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CTTY OF AIBU UER UE

CTvILIAN PoLIcE Ovf,Rsrcgr Acrr,{cy

February 28,2025

To File

Ms. Anonymous
Unknown Address
No email indicated

Re: CPC # 100-24

CA!4PIAINL

Ms. Anonymous submifted a complaint via telephone to the Civilian Police Oversight
Agency (CPOA) staff regarding an incident that occurred on 11812024. Ms. Anonymous
stated she called 9 I l, and while on the phone, a man was breaking down her door and
yelling that he was going to beat her to death. Ms. Anonymous reported that when
offrcers arrived at her apartment, they did not do theirjob by anesting a man who
th,reatened to beat her to death. Ms. Anonymous felt neglected by the way the offrcers
had treated her.

Note: Ms. Anonymous was not interviewed for this investigation. The phone number on
the complaint did not work and no other means to contact Ms. Anonymous was provided

www.cebq.gov

l'O Box 1293

Albuquerquc

NM 87r03

EYIDENCEAEYIE}{EDI

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

Complainant Interviewed: No

APD Employee lnterviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Officer S

Other Materials: da

Date Investigation Completed: July 23, 2024

CAD Report(s): Yes

Witness(es) Interviewed: N/A

I



EINDINGI

l. Unfounded. Investigation classification whcn the invcstigato(s) dctcrmines, by clcar and convincing
cvidonce, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involvc the subject omccr. V
2. Sustained, Investigation ctassification whcll the invcstigato(s) dctermines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidcncq the allegcd misconduct did occur by the subject omcer.

3. Not Sustained. lnvesligation classification when the investigato(s) is unable to determinc onc way or the
othcr, by a prepondcrance oflhc cvidcncc, whcther the alleged misconduct either oc.urred or did not occur.

4. Exotrerated. Invcstigation classilication where the investigator(s) determines, by I prepond$ance ofthe
evidence, that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occu, but did tlot violatc APD policics,
procedures, or training.

5. Sustained Violation Not Brs€d on Original Complaint. Investigation classilication where the
investigato(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur that was not allegcd in
the original complaint (*fiether CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovcred during
lhc investigation, atld by a prcponderance ofthe evidence, that misconduct did occur.

6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classification where the investigator determines: Thc policy
violations ofa minor naturc and do not constitute a panem ofmisconduct (i.c. a violation subject to a class ?
sanction, -the allegations are duplicative; -the allegations, even iftrue, do not constitute misconduc! or -the
invesligation cannot bc conductcd because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complaint and furthcr
invcsrigation would bc futilc.

AddiliqrslCsnnrrEi
The investigation determined that Ofiicer S had not violated policy during his interaction
with Ms. Anonymous. Reviewing Offrcer S' OBRD video corroborated what he said had
happened in his interview and what happened on the scene. A review ofthe CAD log
confirmed that the incident occurred two days before the complainant called police, which
Ms. Anonymous had acknowledged. Offrcer S did explain to Ms. Anonymous, based on
what she had told him about her neighbor banging on her door and threatening to beat her to
death, that the situation did not meet the criteria under state law for an arrest-able offense.
The neighbor never entered her aparffnent, there was no damage to her door, and no exigent
circumstances existed. Ms. Anonymous did not want Offrcer S to interview her neighbor.
There was insufficient evidence to proceed with a court summons. All of that was explained
to Ms. Anonymous. An incident report was not required, as the incident did not fit the
required report category in SOP 2.16.5.8.1. Officer S determined that a crime was not
committed. Therefore, no incident report was needed. The incident was documented on the
CAD log and explained to Ms. Anonymous, who understood and did not complain.

7100-24 Officer S

PoliciesReviewed: 1.1.5.A.4
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You have the right to appeal this decision.Ifyou are not catisfied with the frndings and/or
regommendations of the CPOA Erecutive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holiileys and weekenils) of receipt of this letter, communicate your ilesire to have an
appeal hearing before the CPOA Ailvisory Board iu a signed writing adalressed to the
CPOA Director. Please rend your request to P.O. Bor 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 Boarils nert regularly
scheduled meeting proviileil there is at least 14 business dayr betweetr the receipt ofthe
request and the nert mecting. In ortler for the Ailvisory Boaril to modi$ the Director's
Iindings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more ofthe following:

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

2) That the frndings or recommendations were arbitrary, caprioious or oonstituted an abuse of
discretion; or

3) that the lindings and recommendations wcre not consistent with thc record evidenc€.

Administratively closed complaints may be re-opened if additional information becornes
available. Pleasc provitlc your additional information in writing to the CPOA Dircctor as

listcd above.

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

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

Sincerely,
The ilian Police O ht Agency by

Diane I
Executive Director
(s0s) 924-3770

J

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief ofPolice



CITY OF ALBU UER UE
Crvn ux Por,Icr, OwnsrcnrAcENcY

February 18,2025

Via Certifred Mail

Re: CPC # 159-24

l'>O Box 1293

Albuquerquc

NM 87 r 0-1

w*w.cabq.gov

EYIDENCE,BDYIEEDT

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

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

APD Employee Intewiewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Officet H.

Other Materials: apd's pursuit policy and Stachase policy

Date hvestigation Completed: September 19, 2024

)ll,t,,t,t, ',tt,.

,l

CAIAIAINL
Mr. L  R  submitted a complaint to the CPOA regarding an incident that
occurred on 1012612023. He detailed a story about his encounter with Offlcer H,
including how and why he was pulled over during a traffic stop, pursued, and ultimately
arrested. Mr. L  R  believed the traffic stop was unlawful, did not follow APD
procedures, and was unfairly treated. In addition, Mr. L  R  claimed that he had
no drug paraphemalia, drugs, or pills in his car or his possession. Mr. L  R
felt targeted and profiled by APD. During his interview, Mr. L  R  repeated
several aspects ofhis pursuit with Offrcer H and the stop described in his complaint.
When stopped, Mr. L  R  said he was given conflicting reasons why he was
stopped.



EINDINGI

PoliciesReviewed: 2.71-4.A.1

, l. Unfounded. Investigation classification when thc investigator(s) dctcrmines, by clear and convincing

I evidcnct, that allegcd misconduct did not occur or did not involv€ 0le subject omcer-

' 2. Sustained. Invcstigatioo classification when the investigato(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
, cvidcnce, the allcgcd misconduct did occur by the subject officer.

, 4. Exoneratcd. Investigation classification where the investigator(s) determines, by aprepondcnnce ofthe
. evidence, thal allegcd conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did nol violate APD policies,

procedures, or training.

5. S[strined Violation Not Based on Original Complaint. Investigation classification where rhe
investigato(s) detcrmines, by a preponderancc ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur that rlas not allcged in
ths original complaint (*fiether CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovered during
the investigation, and by a preponderance ofthc evidenc€, that misconduct did occur.

6. Administrltively Closed. Investigation classification where the invcstigator 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 if true, do not conslitute misconduc( or -the
investigation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack of information in the complaint, ard further
investigation would be futile.

Addiliqrlconpsusr
Officer H did not violate policy during his encounter with Mr. L  R  which
included the initial traffic stop, an attempt to stop Mr. L  again when he fled for Officer
H, and his eventual stop and arrest. Mr. L  R  was told why he was stopped, the
reason for his arrest, fleeing from a law enforcement officer, and possession of a controlled
substance. A non-arresting officer made an honest mistake by initially giving an inaccurate
reason ofa stolen vehicle due to that being the frequency in similar circumstances.
Regarding Mr. L  R  allegation that the entire traffic stop incident did not follow
APD procedure, Offrcer H noted that during his experience and training, people who flee
from traffrc stops are fleeing for a reason. They are often armed or attempting to hide or
discard evidence ofa crime. Because ofa likely armed encounter, a high-risk traffic stop was

ultimately conducted. On OBRD Mr. L  R  admitted to knowingly refusing to pull
over and fleeing. He knew he was supposed to stop when an officer activated his emergency
equipment and struggled with addiction. No APD vehicle bumped Mr. L  R
vehicle, but he may have heard/felt the StarChase dart, which does not deliver significant
force. The CPOA cannot investigate why other agencies have stopped him in the previously.

