listened to his concems that he wanted stand-by assistance from
APD while he removed his property from his former apartment unit. Then, Officer E
responded to the apartment complex, spoke with management by phone with the number that
Mr. B  provided. Then, Officer E returned to Mr. B  and told him what
management told Officer E.
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Before Mr. B  had gotten arested a few months ago and sent tojail, he had to make
an appointment with management to get his belongings. Because he failed to follow the
rules, the apartment was vacated after three days, according to company policy. Mr.
B  property was removed and disposed of. Officer E advised Mr. B  to
seek legal guidance concerning his property.

I

023-24 Officer E



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

appeal hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.0. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103, or
by email to CPOA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Board's next regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt ofthe
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modi$ the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

1) A policy was misapplied in the evaluation 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.

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

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

Sincerely,
The ilian Police Overs ht Agency by

4Diane
Executive Director
(sDs) 924-3770

J

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

Cn,ILIAN PoITcn OWNSIGHT AGENCY

September 30, 2024

Via Email

Re: CPC # 023-24

COMEI.AINL

Mr. B  alleged that Officer C falsely claimed that he had been evicted from his
apartment, which he denied. He was harassed, and Officer C used excessive force against
him. Mr. B  also claimed he was never properly interviewed to tell his story.
Since Mr. B  has encounlered Officer C in previous incidents, he believed it was
a conflict of interest and unethical harassment.

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

NM 87103

www.cabq.gov

EYIDENCf.BEYIE$ED:

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

Complainant Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Officer C.

Other Materials: use offorce definitions

Date Investigation Completed: May 23, 2024

CAD Report(s): Yes

Witness(es) Interviewed: N/A

I
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EINDINGI

poticies Reviewed: 2.52.5.4.1 & l 1.5.A.1

l. Unfounded. Investigation classificltion when the investigator(s) determircs, by clear 8nd convincing
evidence, that alleged misconductdid mt occu! or did not involve the subjecl officer.

2. Sustsined. Investigation classification *fien the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, the alleged misconduci did occur by the subject olficer.

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

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

PoliciesReviewed: 2.7l.4.A.l

4. Exoneratcd. lnvestigation classification where the investigato(s) determines, by a prepondemnce ofthe
evidence, that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did dot violate APD policies,
procedures, or iraining.

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

6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classification where the investigator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor nature and do not constitute a pattem ofmisconduct (i.e. a violatioo subject to a class 7
sanction, -the allegations are duplicative; -the allegations, even iflrue, do not coostitute miscanduct; or -the
investigation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in th€ complaint, ard lit.lher
investigation would be futile.

AddiliolalConneilu
2.52.5.A.1- Officers utilized low level control tactics to get Mr. B  into the car when
he refused despite being under arrest. Mr. B  alleged excessive force, but had
difficulty explaining what officers allegedly did to him.
2.71.4.A.1- Mr. B  claimed officers falsely arrested him when he was entering his
property. The evidence showed that Mr. B  was evicted from the apartment he

entered and the management had a no trespass order.
I .l .5.A.1 - Mr. B  alleged Officer C harassed him because he had other contacts
with Officer C. Officer C recalled she only had one previous encounter with Mr. B
Officer C responded to calls she was dispatched to and had never been instructed by
supervisors to not take calls involving Mr. B  contrary to his claim.

2023-24 Officer C.
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings and/or
recommendations of the CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter, communicate your desire to have an
appeal hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103, or
by email to CPoA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Board's next regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least l4 business days between the receipt ofthe
request and the next meeting, In order for the Advisory Board to 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 frndings or recommendations were arbitrary, capricious or constituted an abuse of
discretion; or

3) that the findings and recomrnendations 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 the Chiefs handling ofthe complaint you may request a review ofthe complaint by
the City's Chief Administrative Officer. Your request must be in writing and within 30
calendar days (inclusive ofholidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter. Include your CPC
number.

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

Sincerely,
The ilian Police Oversi t Agency by

Diane McDerm l!4
Executive Director
(s1s) 924-3',770

-,

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

PO Box l29l

Albuqucrque

NN,l 87 r 0,1

www.cabq.gov

Crvrn l,x Por,rcn OvERsrcrrr AcENcy

September 27, 2024

Via Email

 

Re: CPC # 033-24

COMPI,AINT:

On0211512024, C  M  submitted a complaint online to CPOA staffregarding an

incident that occuned on 0211512024 at I 100 hours. C  M  reported that the
firm she's employed with represents Tramway Highpoint HOA. A Writ of Assistance was
executed by BCSO on a former homeowner named J  S  who was evicted from
the home on 02102/2024.lnformation was received that Mr. S had returned and
continued to reside at the property and despite the locks being changed, Mr. S
re-keyed the property. Ms. M  reported that Mr. S  has also been charged with
pirating electricity from a neighbor since being evicted. APD has been called several
times for breaking into the home and indicated it was a civil issue, not criminal.

EYIDDNCI.BEYIEEEDi

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

Complainant Interviewed: Yes Witness(es) Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee lnvolved: Offtcer R

Other Materials: Email Communications & Complainant Provided Documents.

Date Investigation Completed: May 16,2024

Albuqrcrquc - Mahing Hittorf 1706-2006
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l. Uofounded. lnvestigation classificalion when the investigator(s) determines, by clear and convincing
cvidence, tiat alleged misconduct did nol occur or did not involve the zubject officer.

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

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

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

4. Exonerrted. lnvestigation classification where the investigato(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evideoce, lhat alleged corduct 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 intemal complaint) but that other misconduc( was discovered during
the investigation, and by a preponderance ofthe evidence, that misconduct did occur.

6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classification whe.e the investigator detemines: The policy
violations ofa minor natuE aod do not constitute a pattem ofmisconduct (i.e. a violation subjecl to a class 7
sa[ction, -the allegatioos ale duplicative; -the allegations, even iftrue, do not constitute misconduct; or -the
investigation cannot be conducled because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complaio! and further
investigation tlould be futile.

Arldiliuetcsercilri
I .1.6.C.1 : It was determined that Officer R was not provided with a current court order to
evict the former homeowner or an eviction order retum ofservice and, in an abundance of
caution, did not act to physically remove the former homeowner in order to ensure that he
did not violate the former tenant's rights. The complainant was not present when the officers
were at the location, but the complainant's witness was, who had no complaint of
misconduct.

2033-24 Officer R
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satistied with the frndings and/or
recommendations of the CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter, communicate your desire to have an
appeal hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103, or
by emait to CPOA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Board's next regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least l4 business days between the receipt ofthe
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modify the Director's
Iindings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

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

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

vecernS

",fi";
Overs t Agency by

Executive Director
(s}s) 924-3770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chiefof Police

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

2) That the frndings or recommendations were arbitrary, oapricious 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.



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

PO Box l29l

Albuquerque

NM 8710-l

www.cabq.gov

CTvTIUN PoUCE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

September 30, 2024

Via Email

Re: CPC # 039-24

EYIDENCF.BEYII.$EDr

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

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

APD Employee lnterviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Sgt. M

Other Materials: APD recruitment documents related to testing 02/03i2024

Date Investigation Completed: July l, 2024

I

CAMEIAINL
On February 3, 2024, Mr. M  P  submitted an online complaint to the CPOA rcgarding an incident
that occurred earlier that same day at E:00 AM. Mr. P  reported rhat when he anived at the APD t€sting
center, hc requested extended time for his cadet exam because English is his second language. However, he

alleged that instead ofgranling his request, the officers falsely accused him ofpast cheating and claimed to
have had prior discussions with him, which he denied. Mr. P  stated that this questioning made him feel

humiliated for 5-10 minutes befoE he was finally allowed to take the test. He further alleged that the

officers' racist and unprofessional heatment which he alleged contributed to his failure. Mr. P  noted

that he was treated differently than the other test-takers.