2159-24 Offrcer H

3. Not Sustained. Investigation classification when the investigator(s) is unable to determine ooe way or the
other, by a preponde.ance ofthe evidence, whether the alleged misconduct either occuEed or did not occur.
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1) A policy was misapplied in the evaluation ofthe complaint;

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

3) that the furdings and rccomrnendations were not consistent with the rccord evidence.

Administratively closed complaints may be re-opened if additional information becornes
available. Plcase 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 mater
relating to thc 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. lnclude your CPC
number.

If you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at http://ssrv.cabcl.gov/cpoa/survcv. 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 arc held accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The ilian Police Overs t Agency by

Diane McDennllt
Executive Director
(50s)924-3770

J

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the frndings and/or
recommendations of the CPOA f,recutive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt of this l€tter, communicate your desire to have an
appeal heariug before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please sentl 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 provideil there is at least 14 business days between the receipt ofthe
request and the nert meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modiS the Directorrs
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more ofthe following:



CITY OF AIBU UER
CrvuAN PoLrcE OvERsrcHr AcENCy

Via Email

Re: CPC # 214-24

COMPJiAINL

On0810912024,  S  submitted an online complaint to the CPOA regarding an
incident that occuned on 08/06/2024 ar 1315 hours. Mr. S  reported that he called
about an individual on drugs that was blocking access to his business. OIlicers responded
and said that the individual needed medical attention because their intestines were
hanging out due to a stabbing. The individual refused medical assistance, and the officers
departed, leaving him in front ofthe business.

EYIDENCEBEYEEDI

Vidds): Yes APD Report(s): N/A CAD Report{s): Yes

Complainant Interviewed: Yes Wihess(es) lnterviewed: Yes

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Officer J

Other Materials: Email Communications, multiple other APD witness personnel interviews

DaG Investigation Complaed: November 27 ,2024
I

AlktqutrE,t - ltlehing Hi'tott l:06 )006

l'O Box 1293

NM 87103

rrww.cabq.gov

UE

February 27,2025

Albuquerque



PoliciesReviewed: 2.60.4.C.1.e(PreliminaryInvestigations)

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

3. Not Sustain€d. lnvestigation classilication when lhe investigatods) is unable to determinc one way or the
other, by a preponderance ofthe cvidence, whethcr the alleged misconducl either occuncd or did not occur.

4. Exonerated. Investigation classification wherc the invesligator(s) d€tcrmincs, by a preponderaflcc ofthe
evidenc€, that allcged conduct in thc undcrlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies,
procedurcs, or training.

6. Administratively Closed. Invcstigation classification where the investigator determines: The policy
violations of a minor nature and do not constitute a pattcm of misconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class ?
sanctiorL -the allegations arc duplicative; -the allegations, even if tme, do not constitute misconduct; or -the
investigation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack of information in the complain! and funhcr
investigation would be futile.

Additiolelcougrltli
2.60.4.C.\.e: It was determined that law enforcement and medical services responded to the
call for service in a timely manner, within about ten minutes. The individual refused medical
assistance and tansportation for his self-removed colonoscopy bag. The individual had not
been stabbed as was first thought given his medical condition. AFR encouraged medical
treatment, but could not force transport. The individual left the property as directed by the
officers at Mr. Spaeth's request, but once he was on the sidewalk the officers had limited
options of authority. A criminal trespass was not requested for the business itself.

2214-24 Officer J

FINTIINGS

i l;,Y.llxlfilil,lili*',i':""il:1T1fi:*:;i:i}:Tfiilfi""Ji3"ttj}ffilf''arandconvincins ,,v

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
thc original complaint (whether CPC or iltemal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovered during
thc investigation, and by a preponderancc ofthe evidence, that misconduct did occur.

:
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You have the right to appeal this ilecision. Ifyor are not satislied with the linilings and/or
recommendations of the CPOA Erecutive Dir€ctor within 30 calendar ilays (inclusive of
holidays and weekenils) ofreceipt of thls letter, communicate your ilesire to have an
appeal hearing before tle CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing adilressetl to the
CPOA Director. Please rentl your request to P.O. Bor 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103, or
by email to CPOA@cabq.gov. Incluile your CPC number. UpoE receipt of the
commuuication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Board's next regularly
scheduled mecting proviileil there is at least 14 business days between the receipt ofthe
request anil the next meeting. [n order for the Ailvisory Board to moilify the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate otre or more ofthe following:

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

listed above.

lf you are not satisficd with the final disciplinary decision of the Chief ofPolicc or any mater
relating to the Chiefs handling of the complaint you may rcquest a revicw ofthe complaint by
the City's Chicf Administrative Offrcer. Your r€quest must be in writing and within 30
calendar days (inclusive ofholitlays and wcekends) of receipt of this letter. Include your CPC
number.

Sincerely,
The lian Police Overs Agencyby

DianeMcD
Executive Director
(sos) 924-3770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

l) A policy was misapplied in the evaluation ofthe complain!

2) That fte findings or recommsndations wero arbikary, capricious or constituted an abuse of
discretion; or

3) that lhe findings and recommendations werc not consistcnt with the rccord evidence.

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



Cn,IIt,IN PoT,TcE O!trRSIGHT AGENCY

February 28,2025

Via Certified Mail

  
  

  

R.et CPC # 228-24

Albuqucrquc

COMEI.AINL

Mr.  M  submitted a complaint via telephone to the Civilian Police
Oversight Agency (CPOA) staff regarding an incident that occurred on 8Dl/2024 at'1615
hours. He reported that it took an officer five hours to arrive because they (the
department) did not want him to retrieve his belongings from his ex-girlfriend's home.
rr\hile parked, uaiting to get his belongings out of his ex-girlfriend's home, the offrcer
approached him and began to harass him. The oflicer asked to see his phone log. The
officer threatened him with aggravated stalking.

wr*rr'.ce\.gor

EYIDENCE.BEYIEI{EDT

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

Complainant Interviewcd: Yes Witncsdes) Intcwicwcd:

APD Employee Intervicwed: Yes

APD Employce lnvolved: Officer F.

Other Materials: n/8

Datc Invcstigation Completcd: December 17,2024 1!l';"1t't"tt"

crTY oF ALBUq!,ER UE

PO Box l29l



EITDIIGS

l. Unfounded. lnrcstigation classification rihen the invcstigato(s) determincs, b) clcar and conrinciog
$ idcncc. that allcSed misconduct did nol occur o, did not inrolrc thc subjcd omcer.

2. Suslrhcd. Inresligalion classification rvhcn thc inrcstipato(s) dctermines, b! a prepondcrancc ofthr
cr idcncc. thc allcgcd misconduct did occur b) $c subject oflicer.

3. Not Sustrincd. lnr esigation classilication $ hen the in\ efligato(s) is unable ro dctcrminc onc $a1 or lhc
other. b) a prcp,ondcrance of the elidcncc. N hcther thc allcged milconduct ci$cr occurrcd or did not occur.

PoliciesRcviewed: 1.1.5.A.4

4. Eronerrled. lnucnigation classilication $here the in\ cstigato(s) detemincs. b) a prcpondc!'ancc ofthe
evidcnct'. that allcged conduct in thc undcrlyinS complainl did occu, but did not violatc APD policies.
pmccdurBs, or training.