Albuqucrquc - Malirg Hntory 1706-2006



FINI)INGS

Policies Reviewed: 1.4.4.A.2.a (Biased Based Policing) & 1.4.5.A.1 (ADA Accommodation)

l. Unfounded. Investigation classification when the investigator(s) determines, by clear and convincing
evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve lhe subjectofficer. Z
2. Sustained. Investigation classification when the investigator(s) determines, by a p.epooderance ofthe
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject officer.

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

other, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, whether the alleged misc.nduct eidreroccured or did not occur.

4. Exonersted. 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,
procedurcs, or lraining.

5. Sustlined Violation Not Based on Original Complaint. lnvestigalion classificalion \&'here the
investigator(s) determines, by a prepondcrance ofthe evidence, miscooduct did occu. that was not alleged in
the original complaint (whether CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misconduct was discoveted during
the investigation, and by a preponderance ofthe evidence, that miscooduct did occu..

6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classification where the investigator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor natulE and do not constitute a pattem ofmisconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7
sanction, -the allegations are duplicative; -the allegations, even iftoue, do not constitute misconduct; or -lhe
inlestigation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complaint, and further
invesligation nould be futile.

AdditiqrelrcqErcrt$
1.4.4.A.2.a- The investigation found that Sgt. M's actions maintained the integrity of the

testing process. However, Sgt. M cannot control Mr. P  reaction to those processes.

Mr. P  presentation of multiple identification documents with different names

understandably created confusion and raised concems about his identity. As a result, SgI. M
focused on ensuring the integrity ofthe testing process. Despite initial reservations, Mr.
P  was permitted to take the exam. The verification process was not in front of others

and was not due to any protected class designation.

1.4.5.A.1- The investigation found no evidence that Sgt. M violated Albuquerque Police
Department SOP 1.4.5.A regarding Biased-Based Policing. Specifically, there was no
indication that Sgt. M was involved in the decision to grant or deny Mr. P  extra time to
take the exam due to English being his second language.

2039-24 Sgt. M
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l) A policy was misapplied in the evaluation of the complaint;

2) That the frndings 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.

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

calendar days (inclusive ofholidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter. Include your CPC
number.

If you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survev form at littp://* u rv.cabq .qov/cDoa/sun'er'. There was a delay in the issuance of findings
due to the resignation of the Executive Director, another not being appointed by City Council
until some months later, and a high volume of reviews to process. Thank you for your patience
and participation in the process of civilian oversight of the police, ensuring officers and
personnel ofthe APD are held accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The ilian Police Oversi t Agency byh

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

Albuquerque

Nlrl 87103

wr,vw. cabq.gov

CnrlHrv Por,rcr OwnsrcHr Acsxcy

Septembcr 30, 2024

Via Email

Re: CPC # 039-24

COMEITAINL

On February 3, 2024, Mr. M  P  submitted an online complaint to the CPOA regarding an incident
that occuned earlier that same day at E:00 AM. Mr. P  repofied that when he arived at the APD testing
centcr, he requested extcnded time for his cadet exam because English is his second language. However, he

alleged that instead ofgranting his request, the officers falsely accused him ofpast cheating and claimed to
have had prior discussions with him, which he denied. Mr. P  stated that this questioning made him feel

humiliated for 5-10 minutes before he was finally allowed to take the test. He further alleged that the

officers'racist and unprofessional treatment which he alleged contributed to his failure. Mr. P  noted

that he was treated differently than the other test-takers.

EYIDENCE-BEYII,}4EDI

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

Complainant Interviewed: Yes Witness(es) Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Lt. H

Other Materials: APD recruitment documents related to testing 02/03/2024

Date Investigation Completed: July l, 2024

CITY OF AIBU UE

I

Albuqucrquc - lllaling Hi*ory 17 -2006
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3. Not Sustsined. tnvestigation classificalion when thc investigator(s) is unable to determine one way or the

other, by a preponderance oflhc evidence, lvhether the allegcd misconducl either occurred or did not occur.

Policies Reviewed: 1.4.5.A.I (Biased Based Policing- ADA Accommodation)

4. Eronerated. Investigation classificatio[ \ ,here the investigato(s) determines, by I prepooderance ofthe
evidence, tlrat 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 oflhe evidence, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in
the o.iginal complaint (whether CPC or i[temal complaint) but that other misconduct $Bs discovered during
the investigation, and by a prcponderance ofthe evidencc, that misconduct did occur.

6. Administrativcly 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
invesligation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complaint, and further
investigation would be futile.

Addiliars.l.comnel$i
1.4.4.A.2.a- The investigation found that Lt. H's actions maintained the integrity of the
testing process. However, Lt. H cannot control Mr. P  reaction to those processes. Mr
P  presentation of multiple identification documents with different names

understandably created confusion and raised concems about his identity. As a result, Lt. H
focused on ensuring the integrity ofthe testing process. Despite initial reservations, Mr.
P  was permitted to take the exam. The verification process was not in front of others
and was not due to any protected class designation.

2039-24 Lt. H

FINNINGS

Policies Reviewed: 1,4.4.A.2.a @iased Based Policing)

l. Unfounded. lnvestigation classification when the investigator(s) determines, by clea. afld colvincing
evidence, that alleged misconductdid not occur or did not involve the subject ollicer.

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

,E

1.4.5.A.1- The investigation revealed that Mr. P  had requested additional time to
complete the exam, citing English as his second language. However, this accommodation
was denied by the recruitment staff. The Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) does not
classify individuals who are non-native English speakers as having a disability. As a result,
the ADA's mandate for reasonable accommodations is not directly applicable in this specific
situation (28 CFR $ 35.104).

a



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

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

2) That the furdings 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.

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

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

Sincerely,
The ilian Police Oversi t Agency by

/e-
Diane McD

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.

Executive Director
(s05) 924-3770

3



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

Albuqucrque

NN'l 87103

wrxw.cabq.gov

CTVILIAN PoLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

Re: CPC # 039-24

COIAIAINL
On February 3, 2024, Mr. M  P  submitted an online complaint to the CPOA regarding an incident
that occuned earlier that same day at 8:00 AM. Mr. P  reported that when he anived at the APD testing

center, he requested extended time for his cadet exam because English is his second language. However, he

alleged that instead ofgranling his request, the officers falsely accused him ofpast cheatiog and claimed to
have had prior discussions with him, which he denied. Mr. P  stated that this questioning made him feel

humiliated for 5-10 minutes before he was finally atlowed to take the lest. He further alleged that the

officers'racist and unprofessional teatment which he alleged contributed to his failure. Mr. P  noted

that he was treated differently than the other test-takers.

EYIDENSE.BEIEICI.D:

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

Complainant Interviewed: Yes Witness(es) Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Inyolved: Officer A

Other Materials: APD recruitment documents related to testing 02/03/2024

Date Investigation Completed: July l, 2024

Albaquotlu - MaLing Hittor7 l7o6-2006

PO Box 1293

September 30, 2024

Via Email

I



EINDINGI

Policies Reviewed: 1.4.4.A.2.a (Biased Based policing)

l. Unfounded. Investigation classification wfien the investigator(s) deterDines. by clear and convincing fV
evide[ce, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve tte subject oflicer. I!_J

2. Sustained. Investigation classification when the investigator(s) determhes, by a preponderancE ofthe
evidence, the alleged misco[duct did occur by the subject omcer.

3. Not Sustained. Investigation classification when the investigato(s) is unable to determine one rray or the
otheq by a preponderance ofthe evidence, r,r,hether the alleged misconduct either occurcd or did not occur.

Policies Reviewed: L4.5.A.1 (Biased Based Policing- ADA Acco$modation)

4. Eronerrted. Investigation classificatioo $here the investigato(s) determines, by a prepondemnce ofthe
evidence, that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did nor violate APD policies,
procedu.es, or uainiog.