5, Sustained Violalion Nol Brsed on Originsl Complaint. Intcstigation classification $here (hc

inrcstigato(s) dclermincs. h) a prclondcrance ofthc e\ idcnce. mis€onduct did occur lhat $as not allegcd in
$e original complaint (\rhcther CPC or inlernal complaint) but lhat other miscooducl rvas discoYercd during
thc inrcsligation. and h1 a prcpoadcrance ofthc cuidcnc!'. that misconduct did occur

6. Administratively Closed. lnvcstigation classificalion whcrc the investigator dacrmines: The polic)

riolations ofa minor naturc and do not consitule a pallcm ofmisconduct (i.e. a Iiolation subjcct to a class 7

sanction. -$e allc8Etions are duplicatire: -th. allegations- cren iftruc. do oot consitutc misconduct; or'the
inrestigation ca[not bc conducted b€causc oflhe lek ofinformation in ihe complainl and funhcr

invcstigation $ould bc futilc.

Additiutlf,4ntnsllri
A revieu olOfc F's OBRD video corroborated $'hat the officer said happened on the scene.

Mr. M s call for a police escort \1as a prioriry 4, u'hich was a lo$'Priorit) call. The call

had been holding for 180 minutes. There rvas no evidence presenled by Mr. M hat the

departmenr or Oic F intentionalll' delayed the response time to Mr. M  or did nol want

him lo retrieve his property, as alleged in his complaint. It was determined that Ofc F's

response to Mr. M  twenty minules after Ms. J  left her home u'as coincidental and

he was not in ',cahoots' as alleged. ofc F did not harass Mr. M  as alleged. He had a

legitimate reason to interact u'ith him. as Mr. M  had called the police for an escort to

reirieve his property. There was reasonable suspicion that Mr. M  had called Ms.

J  muitipie times, blocking his number based on their history that he kneu' because has

has been on more than one call ;ith these individuals. There was no violation of policy u'hen

ofc F asked to see Mr. M  phone call log for verification as he did not force Mr.

M  to tum his phone ovei to hi.. Of. F ordered Mr. M  to leave the area or face

arrest for aggravat;d s1ulking. r,r'hich was not a threat, it was an advisement of possible

.onr"qu"n.er. There was an active protection order against Mr' M

228-24 Officer F. 2
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Administratively closed complaints may be re-opened if additional information becomes
available. Please providc your additional information in writing to the CPOA Dircctor as

listcd above.

lf you have I computer available, we would greatl)' appreciate your completing our client
sun'ey form at http://s l n.cabq.cor'/cpoa,/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 revicws to process. Thank you for your patience

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

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

Sincerely,
lice Oversi ht Agency by

"#"lll /e

l

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

You have the right to appeel this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the lindings and/or
recommendations ofthe CPOA Erecutive Director within 30 caleudar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter, communicate your desire to have an
appeal hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.O. Bor 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103, or
by email to CPOA@cebq.gov. Include your CPC number, Upon receipt of tbc
commuuication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Board's nert regularly
scheduled meeting prorided there is at least lrl business days between the receipt ofthe
request and the nert meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modi$ the Director's
findings, your appeal must 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 thc frndings and recommcndations wcre not consistent with the record cvidcncc.

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

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

Executive Director
(505) 924-3770



UER UE

CTvILIAN PoLrcE OvERsrcHT AcENCY

February 4, 2025

Via Email

  

R:e: CPC#262-24

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

NM 87103

wlrv.cabq.gov

EYIDEIiCE.BEYIEI{EDi

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

Complainant Interviewed: Yes Witness(es) Interviewed: No

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: OIIicer O

Other Materials: APD Communications Audio Recording, payroll verification

Date Investigation Completed: January 24,2025

Albuqucrquc - Mabiag Hittorf 1706-2006

CTTY OF ALBU

COIEIAIN}
The complainant reported that Officer O was the officer in charge ofpreparing the pol ice
report, but he prepared the report without proper investigation ofthe scene and due
diligence on the position ofthe car or performing a DUI test. He prepared the report
solely based on his discussion with Officer T, who was the father ofthe other party
involved in the accident. The complainant reported that additionally, Officer O had a very
aggressive and dismissive tone when talking to him, which he found unjustified and
unacceptable. The complainant reported that he had prepared an amendment to the police
report providing ample evidence refuting the original police report, but so far, his
numerous attempts to contact Sergeant G, Officer O's supervisor, to deposit the
amendment have failed.

I



EINDINGI

Policies Reviewed: General Order 1.1.5.C.2

i l. Unfounded. Investigation classification wfien the investigator(s) detemines, by clear and convincing

i evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subject officer.

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

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

Policies Reviewed: General Order LL5.A.4 and Procedural Order 2.16.5.8.4

i4.Eronerrt€d.Investigatiooclassificationwheretheinvestigato(s)determines,byapreponderarceofthe I

I evidencc, that alleged conduct in lhe underlyiag complaint did occur but did Dot violate APD policies, 
iI procedures, or lraininC. 
I

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Origilal Comphint. lnvestigation classification where the
investigator(s) determines, by a prepondemnce ofthe evidence, misconduct did oc.ur that was not alleged in
the original complaint (ttrether CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misconduct was dismvered during
the investigation, and by a preponderance ofthe evidence, that misconduct did occur.

6. Admiltistratively Closed. Investigation classification where the investigator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor naturE and do not constitute a pattem ofmisconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7
sanction, -the allegations are duplicative; -the allegations, even ifrue, do not constitute misconduct; or -the
investigation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack ofiniormalion in the complaint, and furthe.
investigation would be futile.

Addiliqltlclp.Er.r$i
I .1.5.A.4-OBRD Video did confirm that during their interaction, Officer O did raise his
voice toward the complainant, but did so when the complainant continued to talk over
Officer O as Officer O was trying to explain the process and his observations. OBRD Video
confirmed that there was nothing that Officer O did or said during the incident that violated
the policy in question. A DUI investigation was not warranted as no one exhibited signs of
intoxication based on Officer O's training. l.l .5.C.2-OBRD Videos confirmed Officer O
only asked Ms. T and the complainant questions about the accident not OITicer T. The CAD
confirmed that a call for service was set up through dispatch in regard to the accident. There
was no evidence provided/located that Officer T directly reached out to Officer O prior to
Officer O arriving at the scene.

2.16.5.B.4-A review of Officer O's incident report and OBRD Video confirmed minimal
discrepancies noted on the report based on what was noted during the incident via OBRD
Video review. During the interview with Officer O, he gave ample reasoning for the clerical
mistakes and differences, and no evidence was located that would confirm that the mistakes
were made intentionally or with ill intent.
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You have the right to eppeal 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, Bor 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103, or
by email to CPOA@cabq.gov. Iuclude 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 deys between the receipt ofthe
request and the uext meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modify the Director's
Iindings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more ofthe following:

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

2) That the furdings 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 Offrce of the Mayor, P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103. Your request must be in
writing and within 30 calendar days (inclusive ofholidays and weekends) of receipt of the
Office ofPolice Reform letter. Include your CPC number. The review by the Chief
Administrative Officer is independent of the Advisory Board.

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

The Civilian Police Overs ight Agency by

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

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chiefof Police

Sincerely,

3



CTTY OF ALBU UER UE

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

NM 87103

wwwcabq.gov

CnrLhN PoLrcE OvERsrcHT AcENCy

February 4, 2025

Via Email

Rrez CPC#262-24

COMPJTAINI

During the interview with the complainant, he stated that he did not know how Officer T
contacted the police as Officer O came to the scene very quickly. The complainant stated
maybe it was a good thing, but he had never seen anlthing like that. The complainant
wanted to know how Officer T actually contacted the police as he did not think Officer O
would have gotten there so quickly if Officer T had just called the dispatch. the
complainant was not trying to say Officer T called Officer O directly but felt some
nonstandard procedures happened there.

EYIDENCEAEYIEUDi

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

Complainant Interviewed: Yes Witness(es) Interviewed: No

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Officer T

Other Materials: APD Communications Audio Recording, payroll verification

Date Investigation Completed: January 24,2025
I
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FI NT)INGS

l. Unfounded. lnyestigation classilication wien the investigator(s) dete.mines, by clear and convincing
evidence, that rlleged misconduct did not oc.ur or did not involve the subject omcer.

3. Not Sustrined. Investigation classification when the investigato(s) is unable to determine one way orthe
other, by a preponderance of the evidence, whether the alleged misconduct eiiher occured or did not occu..

Policies Reviewed; Gcneral Order l.l.6.A.l.c

4. Exonerated. lnvestigation classification *tere the investigato(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidencc, that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies,
procedures, or lIairing.

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

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

AddiliqrlCllnrylsi
1.1.6.A.1 .c-There was no evidence provided or located to indicate that Officer T had any
direct contact with Officer O prior to Officer O arriving on the scene. Officer T contacted
dispatch to inquire about the length ofanticipated wait time since it was his understanding
the complainant had already called in the accident. The audio recording ofOfficer T and

APD Communications confirmed Officer T did not make any special requests and was

asking if they were busy and how long a wait would be since the complainant wanted an

oflicer on scene.

2262-24 Officer T

| 2. Sustrined. Investigstion claisificstion when the investigator(s) determhes, by 8 prcponderance of the
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings and/or
recommendations of the CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) ofreceipt of this letter, communicateyour desire to have an
appeal hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director, Please send your request to P.O. Bor 1293, Albuquerque, IYM 87103, or
by email to CPOA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Board's nert regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt ofthe
request and the next mecting. In order for the Advisory Board to modify the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more ofthe following:

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

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

of discretion; or

3) that the flrdings 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 wdting to the CPOA Director as

listed above.

Ifyou are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision ofthe Office ofPolice Reform or
any matter relating to the Office of Police Reform's handling of the complaint you may
request a review of the complaint by the City's Chief Administrative Officer by sending a letter
to the Offrce of the Mayor, P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103. Your request must be in
writing and within 30 calendar days (inclusive ofholidays and weekends) of receipt of the
OfIice 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 httr;://rlrvn'.cabq.gov/cDoa/su rve'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 Overs ight Agency by

txl
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(s0s) 924-3770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



UER UE
CIVILIAN PoLIcr OvrnsrcuT AGENCY

February 18,2025

Via Email

Re: CPC # 275-24

CPMEI.AINf,,

On 1011612024,  H  reported that an offrcer (Sergeant M) took pictures ofher
vehicle for no reason while at DK and when her boyfriend, T  R , had given
friends a ride to the location and ran into another friend. Tommy contacted Sergeant M
for an explanation. Sergeant M informed him that he had witnessed a hand-to-hand
transaction occur.  reported that T  was never "detained, pulled over, or
asked for any information."  reported being uncomfortable with the pictures
being taken, T  being discriminated against, and Sergeant M not stopping a
suspected crime.

I'O Box l29l

Albuqucrque

NN,t 87103

www. cabq. gov

EYPENCT.EEYIEUEDT

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

Complainant Interviewed: Yes Witness(es) Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Sergeant M

Other Materials: Email Communications.

Date Investigation Completed: January 29,2O25

CITY OF AIBU

I



FINTIINGS

PoliciesReviewed: 1.4.4.A.2.a@ias-BasedPolicing)

l. Unfounded. lnvcstigation classification when the invcstigato(s) determincs, by clear and convincing
, evidencc, that allegcd misconduct did not occur or did not involvc the subject officer.

PoliciesReviewed: 1.1.5.A.1 (Conduct)

' 2. Sustained. Invcstigatiofl classification when the investigator(s) determines, by apreponderance ofthe
: evidence, thc alleged misconduct did occur by the subjecl officer.

3. Not Sustained. Investigation classification when the investigato(s) is unable to determine one raay or the
other, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, whether the alleged misconduct cither occuncd or did not occu..

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

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

6. Administratively CIosed. lnvestigation classification where the investigator determines: The policy
violations of a minor nature and do not constitute a pattern ofmisconduct (i.e. a violation subjgct to a class 7
sanction, -the allegations are duplicative; -the allegations, even if true, do not constitute misconduct; or -the
investigation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complain! and further
investigation would be futile.

Addiriqul,rcqEnsltri
I .1 .5.A.1 : It was determined that T  flipped Sergeant M off during their interaction, and

in retum, Sergeant M retumed the gesture. The offensive gesture was not respectful,
courteous, or professional and cast doubt on the integdty of Sergeant M and the Albuquerque
Police Department.
1.4.4.A.2.a: It was determined that Sergeant M had taken pictures of two vehicles for
investigative purposes while at DK. The vehicles were in a public setting with no expectation

ofprivacy. Sergeant M observed what he believed to be a hand-to-hand narcotics transaction
occur but took no immediate action to further his investigation due to a lack ofresources.
T was not seized or detained in any manner and initiated the contact with Sergeant M.
Sergeant M did not alter his level ofpolice service or practice bias-based policing or racial
profiling.
The CPOA recommends a written reprimand.

2

V

V

tr

tr

tr

tr

275-24 Sergeant M



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 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 busine.ss days between the receipt ofthe
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modify the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate oue 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 rccord 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 Offroe 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
Oflice ofPolice Reform letter. Include your CPC number. The review by the Chief
Administrative Oflicer is independent of the Advisory Board.

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

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Overs ight Agency by

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

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CTTY OF ALBU UER UE
Crvrr,r,q.N Polrcr Ol,rnslcnr AcENCy

February27,2025

Via Email

R,e: CPC# 278-24

COMPI.AINT:

 D  S  reported that he called the police multiple times on 10/19/2024 to
report an ongoing noise issue with the neighbors, who were having a party at 2008 Btith
Boulevard Southeast. The offrcers "decided to drag your feet and finally showed up" at
the neighbor's residence in two patrol vehicles at 2:30 AM. The officers were "so scared"
that they used the loudspeaker to interact with the neighbors and left without ever getting
out of their patrol vehicles.

PO Box 1293

Albuqucrque

NN{ 87103

www.cabq.gov

EYIDT.NCESEYIETD.

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

Complainant Interviewed: Yes Witness(es) Interviewed: No

APD Employee lnterviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Offtcer O

Other Materiats: Email Communications.

Date Investigation Complaed: Febru ary 7 , 2025
I



EINDINGI

PoliciesReviewed: 1.1.5.A.4(PublicWelfare)

i I . Unfounded. Investigation classification when the investigato(s) determines, by clear and convincing
I evidence, that alleged miscorduct did not occur or did not in /olve the subjlj 

9trrcer,

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

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

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

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

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

AdditiqlllcaBnr.rl&i
It was determined that the officers were professional and prompt in their response and
handled it within the scope oftheir duties. The officers responded when dispatched and
arrived at approximately 8:44 PM. The officers exited their patrol vehicles, directly
interacted with the individuals at the address in question, and cleared the call for service at
approximately 8:54 PM. There was no indication that anyone, including any visible minors,
was consuming anlthing while the officers were on the scene.

The officers could hear the music again while in the area for other calls for service at

approximately 2:00 AM and advised the individuals via public address system to tum the
music down as they drove by on the way to another call. The officers had cleared the call
made by the complainant approximately five hours before, had not been called back to the
residence, and were actively engaged in other calls for service.

2278-24 OfficerO
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satislied with the lindings and/or
recommendations oftbe CPOA Erecutive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of reccipt of this letter, communicate your desire to have an
appeal hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.O. Bor 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103, or
by email to CPOA@cabq,gov, Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Board's next regular[
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt ofthe
request and the nert meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modify the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more ofthe following:

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

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

ofdiscretion; or

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

Adminishatively closed complaints maybe re-opened if additional information becomes
available. Please provide your additiona! 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 Offrce of Police Reform's handling of the complaint you may
request a review of the complaint by the City's Chief Administrative Officer by sending a letter
to the Office of the Mayor, P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103. Your request must be in
writing and within 30 calendar days (inclusive ofholidays and weekends) of receipt of the
Oflice of Police Reform letter. Include your CPC number. The review by the Chief
Administrative Officer is independent of the Advisory Board.