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

6. Administratiyely Closed. Investigation classification where the investigator dete.mines: The policy
violations ofa minor naturc and do rtot corNtitute a panem ofmisconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7
sarction, -the allegations are duplicative; -the allegations, even iftrue, do not constitute misconduct; or.the
investigation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in lhe complaint, and further
investigation would be futile.

AddiliqlrlCareertq
1.4.4.A.2.a-The investigation found that Officer A's actions maintained the integrity of the
testing process. However, Officer A cannot control Mr. P  reaction to those processes.

Mr. P  presentation of multiple identification documents with different names
understandably created confusion and raised concems about his identity. As a result, Officer
A focused on ensuring the integrity ofthe testing process. Despite initial reservations, Mr.
P  was permitted to take the exam. The verification process was not in front ofothers
and was not due to any protected class designation.

1.4.5.A.1- The investigation revealed that Mr. P  had requested additional time to
complete the exam, citing English as his second language. However, this accommodation
was denied by the recruitment staff. The Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) does not
classify individuals who are non-native English speakers as having a disability. As a result,
the ADA's mandate for reasonable accommodations is not directly applicable in this specific
situation (28 CFR $ 35.104).

039-24 Officer A
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the lindings and/or
recommendations of the CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holiilays and weekends) of receipt of this letter, communicate your dqsire to have an
appeal hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103, or
by email to CPoA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Board's nert regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt ofthe
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modi$ the Directorrs
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

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

2) That the furdings 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.

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

calendar days (inclusive ofholidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter. Include your CPC
number.

lf you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at htlp://rvwrv.cabq.gov/cpoa/survey. There was a delay in the issuance offindings
due to the resignation of the Executive Director, another not being appointed by City Council
until some months later, and a high volume of reviews to process. Thank you for your patience

and participation in the process of civilian oversight ofthe police, ensuring officers and

personnel ofthe APD are held accountable, and improving the Process.

Sincerely,
The lian Police Oversi t Agency by

Diane
Executive Director
(sls) 924-3770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

CnTIIIN PoLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

September 30, 2024

Via Certified Mail

7021 09so 0002 0443 6047

 

Re: CPC # 061-24

COI4EI"AINL

Ms. H  alleged that PSA S acted suspiciously, stood beside her car, and tampered
with her parked car on the street. Ms. H  questioned why PSA S was on her street
"patrolling the area" and tagging vehicles and whether there was a specific complaint
about her car. In her continuation complaint, Ms. H  alleged that when she
confronted the PSA, he asked him his name, to which he replied, S, but did not give a
first name when she asked. In addition, Ms. H  alleged that PSA S retumed to her
vehicle between 03 l7 and 0700 hours later that morning and put citation on her car.

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

NM 87103

www.cabq.gov

EYIDENCE BEYII,]IEDI

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

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

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee lnvolved: PSA S

Other Materials: email communications, PSA APD policy

Date lnvestigation Completed: June 26, 2024

I
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FINT)INGS

policies Reviewed: l.l.6.A.l.b & 1.1.6.A.2

l. Unfounded. Investigation classification when the investigator(s) determines, by cleat and convincing
evidence, that alleged misconductdid not occur or did not involve the subjectolficer.

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

3. Not Sustsined. lnvestigation classification when the investigator(s) is unable to determine one way or the
other, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, rvhether the allcged misconduct either occurred or did not occur.

4. Exouerrted. Investigation classificaiion rvhere the investigato(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies,
procedures, or train ing.

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Original Complaint. Investigation classilication where the
iovestigator(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 uas discovered during
the investigation, and by a preponderance ofthe evidencc,lhat misconduct did occur.

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

Addi$oulCoonqlu
PSA S conducted parking enforcement responsibilities along the street adjacent to Ms.
Harper's apartment building. His lapel video footage showed him issuing citations and
"red-tagging" vehicles. Per SOP 1.78, Police Service Aide (PSA) Program, 1.78.6.D5.a, "A
PSA shall be responsible for enforcing parking violations oh public and private property. "
PSA S created a CAD on 31312024 at approximately 2223 hours regarding traflic
enforcement on Mary Ellen St. NE. PSA S issued a citation for expired tags (412022) on a
vehicle with a license tag of AHDT30. The vehicle was registered to the complainant since it
was on the street. PSA S did not retum early the following morning to issue a citation. PSA S

logged offthat nightat2354 hours and the next shift began at 1400 hours. Ms. H
provided no evidence to support her allegation. She did not provide the video evidence she

mentioned to the investigator.
A review of his lapel video showed that PSA S said his last name when asked. When Ms.
H  asked for his first name, PSA S quickly replied what his first name was.

Z

2061.24 PSA S

T

T

tr



You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings and/or
recommendations of the CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt ofthis letter, communicate your desire to have an
appeal hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.0. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103, or
by email to CPOA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Board's next regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt ofthe
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modi$ the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more 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 Director as

listed above.

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

Ifyou have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at http://www.cabq .sov/cpoa/survev. There was a delay in the issuance offindings
due to the resignation ofthe Executive Director, another not being appointed by Ciry Council
until some months later, and a high volume of reviews to process. Thank you for your patience
and participation in the process of civilian oversight of the police, ensuring officers and
personnel of the APD are held accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The lian Police Oversi ht Agency by

4Diane McD
Executive Director
(s05) 924-3770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

NN,l 87103

www. cabq.gov

CTVILIAN PoLIcE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

September 30, 2024

Via Certified Mail

7021 0950 0002 0443 6047

Re: CPC # 061-24

COUEI.AINL

In addition to Ms. H  complaints regarding PSA S, Ms. H  also claimed a
second "suspicious" female PSA in vehicle PZ55 who tagged vehicles, followed herto a
McDonald's, parked in a lot across the street for several minutes, and left.

EYIDDNCEIEYIEYEDi

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

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

APD Employee Interviewed: N/A

APD Employee Involved: no female psa identified

Other Materials: email communications

Date Investigation Completed: June 26, 2024

Ahuqucrqu - hlaking Historl 1706-2006
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FINDI NGS

l. Unfounded. Investigation classification $hen the investigator(s) determines, by clear and convincing
evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not inl'olve the subject omcer.

2. Sustai[ed. Investigation classification when the investigator(s) determines, by a prepondcrance ofthe
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject omce..

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

other, b) a preponderance ofthe evidenct, whether the alleged misconduct eilher occu.red or did not occur.

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

5. Sustrined Violation Not Based o[ Origilal Complailt. Investigation classificarion $here the
investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe cvidence, misconduct did occur that rvas not alleged in
th€ original complaint (whether CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovered during
lhs investigation, and by a prcponderance ofthe evidence, that misconduct did occur.

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

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

AddiliqlelcatrDr4iri
An employce could not be identified. The car number as provided docs not exist in the
system. A somewhat similar car number is a pool car, but was not assigned to a PSA that
night. The sergeant assigned to Ms. H area reported that no female PSA was working
in that area during the date and time ofher incident with PSA S, a male. PSA S was the only
PSA working that night during the date and time of her incident with him. Ms. H  did
not explain what misconduct the female PSA did other than "being suspicious." Some of the

activities described were typical PSA responsibilities, such as tagging vehicles. Ms. H
reported the female PSA was "flying" through the parking lot, observed her and then drove

on. More information as well as an employee's identity would be needed in order investigate

any possible violations.

2
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings and/or
recommendations of the CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter, communicate your desire to have an
appeal hearing before the CPOA Advisora Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103, or
by email to CPOA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Board's next regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt ofthe
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modify tbe Director's
findings, your appeal must demotrstrate 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.