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

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Overs ight Agency by

)xl
Diane McDermoft
Executive Director
(sos) 924-3770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chiefof Police



UER UE
Crvn r,ln Por,rcr Ovnnsrcnr Actxcy

February27,2025

Via Email

R.e: CPC#278-24

CAMrJ.ADTL

 D  S  reported that he called the police multiple times on 10/19/2024 to
report an ongoing noise issue with the neighbors, who were having a party at  

. The officers "decided to drag your feet and finally showed uy'' at
the neighbor's residence in two patrol vehicles at 2:30 AM. The officers were "so scared"
that they used the loudspeaker to interact with the neighbors and left without ever getting
out of their patrol vehicles.

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

www.cabq. gov

EYIDENCENEYIEWDT

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

Complainant Interviewed: Yes Witness(es) lnterviewed: No

APD Employee lnterviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Offrcer M

Other Materials: Email Communications.

Date Investigation Completed: February 7 ,2025
I

CTTY OF ALBU

NM 87103



EINDINCS

PoliciesReviewed: 1.1.5.A.4(PublicWelfare)

l. UIlfounded. Investigation classification when lhe investigator(s) determines, by clear and convincing
evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involvc the subject offic€r.

I

i 2. Sustained. lnvestigatioo classification whcn the investigato(s) detcrmines, by a prcponderancc ofthe
r evidenc.e, the allcgcd miscooduct did occur by the subject ofiicer.

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

4. Exonerated. Investigation classilication where the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
6vid€nce, that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did rlol violatc APD policics,
procedures, or trainin8.

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

6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classification where the investigator determioes: The policy
violations ofa minor naturc and do not conslitutc a pattcm of misconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7
sanction, -the allegations are duplicative; -the allegations, even if truc, do not constitutc misconduct; or -the
investigation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack of information in lhc complainl and further
investigation would be futile.

Additiql4corell$r
It was determined that the officers were professional and prompt in their response and

handled il within the scope of their duties. The offrcers responded when dispatched and
arrived at approximately 8:44 PM. The officers exited thek patrol vehicles, directly
interacted with the individuals at the address in question, and cleared the call for service at

approximately 8:54 PM. There was no indication that anyone, including any visible minors,
was consuming anything while the officers were on the scene.

The officers could hear the music again while in the area for other calls for service at

approximately 2:00 AM and advised the individuals via public address system to tum the
music down as they drove by on the way to another call. The offrcers had cleared the call
made by the complainant approximately five hours before, had not been called back to the

residence, and were actively engaged in other calls for service.

22'18-24 Officer M
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Ifyou are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision ofthe Office ofPolice Reform or
any matter relating to the Office of Police Reform's handling of the complaint you may
request a review of the complaint by the City's Chief Administrative Officer by sending a letter
to the Office of the Mayor, P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103. Your request must be in
writing and within 30 calendar days (inclusive ofholidays and weekends) of receipt of the
Offrce of Police Reform letter. Include your CPC number. The review by the Chief
Administrative Officer is independent of the Advisory Board.

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

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Overs ight Agency by

txl
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(s0s) 924-3770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not 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 Boardrs next regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt ofthe
request and the next mecting. In order for the Advisory Board to modify the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more ofthe following:

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

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

ofdiscretion; or

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

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

listed above.



UER UE

Crvu,r.lx PolrcE OvERsrcHT AcENCY

February 28, 2025

Via Certified Mail

  

Re: CPC # 280-24

l'O Box l29l
CaMPJiAINf,,

Ms. G  reported that she had continually called 9l I to report that her neighbors were
using Meth and Marijuana. Ms. G  reported that the chemicals were causing her skin
rashes and health problems. Ms. G  reported that during one of her encounters with a
male Caucasian officer, Ms. G  was threatened by the offrcer. Ms. G  reported
that the officer told her that if she ever called 9l I again, she would be taken to court. Ms.
G  reported that she felt discriminated against by all of APD. Ms. G  reported that
she had a video recording ofher interactions with the offrc€rs. Ms. G  reported that
APD was responsible for her inability to move apartments because there were no police
reports

Albuquer<1ue

NM 87103

wuw. cabq.gov

IJIDEMI..BETIEWT,D.

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

Complainant Interviewed: Yes Witness(es) Interviewed: No

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Offtcer C

Other Materials: Video Recording provided by Ms. G

Date Investigation Completed: January 3l,2025

) ,,t,,1t,,,,1t',
I

CITY OF ALBU



EINDINGI

. I . Unfou[ded. Investigation classification when the invcstigato(s) det€rmines, by clear and convincing
I evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subject officer.

2. Sustained. lnvesigation classification when thc investigator(s) dctcrmines, by a prcponderance ofthe
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subjed officer.

i 3. Not Susteined. Investigation classification when the investigato(s) is unable to determinc one way or the
other, by a preponderance ofthc cvidcnce, whether the alleged misconduct either occurrcd or did not occur,

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

, 4. Exonerated. Investigation classification where the investigator(s) dctermioes, by a prcponderance ofthe [-Vi evidcnce, that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did .""r, brt did n;i;i;l'u;'A#;i#;, - "- lV)
. proccdures, or training.

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

Although some of the alleged comments reported by Ms. G  were made by Officer C,
there was nothing Offrcer C said or did that violated the policy in question during his
interaction with Ms. G  on 1011812024. Officer C informed Ms. G  the consequences

of her actions.
lnvestigator notes:
After a review of the OBRD Videos from l0ll8/2024, it was confirmed that Ms. G  did
not request interpreter services from the officers on the scene.

The CPOA Investigator submitted a records request of incidents involving Ms. G  and

APD between 09 l2f 124 arLd 10/2112024. APD Records provided the CPOA Investigator with
approximately 7 different incident reports and approximately 12 different CADs in reference

to Ms. G  and her complaints against her neighbor in that time frame, refuting that it was

a lack of documentation that affected her ability to move.

2280-24 OfficerC
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6. Administratively Closed. Invcsigation classification where the investigator dctermines: The policy
violations ofa minor naturE and do not con51itule a paftem ofmisconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7
sanction, -the allegations arc duplicative; -the allegations, even if true, do not constitute misconduct; or -the
invcstigation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complaint, and further
invesligation would be futile.

AddiliqlrLcsggr.r$r
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings and/or
recommendatiotrs 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 au
appeal hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your reque.st to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM E7103, or
by email to CPoA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upor receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Boardrs nert regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least l4 business days between the receipt ofthe
request and the ne meeting. [n 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 frndings or recommendations were arbitrary, caprioious or constituted an abuse

ofdiscretion; or

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

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

listed above.

Ifyou are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision ofthe Oflice ofPolice Reform or
any mafter 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 Oflicer 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) ofreceipt ofthe
Office of Police Reform letter. Include your CPC number. The review by the Chief
Administrative Oflicer is independent of the Advisory Board.

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

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Overs ight Agency by

txl ==4-"
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(s0s) 924-3770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Deparknent Chief of Police



UER UE
CIlrr,r,AN Por,rce Ownslcsr AcENCy

February 28,2025

Via Certified Mail

Re: CPC # 280-24

COMPI,AINT:

Ms. G  reported that she had continually called 911 to report that her neighbors were
using Meth and Marijuana. Ms. G  reported that the chemicals were causing her skin
rashes and health problems. Ms. G  reported that during one ofher encounters with a
male Caucasian officer, Ms. G  was threatened by the officer. Ms. G  reported
that the officer told her that if she ever called 9l I again, she would be taken to court. Ms.
G  reported that she felt discriminated against by all of APD. Ms. G  reported that
she had a video recording of her interactions with the officers. Ms. G  reported that
APD was responsible for her inability to move apartments because there were no police
reports

PO Box 129.1

NN,l 8710.1

www.cabq.gov

EYIDENCE BEYIEWEDT

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

Complainant Interviewed: Yes Witness(es) Interviewed: No

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Officer B

Other Materials: Video Recording provided by Ms. G

Date Investigation Completed: January 3l,2025

CITY OF ALBU

Albuquerque

I



F'INNINGS

l. Unfounded. lnvcstigation classification \,!tren the investigator(s) determines, by clear and convincing
cvidencc, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subject officer.