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

Sincerely,
The lian Police Overs t Agency by

Diane McD

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

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

Executive Director
(s0s) 924-3770



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

Cn,ILIAN POLICE OIT,RSIGHT AGENCY

September 30, 2024

Via Certified Mail

7021 0950 00020439 6761

  

Re: CPC # l0l -24

Pt) Box l29l

CAIALAINL
Ms. R  reported to police a neighbor/mother that she alleged was verbally abusing
and neglecting a child. She called the police and CYFD when the mother left the child for
approximately twenty minutes. When officers arived, Officer V told her, "My
main focus, should only be the property, not the tenants."
She provided a case number of 230099864 and a d^te of 12/14/25.

Albuquerque

NM 87103

www. cabq.gov

EYIDENCE BEYIEYEDi

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

Complainant Interviewed: lsg

APD Employee Interviewed: No

APD Employee Involved: PSA V

Other Materials: CPC 311-23

Date Investigation Completed: July 31,2024

CAD Report(s): Yes

Witness(es) Interviewed: N/A

I
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FINDINGS

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

2. Sustai]red. Investigation classification when the investigator(s) determines, by a prcponder.nce ofthe
evideflce, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject officer.

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

other, b, a preponderdnce ofthe evidence, \rhether the alleged miscotrduct either occurred or did not occur.

4. Exoner&ted. Invesligalion classification where the investigato(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, that alleged conduct in the underlying complainl did occur but did not violate APD policies,
procedures, o. t.aining.

6. Administretively Closed. hvestigation classificatioo where the investigator determines: The policy
violatioos ofa minor nature and do not constitute a pattem ofmisconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7

sanction, -the allegations 6re duplicative; -the allegations, even iftrue, do not constitute misconduct; or -the
investigalion carnot be conducted because ofthe tack ofinformation in the complaint, and further
investigation would be futile.

AddiliolelCqngr.ilr

2IOI.24 PSA V

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Original Complaint. Investigation classification where lhe
investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance oflhe evidence, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in
the original complaint (r 'hether CPC o. intemal complaint) but that other misconduct $as discovered during
the investigatioo, and by a preponderance ofthe evidence, that misconduct did occur.

The investigation determined that this case should be Administratively Closed as Ms.
R  had become confused by a previous complaint (CPC 3l I -23) that she had submitled
to the Agency and had already been investigated. Ms. R  confused a hit-and-run traflic
accident (230099864) on 1211212023 that PSA V investigated and interviewed her about.
PSA V was not present with Officer H on the child neglect case.
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You have the right to appeat this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings and/or
recommendations ofthe CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) ofreceipt of this letter, communicate your desire to have an
appeal hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103, or
by email to CPOA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Board's next regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between tbe receipt ofthe
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modiff the Director,s
Iindings, 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.

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, another not being appointed by City Council
until some months later, and a high volume of reviews to process. Thank you for your patience
and participation in the process of civilian oversight ofthe police, ensuring officers and
personnel ofthe APD are held accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The ilian Police Overs t Agency by

4Diane McD
Executive Director
(s0s) 924-3770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

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



CITY OF ALBUQ!)ERQ!)E 

PO Box 1293 

Albuquerque 

NM 87103 

www.cabq.gov 

CMLIAN POLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY 

September 30, 2024 

To File 

'Re: CPC# 124-24 

COMPLAINT: 

On 04121/2024 at 1219 hours, T I W. : submitted a complaint online to the 
Civilian Police Oversight Agency (CPOA) regarding an incident that occurred on 
0412112024 at 1215 hours at Isotopes Stadium. Ms. M : reported that Officer E ''was 
showing another female officer photos of her in underwear speaking very loudly how 
she's having sex with three officers as she is trying to become pregnant. Highly 
unprofessional conversation to be having publicly in front of children who look up to 
these young officers. As a mother of a young daughter I was disgusted with the 
Albuquerque Police Department". 

Ms.M 
Ms.M 

: listed no contact information on the submitted complaint. 
: listed no additional witnesses on the submitted complaint 

EVIDENCE REVIEWED; 

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

Complainant Interviewed: No 

APO Employee Interviewed: Yes 

APO Employee Involved: Police Service Aide E 

CAD Report(s): Yes 

Witness(es) Interviewed: NIA 

Other Materials: Email Communications & Unit History Logs. 

Date Investigation Completed: August 6, 2024 

Alb11q11trq11t - M,1ki11,� HISI01J 1706-2006



EINIUNGS

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

l. Uofounded. Itrvestigatio[ classification \+,hen the inrestigator(s) determines, by clear snd convincing
evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subjectomce..

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

3. Not Sustained. Invesligation classification \r,hen 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. Exonersted. Investigation classification \ fie.e the investigato(s) determines, by a p.eponderance ofthe
evidence, that alleged conduct in lhe underlying complaint did oc.ur but did not violate APD policies,
procedures, or traitling.

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 ($hether CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misconduct Nas discovered during
the investigation, and by a preponderance ofthe evidencc, that misconduct did occur.

6. Administratively Closed. lnvestigation classilication \\'here the investigator detemines: The policy
violations ofa minor nature and do not conslitute 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

investigAlion cannot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complaint, and firrther
invesligation uould be futile.

Addiliqrelcanasr$i
It was determined that this complaint of misconduct was unfounded. No evidence was
provided or located to substantiate the allegations. The complainant chose not to provide
contact information so that questions and further details could be obtained to determine the
veracity of her claims.

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

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

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

3) that the frndings and recornmendations 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 the Chiefs handling ofthe complaint you may request a review ofthe complaint by
the City's Chief Administrative Officer. Your request must be in writing and within 30
calendar days (inclusive ofholidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter. Include your CPC
number.

If you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at http://www.cabq.qov/cpoa./survev. There was a delay in the issuance offindings
due to the resignation of the Executive Director, another not being appointed by City Council
until some months later, and a high volume ofreviews to process. Thank you for your patience
and participation in the process of civilian oversight ofthe police, ensuring officers and

personnel ofthe APD are held accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The ilian Police Oversi ht Agency by

4Diane McD

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

Executive Director
(s0s) 924-3770



CITY OF ALBU UER

Cnrr,rAN Por,rcr Ownsrcnr AcENCy

September 16,2024

Via Certified Mail

7021 09s0 0002 0443 6009

Re: CPC # 146-24

COMEIAINf,

On 0510212024, E  P  submitted a complaint online to CPOA regarding an incident
that took place on0413012024 at 1330 hours. Mr. P  reported that his vehicle was

ticketed for parking in a handicap space despite the fact that he has a permanent handicap
license plate. Mr. P  advised that the incident caused him significant inconvenience
and never should have happened.

I'}O Box 1293

Albuquerque

www. cabq.gov

Mr. P  listed no additional witnesses on the submitted complaint

EYIDENCI.BEYIEIYEDi

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

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

APD Employee lnterviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: PSA B

Other Materials: Photos submitted by complainant and case status ftom nmcourts.com

Date Investigation Completed: September 4, 2024

I
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NM 87103
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EINDINGS

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

PoliciesReviewed: 2.40.6.C.1

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

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

4. Exonergted. lnvestigation classification where the investigato(s) dete.mines, 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 Complairrt. Investigation classification where the
investigatoa(s) detcrmines. by a prepondemnce ofthe eridence, misconduct did occur lhat \ras not allegcd in
lhe original complaint (whether CPC or intemal complaint) but that other nrisconduct was discovered during
the investigation. and bJ a prepondcmncc ofthe cvidence. that misconduct did occur.

6. Admi[istrrtiv€ly Closed. Investigation classification $,lrcre the investigator determines:'lhe policy
violations ofa minor naturc and do not constitute a pattem ofmisconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7
sanction, -the allegations are duplicative; -the allegations. even iftrue, do not constitute misconduct; or -the
investigation cannol be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complainl and further
investigation would be futile.

AdditiolaL:Connqlu
2.40.6.C.1: It was determined that the citation should never have bccn issued as the alleged
violator's vehicle had a properly displayed disabled placard and was parked "in a designated
disabled parking space or any porlion thereof."

The CPOA recommends a verbal reprimand for the policy infraction. The CPOA also
recommends a policy revision to make personnel more aware of how different states may
indicate a handicap status on vehicles.

7146-24 PSA B
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings and/or
recommendations of the CPOA Executive I)irector within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter, communicate your desire to have an
appeal hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM E7103, or
by email to CPOA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Board's next regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt ofthe
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modify the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

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

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

of discretion; or

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

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

listed above.

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

If you have a computer available, we would $eatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at htto://n rr u .cabo.por /c DO a/su [\'e\ . Thank you for participating in the process of
civilian oversight ofthe police, ensuring officers and personnel ofthe APD are held
accountable, and improving the process.

The Civilian Police Oversi ght Agency by

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

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

Sincerely,



UER UE

CTVILIAN POLICE O},ERSIGHT AGENCY

September 19,2024

Via Certified Mail

7021 0950 0002 0443 6016

Re: CPC # 149-24

TAMEIAINI,
On 51812024, Ms. L  G  hand-delivered a complaint to the Civilian Police
Oversight Agency (CPOA) staff regarding an incident that occurred on 5/7/2024 at 1530
hours. Ms. G  reported being approached by two ofiicers. Ms. G  reported
that the male officer opened the trunk ofher car without a warrant and took her license
tag, which he had no right to do. She did not receive a citation and was told to leave
Smith's parking lot. In addition, Ms. G  claimed she felt sexually assaulted by the
male officer because he did not stop looking at her as she wore no bra and made her
girl friend uncomfortable.

PO Box 1293

Albuqucrque

NM 87103

www.cabq.gov

EYIDENCI.BEYIE&Dr

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

Complainant lnterviewed: No Witness(es) lnterviewed: No

APD Employee lnterviewed: Yes

APD Employee lnvolved: Sergeant M.

Other Materials: state Statutes

Date Investigation Completed: September 10, 2024

Albuqucrquc - Llaliag Hittorl l70G20OG

CITY OF ALBU

1



FINDIN(;S

Policies Reviewed: L 1.5.A.I

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

PoliciesReviewed: 2.71.4.A.1

2. Sustained. lnvestigation classilication u,hen the investigato.(s) determines, by a preponderance offie
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by lhe subject omcer.

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

other, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, rvhether the allegcd miscanduct either occurrcd or did not occur.

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

PoliciesReviewed: 2.16.5.B.1

5. Sust8ined Violation Not Based on Original Complaint. lnvestigation classilication where the
investigator(s) determines. by a preponderance ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur thal rvas not alleged in
the original complaint (whelher CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovered during
the inlcstigation. and by a preponderancc ofthc evidencc. that misconduct did occur.

6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classificalion where the investigalor determines: The policy
violations ofa minor naturE and do ilot constitute a patlcm of misconduct (i.e. 6 violation subject to a class 7
sanction, -the allegations are duplicative; -lhe allegations. even ifUue, do not conslitute misconduct: or -the
investigation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinfonnation in lhc complaint. and further
investigation would be futile.

AddiIiqlrlCapnr.rsi

The CPOA recommends an 8 hours suspension and a written reprimand for the policy
violations. A policy recommendation is also being made to clariff policy regarding
documentation.

2149-24 Sergeant M.

Ms. G  complained about the entry into her vehicle and the seizurc ofher temporary
tag. It was determined through the investigation that Sergeant M conducted a warrantless
seizure ofthe temporary tag because the vehicle was on private property and not on a public
roadway. Sergeant M did not document the circumstances ofremoving thc property or that it
was returned to MVD. Through OBRD review, the investigation determincd Sergeant M was
professional and did not visually fixate on Ms. G  or the other occupant.

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

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

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

of discretion; or

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

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

listed above.

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

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversi ght Agency by

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

l

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chiefof Police

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



CTTY OF ALBU UER UE

PO Box 1293

NNt 87103

www.cabq.gov

CTVILT,IN PoI,TCE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

   
 

Re: CPC # 149-24

COMEI.AINL

On 51812024, Ms. L  G  hand-delivered a complaint to the Civilian Police
Oversight Agency (CPOA) staff regarding an incident that occurred on 51712024 at 1530
hours. Ms. G  reported being approached by two officers. Ms. G  reported
that the male officer opened the trunk ofher car without a warrant and took her license
tag, which he had no right to do. She did not receive a citation and was told to leave
Smith's parking lot. ln addition, Ms. G  claimed she felt sexually assaulted by the
male officer because he did not stop looking at her as she wore no bra and made her
girlfriend uncomfortable.

EYIDENCI.BDYIE]4EIIi

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

Complainant Interviewed: No Witness(es) Interviewed: No

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Officer M L

Other Materials: state statutes

Date Investigation Completed: September 10, 2024
1

Albuquerquc - lllaking Hittorl 170G2006

September 19,2024

Via Certified Mail

'1021 0950 0002 0443 6016

Albuquerque



EINDINGS

PoliciesReviewed: 2.'71.4.A.1

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

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

3. Not Sustailed. ln\estigation classification $,hen the investigator(s) is unable to determine one way or the
other, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, r,r'hether the alleged misconduct either occured or did not occur.

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

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

6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classification where the investigator determines: The policy
vio lations of a minor nature and do dot co nstitute a pattem of misco nd uct ( i.e. a violation subject to a c lass 7

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

investigation cannot bc conducted because ofthe lack of information in the complaint. and further
investigation would be futile.

Addi$selrconnr.rlr
Ms. Gallcgos complained about the entry into her vehicle and the seizure ofher temporary
tag. It was determined through the investigation that Officer M L did not enter into Ms.

G  vehicle and remove any property. Ms. G  received a verbal waming
regarding remaining on business property without conducting business at the establishment

2149-24 Officer M L
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satislied with the findings and/or
recommendations of the CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) ofreceipt ofthis letter, communicate your desire to have an
appeal hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103, or
by email to CPoA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Board's next regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt ofthe
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modify the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

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

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

ofdiscretion; or

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

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

listed above.

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

Ifyou have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survev form at http://urr*.cabq .eov/cooa/survet. 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 Oversi ght Agency by

tx/
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(s05) 924-3770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chiefof Police



UER UE

Cnrlr,lx PoLrcE OvERSTGHT AcENCy

September 30, 2024

 

CAI4EIAINL

On 0512112024, Mr. E  D  submitted a complaint in person to the Civilian
Police Oversight Agency (CPOA) staffregarding an incident that occurred on 0l12512024
at 0300 hours. Mr. D  reported that he was going to sue the Albuquerque Police
Department because he was going westbound on Central and turned left onto Louisiana
when an officer started following him. He turned right onto Cochiti Street, at which point,
after he passed Indiana Street, the officer tumed on his lights and pulled him over. They
pulled him out at gunpoint and made him walk backward to them. He asked what he had
done. They said his RV was stolen. He told the officer that he was the registered owner of
the RV, which they ignored. He made four attempts to inform the officers that he was the
registered owner of

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

NM 87103

rw.lv. cabq.gov

TJIDENCE..BEYIEI9ED:

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

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

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: PSA V

Other Materials: r/a

Date Investigation Completed: September 28, 2024

Albuqacrqac - ltlakirg Hittor! 1706-2006

CITY OF AIBU

Via Email

Re: CPC # 156-24

I



F'INT)INGS

l. Unfounded. Investigation classificatior rvhen the investigator(s) determines, by clear and convincing
evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subjectofficer.

2. Sustained. Investigation classification when the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofth€
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 o. the
other, by a prepoflderance ofthe evidence, whether the alleged misconduct either occurred or did not occur.