2. Sustained. hvestigation classification whcn the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, the alleged miscooduct did occur by the subject officer.

3. Not Sustained. Invcstigation classification when the investigato(s) is unabl€ to dctcrmine one way or the l

other, by a preponderance ofthc evidence, whether the alleged misconduct cither occu[ed or did not occur. I

i

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

4. Eroneraled. lnvestigation classilication whcre the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderancc oflhc
evidencc, that allcgcd conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policics,
procedures, or training.

5. Sustained Violation Not Bas€d on OrigiDal Complaitrt. Investigation classification whcre the
investigator(s) determines, by a prcponderance ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in
the original complaint (whether CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovered during
the investigation, and by a preponderance ofthe evidence, that misconduct did occur.

6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classification where the investigator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor natura and do not constitute a pattem ofmisconducl (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7
sanction, -thc allegations are duplicative; -thc allegations, even iftue, do not constitute misconduct; or -the
investigation cannot be conductcd because ofthc lack ofinformation in the complaint, and furlher
investigation would be futile.

Addiliqlrlcspnsllli
1.1.5.A.1-Although some of the alleged comments reported by Ms. G  were made by
Officer B, there was nothing Officer B said or did that violated the policy in question during
his interaction with Ms. G  on 10/1812024. Officer B informed Ms. G  the

consequences of her actions.

lnvestigator notes:
After a review of the OBRD Videos from 10/18/2024, it was confirmed that Ms. G  did
not request interpreter services from the officers on the scene.

The CPOA lnvestigator submitted a records request of incidents involving Ms. G  and

APD between 09 123124 afi 10/21/2024. APD Records provided the CPOA Investigator with
approximately 7 different incident reports and approximately 12 different CADs in reference

to Ms. G  and her complaints against her neighbor in that time frame, refuting that it was

a lack of documentation that affected her ability to move.

2

,

V

,tr

'E
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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 AdvisorT 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 metter will be scheduled at the Boardrs nert regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt ofthe
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to 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 frndings 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 OfIice 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 Ofticer is independent of the Advisory Board.

lf you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at httD://s s u .cabct.por'/c Doa/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

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

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CTTY OF AIBU UER

CryrIr.Irt PoITCE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

February 3,2025

Via Certified Mail

Rez CPC # 282-24

COMEIAINE,

 G  repo(ed that his neighbor had criminal damage to his vehicle and that he
had witnessed an intoxicated female damage that vehicle. Joseph's neighbor, "Bob," had
called APD to report the damage. When officers contacted them, they explained the
situation. The "Mexican" officer told  "Well, they are not drunk anymore,"
regarding a previous incident.  reported that the responding officers told him they
were only working on a task force and assessing the calls on hold for longer than an hour.
The officer gave Bob his information via business card and told him to call APD the next
day to make a report.  reported that the officers did not do theirjobs.

t'O Box 1293

Albuqucrque

NM 87103

www.cabq.gov

EYIDENCE.BEYIESIEDT

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: Offrcers M

Other Materials: Email Communications.

Date Investigation Completed: January 24,2025

UE

I

Albuqrcrqut - Moking Hittory 1706-2006



EINDINGS

Policies Reviewed: 1.1.5.A.4 (PubticWelfare)

l. Unfoundcd. Investigation classification when lhe in!,estigator(s) determines, by clear 8nd convinchg
evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subjectomcer. a
2. Sustained. tnvestigation classification when the investigator(s) determines, by a prcponderance ofthe
evidence, the alleged mixonduct did occur by the subject officer.

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

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

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

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

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

sanction, .the allegations $e duplicative; -the allegations, even iftrue, do not constitute misconduct; or -the
investigation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack of information in lfie complaint, and firrther
investigation rvould be futile.

AddilioulCagrcrl$
I .l .5.A.4: It was determined that the officers did not say, "Well, they are not drunk
anymore," that they were assessing the calls on hold for longer than an hour, or that they told
Bob to call the APD the next day to make a report. The officers arrived on the scene,

conducted their investigation, and reached a reasonable conclusion. The primary officer
completed a report.

2282-24 Offrcers M
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings and/or
recommendations of the CPOA Executive l)irector within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter, communicate your desire to have an
appeal hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103, or
by email to CPOA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC 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 modifo the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more ofthe following:

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

2) That the ftndings 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 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 OIIice ofPolice Reform or
any matter relating to the OIIice 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 Oflice of the Mayor, P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103. Your request must be in
writing and within 30 calendar days (inclusive ofholidays and weekends) of receipt of the
Oflice of Police Reform letter. Include your CPC number. The review by the Chief
Administrative 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://srvu,.cabq.gov/cpoa/surve\'. Thank you for participating in the process of
civilian oversight ofthe police, ensuring officers and personnel ofthe APD are held
accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Overs ight Agency by

)xl
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(s05) 924-3770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF AIBU UER

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

Ni,l 87103

www.cabq.gov

CTVILIAN PoLIcE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

February 3, 2025

Via Certified Mail

 
 

Re: CPC # 282-24

COIGIAINT.

 G  reported that his neighbor had criminal damage to his vehicle and that he
had witnessed an intoxicated female damage that vehicle. Joseph's neighbor, "B " had
called APD to report the damage. When oflicers contacted them, they explained the
situation. The "Mexican" officer told  "Wel[, they are not drunk anymore,"
regarding a previous incident.  reported that the responding officers told him they
were only working on a task force and assessing the calls on hold for longer than an hour.
The officer gave B  his information via business card and told him to call APD the next
day to make a report.  reported that the oflicers did not do theirjobs.

EYIDENCD.BEYII,EEDi

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

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

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Offtcers T

Other Materials: Email Cornmunications.

Date lnvestiBation Complaed: January 24,2025

Albqucrq* - Maling Hittory 1706-2006

UE
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EINDINGS

PoliciesReviewed: t.l.5.A.4(PublicWelfare)

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. a
2. Sustained. lnvestigation classilication when the investigator(s) determines, by a prcponderance ofthe
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject ollicer.

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

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

5. Sustained Violstion Not Based on Origillal Complaint. Investigarion classification *;lrcre the
investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance oflhe evidence, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in
the original complaint (whether CPC or intemal complaht) but that other misconduct was discovered during
the investigation, and by a prcponderance ofthe evidence, that misconduct did occur.

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

AddilisllLrcg[ryrsi
'1.1.5.A.4: It was determined that the oflicers did not say, "Well, they are not drunk
anymore," that they were assessing the calls on hold for longer than an hour, or that they told
Bob to call the APD the next day to make a report. Officer T arrived on the scene, conducted
his investigation, reached a reasonable conclusion, and completed a report.

2282-24 Officers T
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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. Bor 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103, or
by email to CPOA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Board's next regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt ofthe
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modi$ the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more ofthe following:

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

listed above.

The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

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

---==

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

Ifyou are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision of the Offrce ofPolice Reform or
any matter relating to the Oflice 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 Oflice of the Mayor, P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103. Your request must be in
writing and within 30 calendar days (inclusive ofholidays and weekends) of receipt of the
Oflice of Police Reform letter. Include your CPC number. The review by the Chief
Administrative 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://*rr s'.cabq.gov/cpoa/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,



UER
Crvtr rAN Polrcr Ovrnsrcnr Acnxcy

February 18,2025

Re: CPC # 284-24

COMEIAINL

 S  submitted a complaint on l0/28/2024, reporting his wife had been in an
accident, and a police offrcer never showed up to check on her for over an hour after the
initial call. Mr. S  reported that his wife was told to move offthe highway because
it was dangerous and questioned why his wife was not checked by emergency personnel
if it was that dangerous.

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

N[,1 87103

www.cabq. gov

EYDETICE"BEIIEWEDT

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

Complainant Interviewed: Yes Witness(es) Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Officer H

Other Materials: Email Communications.