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

Policies Reviewed: 2.86.4.4.1.a & 2.16.5.C.1

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Original Complaint. Investigation classification where the
in!€stigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in
the original complaint (rvhether CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misconduct \ras discove.ed during
the investigation, and by a preponderance ofthe evidence, that misconduct did occur.

V

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

sanction, -the allegatiofls are duplicative; -the allegations, even iftrue, do not constitute misconduct; or -the

investigation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in lh€ complaint, and firrther
inv€stigation would be futile.

Additional Comments:

2.86.4.1.a-The evidence and PSA V's admission confirm that he failed to follow APD SOP.

By not verirying the information that identified the RV reported to him as stolen, as required,

2.16.5.C1- It was determined the PSA V failed to comply with APD SOP. This order
mandates that department personnel submit Uniform lncident Reports by the end oftheir
shift.

The CPOA recommends a verbal reprimand and a written reprimand for the two policy
violations.

2156-24 PSAV
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings and/or
recommendations ofthe CPOA Executive I)irector within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter, communicate your desire to have an
appeal hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM E7103, or
by email to CPoA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Board's next regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt ofthe
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modify the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more ofthe following:

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

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

of discretion; or

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

Administratively closed complaints maybe re-opened if additional information becomes

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

listed above.

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

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

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

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

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chiefof Police



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

CIVILIAN POLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

September 30, 2024

Re: CPC # 156-24

COMEI.AINT

On 05/21D024, Mr. E  D  submitted a complaint in person to the Civilian
Police Oversight Agency (CPOA) staffregarding an incident that occurred on 0l125/2024
at 0300 hours. Mr. D  reported that he was going to sue the Albuquerque Police
Department because he was going westbound on Central and turned left onto Louisiana
when an officer started following him. He turned right onto Cochiti Street, at which point,
after he passed lndiana Street, the officer turned on his lights and pulled him over. They
pulled him out at gunpoint and made him walk backward to them. He asked what he had
done. They said his RV was stolen. He lold the officer that he was the registered owner of
the RV, which they ignored. He made four attempts to inform the officers that he was the
registered owner of

PO Box l29f

Albuqucrquc

NM 87103

EYIDDNCI.BEYILEEDT

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

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

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Officer H

Other Materials: additional force policies

Date Investigation Completed: September 28, 2024

Albuqrcrqw - Mating Hi*ory 1706-2006

Via Email

wr,vw. cabq. gov

I



FINDINGS

PoliciesReviewed: 2.54.4.8.4

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

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

PoliciesReviewed: 2.71.4.A.1

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

6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classification where the investigator determires: The policy
violations ofa minor nature and do not constitute a patlem ofmisconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7
sanction, -lhe allegations arc duplicative; -the allegations, even iftrue, do not constitute misconduct: or -the
invcstigation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complaint, and further
investigation *ould be futile.

AddilioulCorulsalu
2.'7l.4.A.l It was determined that Ofhcer H's actions during the high-risk traffic stop
involving Mr. D s or,0l/3012024 were found to be in compliance with APD's
Procedural Order. His actions were directly related to the erroneous information he received
about the allcgedly stolen RV (reported on 01/2 5/2024), whichhad been incorrectly entered
into NCIC at the PSA's direction.

2.54.4.8.4 Mr. D  was not pulled out at gunpoint as firearms were not pointed at him,
officers had their firearms in a low ready position. However, Mr. D  perception is
understandable. There was no reportable show offorce.

/

156-24 Officer H

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

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

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

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

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversi ght Agency by

)xl ----t-

Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(s05) 924-3770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chiefof Police

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

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

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

of discretion; or

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

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

listed above.



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

NM 87103

wwrv.cabq. gov

CTVILIAN POLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

September 30, 2024

Via Email

 

Re: CPC # 156-24

COMPIAINL

On 0512112024, Mr. E  D  submitted a complaint in person to the Civilian
Police Oversight Agency (CPOA) staffregarding an incident that occurred on 0112512024

at 0300 hours. Mr. D  reported that he was going to sue the Albuquerque Police
Department because he was going westbound on Central and turned left onto Louisiana
when an officer started following him. He turned right onto Cochiti Street, at which point,
after he passed Indiana Street, the officer turned on his lights and pulled him over. They
pulled him out at gunpoint and made him walk backward to them. He asked what he had
done. They said his RV was stolen. He told the officer that he was the registered owner of
the RV, which they ignored. He made four attempts to inform the officers that he was the
registered owner of

EYIDENCI.BEYIIJUEDi

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

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

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Officer B.C.

Other Materials: additional force policies

Date Investigation Completed: September 28, 2024

Albtqrerque - llakitg Hhtory 1706-2006

I



FINNINGS

PoliciesReviewed: 2.54.4.8.4

l. Unfounded. Investigation classificatio[ when the investigator(s) determines, by clear and convincing
evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur o, did not involve tte subjectolficer.

2. Sustrined. Investigation classilicatiol rvhen the investigator(s) determines, by a prcponderance oflhe
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject officer.

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

PoliciesReviewed: 2.71.4.A,.1

4. Exoneraled. Investigation classitication where the investigato(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, lhal allcgcd conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies,
procedures, or traininS.

5. Sust{ined Violation Not Based on Original Complaint. lnvestigation classification where the
investigator(s) deternlines, by a preponderance ofthe evidence. misconduct did occur that was not alleged in
the original complaint (whether CPC or in(emal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovered during
the investigation. and by a prcpondemnce ofthc evidence, that misconduct did occur.

6. Administntively Closed. Investigation classificatioo whe.e the invesligator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor nature and do not constitute a pattem ofmisconducl (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7
sanction, -the allegations are duplicative; -the allegations, even ifbue, do not constitute misconduct; or -the
investigation cannot b€ conducted because ofthe lack of information in the complain! and further
investigation would be fulile.

AddiliqlllclEE.tllri
2.71.4.A.1 It was determincd that Officer B.C.'s actions during the high-risk traffic stop
involving Mr. D  on 0113012024 were found to be in compliance with APD's
Procedural Order. His actions were directly related to the erroneous information he received
about thc allegedly stolen RV (reported on 0112512024), which had been incorrectly entercd
into NCIC at the PSA's dircction.

2.54.4.8.4 Mr. D  was not pulled out at gunpoint as firearms were not pointed at him,
officers had their firearms in a low ready position. However, Mr. D  perception is
understandable. There was no reportable show offorce.

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

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

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

of discretion; or

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

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

listed above.

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

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

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

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Overs ight Agency by

tx/
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(s0s) 924-3770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

NM 87103

CnrLr,c.N Por,rcE OtaERSrcHr AGENCy

September 30, 2024

Via Email

 

Re: CPC # 156-24

COMEI.AINL

On0512112024, Mr. E  D  submitted a complaint in person to the Civilian
Police Oversight Agency (CPOA) staff regarding an incident that occurred on 0l /25/2024
at 0300 hours. Mr. D  reported that he was going to sue the Albuquerque Police
Department because he was going westbound on Central and turned left onto Louisiana
when an officer started following him. He turned right onto Cochiti Street, at which point,
after he passed Indiana Street, the officer turned on his lights and pulled him over. They
pulled him out at gunpoint and made him walk backward to them. He asked what he had
done. They said his RV was stolen. He lold the officer that he was the registered owner of
the RV, which they ignored. He made four attempts to inform the officers that he was the
registered owner of

EYIDENCE.BEYIEYEDi

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

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

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Officer B.F.

Other Materials: additional force policies

Date Investigation Completed: Sepember 28, 2024

Albuqacrquc - itlaking History l7O6-2006

www. cabq.gov
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EINIUNGI

PoliciesReviewed: 2.54.4.8.4

L Unfounded. lnvestigatior classification lvhen the investigator(s) determines, by clear atld convincing
evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve lhe subject olficer.

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

PoliciesReviewed: 2.71.4.4.1

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

5. Sustailled Violation Not Based on Original Complsint. lnvestigation classification where the
investigator(s) delermines, by a preponderanc€ ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur that $as not alleged in
the original complaint (ttether CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovered during
the investigation, and by a prcponderance ofthe evidence, thal misconduct did occur.

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

AddiliolaL:Cponsalu
2.71.4.A,.1 It was determined that Officer B.F.'s actions during the high-risk traffic stop
involving Mr. D  ot 01130/2024 were found to be in compliance with APD's
Procedural Order. His actions were directly related to the erroneous information he received
about the allegedly stolen RV (reported on 01/2512024), whichhad been incorrectly entered
into NCIC at the PSA'S direction.

2.54.4.8.4 Mr. D  was not pulled out at gunpoint as firearms were not pointed at him,
officers had their firearms in a low ready position. However, Mr. D  perception is
understandable. There was no reportable show offorce.

2
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings and/or
recommendations of the CPOA Executive I)irector within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt ofthis letter, communicate your desire to have an
appeal hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.0. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103, or
by email to CPOA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Board's ne regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt ofthe
request and the next meeting, In order for the Advisory Board to modiS the Directorrs
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more ofthe following:

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

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

ofdiscretion; or

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

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

listed above.

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

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

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversi ght Agency by

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

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

I'O Box 1293

Albuquerque

NM 87101

www. cabq. gov

Crvrr,r,rx Por,rcE OyERsrcHr AGENCy

September 30, 2024

Via Email

 

COMEI.AINL

On 05/2112024, Mr. E  D  submitted a complaint in person to the Civilian
Police Oversight Agency (CPOA) staffregarding an incident that occurred on 0l125/2024
at 0300 hours. Mr. D  reported that he was going to sue the Albuquerque Police
Department because he was going westbound on Central and turned left onto Louisiana
when an officer started following him. He turned right onto Cochiti Street, at which point,
after he passed Indiana Street, the officer turned on his lights and pulled him over. They
pulled him out at gunpoint and made him walk backward to them. He asked what he had
done. They said his RV was stolen. He told the officer that he was the registered owner of
the RV, which they ignored. He made four attempts to inform the officers that he was the
registered owner of

EYIDENCF.-BEYIEICI.DT

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

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

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Officer D.C.

Other Materials: additional force policies

Date lnvestigation Completed: September 28, 2024

Albuqucrqrc - Mdhing Hirory 1706-2006

Re: CPC # 156-24
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FINI)IN(;S

PoliciesReviewed; 2.54.4.8.4

l. Unfounded. lnvestigation classification uiren the investigator(s) determines, by clear and convincing
evidence, that alleged miscoqduct did not occur o. did not involve lhe subjectomcer.

2. Suslained. lnvestigation classification when the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the slbject officer.

3. Not Sustsi[ed. Investigation classification when the investigato(s) is unable 10 determine one way or the
other, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, whether the alleged misconduct either occuraed or did not occur.

PoliciesReviewed: 2.71.4.4.1

4. Exoneraled. lnvestigation classification where lhe investigator(s) determi[es, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, ihat alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies,
procedures, or raining.

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Original Complaint. lnvestigalion classification where the
in,r'estigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in
the original complaint (whether CPC or intemal complaint) bul that other misconduct was discovercd during
thc investigation, and by a preponderance ofthe evidence, that misconduct did occur.

6. Administratively Closed. lnvestigation classificalion where lhe investigator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor nafure and do not constitule a pattem of misconduct (i-€. a violation subject lo a class 7

sanction, -the allegations are duplicative; -the allegations. evcn iftrue, do not constitute misconducti or -thc
investigation cannot be conducted because oflhe lack of information in the complaint, and further
investigation would be futile.

AddiliolsL,rcannellri
2.'11.4.A.1 It was determined that Officer D.C.'s actions during the high-risk traffic stop
involving Mr. D  on 0113012024 were found to be in compliance with APD's
Procedural Order. His actions were dircctly related to the erroneous information he received
about the allegedly stolen RV (reported on 0112512024), which had been incorectly entered
into NCIC at the PSA's direction.

2.54.4.8.4 Mr. D  was not pulled out at gunpoint as firearms were not pointed at him,
officers had their firearms in a low ready position. However, Mr. D  perception is
understandable. There was no reportable show of force.

V
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings and/or
recommendations of the CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekeuds) of receipt of this letter, communicate your desire to have an
appeal hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.0. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103, or
by email to CPOA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Board's next regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt ofthe
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modi$ the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

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

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

of discretion; or

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

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

listed above.

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

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

)ry

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chiefof Police



CITY OF ALBU UER

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

NNl 87103

rl.wr,,r. cebt1. gov

Cnrr,raN Por,rcE OvERSTGHT AcrNcy

September 20, 2024

Via Email

Re: CPC # 165-24

COMEI.AINL

Ms. O  complaint did not include the issues discovered during the investigation
against Officer S. A review ofthe OBRD videos noted misconduct from Ofhcer S toward
the male subject.

EYIDEME.BryIEICI.D

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

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

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee lnvolved: Officer S

Other Materials: r/a

Date lnvestigation Completed: September | 1, 2024

I

Albuqwrqrc - llakirry H*toty 1706'2006
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EINDINIS

l. Unfounded. lnvesliSation classification $ten lhe investigalo(s) delennincr by clear and convincing
€vidence. lhat alleged misconducl did nol occur or did nor involve the subjecl ofli.tr.

2. Sustrincd. lnvestigarion classification $h€n the invcstigalo(s) detcrmioes, by a pnpooderane of th€

evidence, the alleged misconduc( did occur by lhe subject omc.r.

3. lot Sustained. lnvesligation clasrification rvhen lhe invEsligaro(s) is unable to determine ore $ay or thc

other, by a pEponderance oflhe evidence, whether the alleged mismnducl either occuned or did nol occur.

4. Exonerated. lnvesti8ation classification nherc the invcsti8alo(s) delermin€s" by a prepondemnce ofthe
evidence, that allcged condud io thc underlying complainl did occur bu( did not violale APD policies,
pmcedurcs. or traininS.

Policies Reviewed: General Order l. | .5.A.5

5, Susteined Violation I'iot Brsed on Original Complaitrt. lnvestigalion classification \r'here lhe
invesligalo(s) determines, b, a prcpondeBnce ofthe evidencq miscondud did occur thal \as nol alleSed in

lhe original complaint (irhelh€r CPC or intcmal complainl) but lhal olh€t misconduct uas discovercd during
lhe invesligation, and by 8 preponderancr oflhc evidcnce. that misconduct did occur.

6, Administralively Clos.d. I nvestigal io n classific6t ion rih€te the investiSalor ddermines: The policy
violations ofa minor naluE and do nol constilute a panem ofmisconduct (i.4. a viola(ion subjecl to a cl,Lss 7

sanclion. -lhe alleSalions are duplicalive: -lhe allegalions. even if lrue, do nol constitule misconducl; or _lhe

invesligalion cannol be conducted because ofthe lacl o[ infortnalioo h the complaint, and funhet
investigation rvould be firlile.

AddiliqrEtCoprtrEi
I .1.5.A.5-A review of the OBRD Videos confirmed that officer S used profanity and

derogatory and disrespectful language toward the male subject, violaling the SOP in
question. The CPOA recommends 8 hour suspension for the violation.

a
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165-24 Officer S
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings and/or
recommendations of the CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt ofthis letter, communicate your desire to have an
appeal hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103, or
by email to CPOA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Board's next regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt ofthe
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modi$ the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

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

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

ofdiscretion; or

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

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

listed above.