Date Investigation Completed: February 11, 2025

CTTY OF ALBU UE

ViaEmail

I



EINDINGI

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

' 2. Sustained. Investigation classification when the investigator(s) dctermines, by a preponderance ofthe

r evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject officer.

3. Not Sustained. Investigation classification wherl 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.

policiesReviewed: 1.1.6.4.1.c (Conduct)

4. Exonerated. Investigation classification where the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, that alleged conduct in the underlying complailt 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 miscooduct was discovered during
the invesligation, and by a preponderance ofthe evidence, that misconduct did occur.

6. Administratively Closed. Inves'tigation classification where the investigator determines: The policy
violations of a minor nature and do not constitute a patt€m of misconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7
sanction, -the allegatioff ar€ duplicative; -the allegations, even if true, do not constitute misconduct; or -the

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

Addiliaul-Clpsertst
1.1 .6.4.1 .c: Based on the evidence, it was determined that Officer H did conduct a crash
investigation that included meeting with Ms. S  approximately seventy-four minutes
after the initial call. There was no delay in the dispatch or officer's response to the scene.

Officer H conducted his on-scene investigation and remained until the scene was cleared.

Officer H then continued his investigation by contacting Ms. S  at a safe location
because she was not on the immediate scene, her vehicle was operable, and she was

uninjured. Officer H did advise Ms. S  that the report would be available in five to
seven days, which was standard.

2284-24 Offrcer H
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satislied with the findings andior
recommendations of the CPOA Executive l)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. Bor 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103, or
by email to CPoA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Board's nert 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:

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

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

ofdiscretion; or

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

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

listed above.

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

Ifyou have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at lrttD://s s u .cabq.qor'/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

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

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBU UER

PO Box 129.1

Albuguerque

NN{ 87103

u ,vw.cabq.gov

Crlrl-r,lN Por,rcE O!'ERsrcHT AcENCy

Re: CPC # 285-24

qOMEI.AINL

Mr. O  reported that Officer K drove past a potentialjumper from a freeway pass and
decided to tell the man to 'Just jump already," because the traffic was slow in order to
save the mans life. Mr. O  reported that he don't think Officer K is fit to be an officer if
his schedule is more impo(ant than someone's life.

EYIIENCI.BEYII,IDDI

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

Complainant Interviewed: No Witness(es) Interviewed: No

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Officer K

Other Materials: Email Conespondence with APD Payroll

Date Investigation Completed: January 29,2025

UE

February 3, 2025

To File
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Albuqrerquc - Making Hirtorf 1706-2006



FI NDINGS

Policies Reviewed: General Order l.l.6.A.l.a

2. Sustrined. Investigation classific-ation when the investigator(s) delermioes, by a prepooderance ofthe
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject omce..

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

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

6. Administratively Closed. lnvestigation classification wllere the investigator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor nature and do not constitute a pattem ofmiscooduct (i.e- a yiolatioo subject to a class 7
sanction, -the allegations 8re duplicative; -tle allegations, even iftlue, do not constitute misconduct; or -the
i[vestigation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complaint, and funher
investigation would be futile.

AdditiorllCsnurrsi
General Order I .1 .6.A.1.a- APD Payroll confirmed that Officer K was not on duty on

06/13/2024 (Reported date of the incident via complaint) and o6lt4/2O24laclual date of
incident verified through CADS and lncident Reports)

There was no evidence provided or located that would note that Officer K violated any
policies related to the complaint in question. Officer K provided information that the
complainant is his brother-in-law and filed the complaint due to a family matter.

2285-24 Ofhcer K

l. Unfounded. Investigation classification \ ten the investigator(s) determines, by clear and convincing fV
evidence, that slleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve tie subject omcer. :l V I

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,
procedures, or trainirlg.
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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 l)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 Advisora Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.O. Bor 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103, or
by email to CPoA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
commuuication, 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:

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 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 Offioe of Police Reform's handling of the complaint you may
request a review of the complaint by the City's Chief Administrative Officer by sending a lett€r
to the Offrce of the Mayor, P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103. Your request must be in
writing and within 30 calendar days (inclusive ofholidays and weekends) of receipt ofthe
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 httD://*r s'.cabq.gov/crroa/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 Oversight Agency by

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

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police
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Crvm.lx Por,rcE OvERsrcHT AcENcY

February 28, 2025

Via Email

 

Ret CPC# 294-24

CAMEIdINL
On 10/30/24  J  submitted an online complaint to the CPOA for an incident on
this day at 0750 at 4-way stop intersection ofDe Anza Dr and 98th. Mr. J  reported
as he proceeded through the intersection a marked APD unit without lights or sirens
activated ran the stop sign and nearly hit him. He followed the APD unit to get any
identiffing numbers and as he did the APD unit changed lanes trying to lose him. The
APD unit pulled into a residential area and parked. He reported that he parked his vehicle
and walked to the officers waiting outside the unit. He told the driver ollicer that he ran
the stop sign and asked for the officers names and badge numbors. He reported that the
driver offrcer told him to "get fucked," the officers jumped in the unit, sped off, and
refused to identiff themselves

EYIIIDNCEAEYII&EIIr

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

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

APD Employee tnterviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Officer K

O&er Materials: Email Communications & Complainant Evidence.

Date Investigation Completed: February 21, 2025

I

PO Box 1293



EINDINGI

l. Unfounded. Investigation classilication whcn the investigato(s) detcrmines, by clcar and convincing
evidence, that alleged misconduct did not oc:'lJ ol did ngt invglv: dr: 

:ub]cct 
oTt:er:

PoliciesReviewed: 3.41.4.B.2.(Complaints)

2. Sustained. Investigation classification whcn the invcstigator(s) determines, by a preponderanc! ofthe
I evidencc, thc allegcd misconduct did occur by the subject officer.

i 3. Not Sustained, Investigation classification when the investigato(s) is unablo to determine one way or ihe

r olhet by a prcpondcrance of the evidence, whether the allcgcd misconduct either occurred or did not occur.

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

Policies Reviewed: 2.8.5.A (OBRD)

5. Sustained Violation Not Dased on Origi[al Complairt. Investigation classification where the
investigator(s) determines, by a prepondcrance ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in
the original complaint (whether CPC or internal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovered during
the investigation, and by a preponderaoce ofthe evidcnce, that misconduct did occur.

a

6. Administratively Closed. tnvestigation classification whe.e the investigator determincs: The policy
violations ofa minor naturc afld do not constitute a pattem of misconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7
sanction, -the allegations ale duplicative; -the allegations, even if true, do not constitute misconduct; or -lhe
investigation cannot be conductcd because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complaint, and further
investigation would bc futilc.

Additiglslcsuesrrli
2.8.5.A: It was determined that Officer K did not properly activate his OBRD during contact
with Mr. J  It was determined to be operator error, being on training

3.41.4.8.2: It was determined that Officer K did not assist Mr. J  by not providing him
with either his or Officer B's information as requested because he wished to report Officer B.
Even though Offrcer K was following his FTO's lead, he recognized it was incorrect and

should have provided assistance and the information.
The CPOA recommends two NDCAs for the policy infractions due to being on training as a

mitigating factor.

1
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294-24 Officer K



You have the right to appeel this decision. Ifyou are not satislied with the findings and/or
recommendations of the CPOA Erecutive 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. Bor 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103, or
by email to CPOA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Board's nert 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 followiug:

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

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

ofdiscretion; or

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

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

listed above.

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

The Civilian Police Oversi ght Agency by

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

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

If you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at http://u.rr s'.cabct.eov/cpoa/sun'er'. 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,



CITY OF AIBU UER
Cwn un Por,rcn Ownsrcnr AcENcY

February28,2025

Via Email

Rrez CPC#294-24

EOMPIAINL

On 10/30/24  J  submitted an online complaint to the CPOA for an incident on
this day at 0750 at 4-way stop intersection ofDe Anza Dr and 98th. Mr. J  reported
as he proceeded through the intersection a marked APD unit without lights or sirens
activated ran the stop sign and nearly hit him. He followed the APD unit to get any
identifring numbers and as he did the APD unit changed lanes trying to lose him. The
APD unit pulled into a residential area and parked. He reported that he parked his vehicle
and walked to the officers waiting outside the unit. He told the driver officer that he ran
the stop sign and asked for the officers names and badge numbers. He reported that the
driver officer told him to "get fucked," the officers jumped in the unit, sped ofl and

refused to identiff themselves

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

NM 87103

www.ca\.gov

EYIDENCE-BEYIEICEDi

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

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

APD Employee lnterviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Officer B

Other Materials: Email Communications & Complainant Evidence.