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

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

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

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

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chielof Police



CTTY OF ALBU UER UE

CTUIIaN PoT,TCE O\TRSIGHT AGENCY

Scptember 20, 2024

Via Email

 

Re: CPC # 165-24

CAMEI.,AINL

Ms. O  reported that she was the Manager of an Apa(ment complex and they needed
to call APD frequently. Ms. O  reported that the officers came in and asked if Ms.
O  wanted to press charges and then made a rude and snide reference to another call
they had placed for a different individual (P.G) in the past. Ms. O  reported that the
female officers were condescending and unprofessional, asking Ms. O  if she would
actually press charges or ifshe was going to let them apply to live therejust like the last
tirne. Ms. O  reported that the words and actions of the officers were disgusting and
that they should be ashamed ofthemselves for responding in such a way.

t'O Box 129-l

NM ri7l03

wrrw.cabq.gov

IJIDEI{CI.BEYIEWIDi

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 J

Other Materials: da

Date lnvestigation Completed: September I L, 2024

Albr.rqucrquc

Albqroquc - Lla|ing Hitorl 1706-20AG



FTNNINGS

I. Unfounded. In\estigation classificalion when the investigator(s) determines, by clear arld convincing
evidence, that alleged misconduct did mt occur or did not involve the subject officcr.

2. Sustailed. Investigalion classification when the invcstigator(s) determiles, by a preponderance ofthe
evidcnce. lhe allegcd mixonducl did occur by the subjccl omcer.

3. Not Sustsined. lnvestigation classification when the investigator(s) is unablc to determine one way or the
other, by a preponderanc€ ofthe evidence, rvhether the alleged misconduct either occurred or did not occur.

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

4. Exonerated. Investigation classilication rvhere the investigato(s) deterdines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, thal alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies.
procedures. or trainiDg.

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

6. Administratively Closed. Invcstigation classification where thc invesligator detcrmines: The policy
violations ofa minor nature and do not constitute a pattcm ofmisconduct (i.e. a violation subjcct to a class ?

sanction. -the allegations are duplicative; -the allegations, evcn iflrue. do not constitute nrisconduct; or _the

investigation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinlormation in the complaint, and furlher
investigation t\ould be futile.

Arldiliarelrcaunf,ilri
l.l.5.A.l-A review of the OBRD videos confirmed that Officer J did make the comments in
question, however, Officer J gave an ample response for the reasoning for the comments and

did not violate the SOP in question.

V
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satislied with the findings and/or
recommendations of the CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) ofreceipt of this letter, communicate your desire to have an
appeal hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.0. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103, or
by email to CPOA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upou receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Board's next regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt ofthe
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modify the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more ofthe following:

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

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

ofdiscretion; or

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

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

listed above.

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

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

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversi ght Agency by

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

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CTTY OF ALBU UER

PO Box 129-l

Albuquerq,.re

wxrrv'.cabq.gov

Cnrr,rl'n Por,rcE OvERsrcHr Acr,mcy

September 30, 2024

Via Email

Re: CPC # 180-24

CON4EIAINL

On 6/2112024, R  H  submitted a complaint via telephone to the CPOA staff
regarding the timely completion of a crash report 2 4-0041792.

IJIDEIICT.BEYII.EED

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

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

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: PSA D

Other Materials: Email Communications, language services, only report was tow-in

Date Investigation Completed: Septernbet 9, 2024

I

Albuqaetqnc - lllaking H*tory 1706-2006
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F'INDINGS

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

PoliciesReviewed: 2.16.5.C.1 (Reports)

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 $hen the investigator(s) is unable to detcrmine one uay or the

other, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, \\'hcth thc 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 policics,
procedures, or training.

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

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

sanction, -the allegations are duplicative; -the allegations, even iftfue, do not codstitute misconduct; or -the

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

Arldiliqulrcqp[srlu
2.16.5 C.l: It was determined that PSA D did not create the associated crash report as

mandated.

The CPOA recommends a verbal reprimand

2180.24 PSA D

a
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5. Sustflined Violation Not Based on Origiral Complaint. Investigation classification \!here the

investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur lhat was not alleged in l-'l
the original complaint ($,hether CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misconduct \r as discor ered during I I

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

n



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

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

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

ofdiscretion; or

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

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

listed above.

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

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

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

nl
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(50s) 924-3770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

Ntlr 8710-3

uvrv.cabq.gov

C TUIN PoLIcE OITRSIGHT AGENCY

September 18,2024

To File

Anonymous

Re: CPC # 205-24

EYIDINCI.BEYIEYEDT

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

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

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Sergeant J

Other Materials: Email Communications, Citations, & Google Maps Screenshots

Date Investigation Completed: September 2, 2024

Albuqucrquc - MaLing Hitorl l7O6'2006

COIAITAINL

Anonymous submitted an online complaint to the CPOA regarding an incident that
occured on 0712512024 at 2300 hours. Anonymous reported that Sergeant J pulled him
over and informed him that he exceeded the speed limit by 20 mph. Anonymous reported
that he was going 67 mph in a 60 mph zone. Sgt. J immediately asked Anonymous if he
had been drinking and had him follow his finger with his eyes. Sgt. J provided
Anonymous with almost no time to locate his insurance, so he was unable to provide it,
and received a citation. Anonymous attempted to wave Sgt. J down to ask a question and
provide his insurance card, but Sgt. J left the scene while staring Anonymous down.
Anonymous repo(ed that he was issued a citation for speeding and wanted to see the
radar but wasn't provided the opportunity to ask.



FINDINGS

Policies Reviewed: 1.1.5.A.4 (Conduct) & 2.71.4.A.1(Anest, Search, & Seizure)

I. Unfoundcd. Investigrtion classification when the investigato(s) dete.mines, by clear and convioci[g
evidence, that alleged misconductdid not occur or did not involve the subjectofficer.

2. Sustained. In!estigation classification when the in\estigator(s) detemines, by a p,eponderance ofthe
evidence. the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject omcer.

3. Not Sust8ined. lnvestigation classification when the investigato(s) is unable to determirc one $ay or the
other, by a preponderance ofthe evidence. whether the alleged misconduct either occurrcd or did not occur.

Policies Reviewed: l. 1.5.E.4 (Department-lssued Equipment)

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Original Complaint. Investigation classification uhere rhe
investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe evidence. misconduct did occur that tvas not allcged in
the original complaint (*'hether CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovered during
ihe invesligalion, and by d prcponderance ofthe evidence. that misconduct did occur.

1.1.5.A.4: It was determined that Sgt. J was professional, prompt, and acted within the scope

of his duties. There was no evidence to support the allegation that Anonymous attempted to
wave Sgt. J down, but Sgt. J left the scene while staring Anonymous down. This
determination included a credibility assessment, which determined that Anonymous was
untrue in reporting that he wasn't given the time to locate his insurance.

l.l .5.E.4: It was determined that Sgt. J admitted to speeding while operating a

department-issued vehicle and did so without a lawful reason.

2.71.4.A.1: It was determined that the traffic stop (seizure) was based on a perceived lawful
violation. The beliefthat Sgt. J was incorrect regarding the speed limit or, in his assessment
of Anonymous' speed is a matter to be argued in a court of law.

The CPOA recommends a written reprimand for the policy violation.

Z

V

2205-24 Sergeant J

I

4. Exonerrt€d. lnvestigation classification lvhere the investigato(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence. that alleged conduct in the unde.lying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies,
prccedures, or training.

6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classification uhere the investigator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor naturc and do not constitute a pattem of misconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class ?
sanction. -the allegations are duplicative: -the allegations. even if true, do not constitute misconduct: or -lhe
investigation cannot be conducled because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complaint and further
invcstigation would be futile.

Addiliol8lcsDelrsi

tr

tr



You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings and/or
recommendations of the CPOA Executive I)irector within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter, communicate your desire to have an
appeal hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM E7103, or
by email to CPOA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Boardrs next regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt ofthe
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modi$ the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

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

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

ofdiscretion; or

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

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

listed above.

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

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

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversi ght Agency by

)u
--

Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(sos) 924-3770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police
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