Date lnvestigation Completed: February 21,2025
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FINDINGS

PoliciesReviewed: 1.1.5.A.5(Conduct)

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

4. Exonerated. Investigation classification \ here the investigator(s) determincs, by a prepondcrance ofthe
evidence, that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies,
proc€dures, or training.

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

6, Administratively Closed. Investigation classification where the investigator determines: Thc policy
violalions ofa minor nature and do nol constitute a pattern of miscooduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7

sanction, -the allegations are duplicative; -the allegations, even if true, do not constitute misconduct; or -lhe
invcstigation cannot be conducted because of the lack of information in the complaint, and further
invostigation would be futile.

AddiliqslCqnnr.rtu
1.1.5.A.5: It was determined that Offrcer B did not use profanity directed as an insult or any
derogatory, contemptuous, or disrespectful language toward any person. It was in fact the
complainant that used profanity.

1.1.5.E.4: It was unknown if the officer committed the original driving infraction, but it was
determined that Officer B ran two stop signs after he left the scene, where he encountered
Mr. J  and did not obey all traffic laws in doing so without a justifiable reason.

a

2294-24 Officer B

l. Unfounded. Investigation classification when the investigator(s) determincs, by clear and convincing
evidencc, that alleg€d misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subject officcr.

Policies Reviewed: 1.1.5.E.4 (Conduct) & 3.41.5.B.5.a.i (Complaints)

a
I

r

I 3. Not Sustaincd, Investigation classification whcn the investigato(s) is unablc ro determine oncway or the .q-
l",r,"iuy"pr"p""l";;;;;;;;rid"r"c,whctherrhealtegedmisconducteitheroccunedordidnotoccur Ll

tr

tr

3.41.5.8.5.a.i: It was determined that Offrcer B did not provide his first and last name and

MAN number as required when Mr. J  requested his information because he wished to
report Oflicer B.
The CPOA recommends two written reprimands for the policy infractions'



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 modify the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more ofthe following:

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

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

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 mafter 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.

The Civilian Police Oversi ght Agency by

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

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

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

Sincerely,



CITY OF AIBU UER UE
Crvu,r.ln Polrcn Ovrnsrcnr Acrucy

Via Email

Re': CPC#295-24

CADAI.AIIE
 M  submitted a complaint regarding the careless and imprudent operation of

APD CSI vehicle CSIT on 1110212024 on Coors Boulevard Northwest.

EYIDTNCE.BEYIESIEDT

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

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

APD Employee lnterviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Crime Scene Specialist F

Other Materials: Email Communications, Unit History Reports, & Complainant Evidence.

Date Investigation Completed: February 12, 2025

I
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PO Box I293

Albuquerque

NM 87103

wuw.cabq.gov

February24,2025



EINDINGI

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

Policies Reviewed: 1.1.5.E.4(Departrnent-IssuedProperty)

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

4. Exonerated. Invcstigation classification wherc the investigator(s) determines, by a prepondcrance ofthe
evidence, that allegcd conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violatc APD policies,
procedures, or training.

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Originrl Complaint. lnvestigation classilication where the
investigato(s) determines, by a prepondcrancc oflhe evidence, misconduct did occur that was not allegcd in
the original complaint ($tether CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovered during
the investigalion, and by a preponderance ofthe evidence, that misconduct did occur.

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

Additiqu{Couusrtli
1. I .5.8.4: It was detemrined that CSS F failed to operate her Department-issued vehicle
carefully and prudently and in accordance with the law, Department SOP(s), and City rules,
regulations, and policies.

The CPOA recommends a written reprimand.

a

2295-24 Crime Scene Specialist F

3. Not Sustained. Investigation classilication when the investigato(s) is unable to determine one way or the F-
other, by a preponderance of the cvidencc, whether the alleged mis"onau", "irr,lioJ.iil;ilil;;;."- E
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You have the rigbt to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the lindings and/or
recommendations of the CPOA Executive Director within 30 celendar 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 nert meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modif the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more ofthe following:

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

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

of discretion; or

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

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

listed above.

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 Of[ice 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.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

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

l

If you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at http://srrn'.cabq.gor /cpoa/sun'et'. 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.

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



UER UE
CTvnnTT PoT,ICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

February 24,2025

Via Email

Rle:CPC#299-24

COIAIdINI
Mr. F  reported that employees at a trucking company held him against his will behind
locked gates. Mr. F  reported that Sergeant S made comments to him related to the
incident, stating that they let him go and that 5 minutes wasn't long enough. Mr. F
reported that Sergeant S defended the other individuals before talking to them. Mr. F
reported that Sergeant S told him that they (the persons who kept him against his will)
thought he was trespassing and that Sergeant S told him he wasn't pressing charges but
would forward it to the DA. Mr. F  was concerned with Sergeant S' statements and that
it should not matter if Mr. F  was held against his will for only 5 minutes or if they
mistakenly believed he was trespassing.

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

NM 87I OJ

wu,w.ca\,gov

EYDDNCEBEYIDWDT

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

Complainant Interviewed: Yes Witnesdes) lnterviewed: N/A

APD Employee Intewiewed: Yes

APD Employee lnvolved: Sergeant S

Other Materials: state statute, email correspondence

Date Investigation Completed: February 12, 2025

A/t,u,tlt,:ny,r
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CITY OF ALBU



FINDINGS

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

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

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

Policies Reviewed: General Order 1.1.5.A.4

Policies Reviewed: Procedural Order 2.8.5.B

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

6. Administratiy€ly Closed. Investigation classification whcrc tho investigator determinos: The policy
violations ofa minor naturE and do not constitute a pattern of misconduct (i.e. a violation subjecl to a class 7
sanction, -the allegations are duplicative; -the allegations, even iftrue, do not constitute misconduct; or -the
investigation caonot be conducted because ofthe lack of information in the complaint, and further
investigation would be futile.

Additislllcquuelllr
1.1.5.A.4-A review of the OBRD Videos confirmed that Sergeant S made several of the
reported cornments to Mr. F  at the time of the incident, however nothing Sergeant S said
or did arose to the level ofviolating the policy in question. The one individual was acting in
the capacity of security for the business and believed a potential crime was being committed.
The oflicer looked at the totality ofthe situation, but still forwarded it to the DA for possible
prosecution.

2.8.5.B- Due to the videos in question not being provided or located, the preponderance of
evidence noted that Sergeant S violated the policy in question by not activating his OBRD
Video during his reported attempts to contact Mr. S via phone calls.
The CPOA recommends a written reprimand.

2299-24 Sergeant S

tr
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4. Exonsrated. Invcstigation classification where the investigator(s) dctermines, by a preponderance ofthe .f-7
evidence, that alleged conduct in the undcrlying complaint did occu. trt aio roii""l'"t"'aptilil, "' "'' lA
procedures, or training.
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings atrd/or
recommendetions ofthe CPOA Erecutive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter, communicate your desire to have an
appeel hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a sigued writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.O. Bor 1293, Albuquerque, hlM 87103, or
by email to CPoA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Boardrs nert regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt ofthe
request rnd the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modify the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more ofthe following3

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.

lf you are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision of the Office of Police Reform or
any matter relating to the Office of Polics 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
OIfice 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://*rr.l.cabq.gov/cpoa/survev. Thank you for participating in the process of
civilian oversight of the police, ensuring officers and personnel ofthe APD are held
accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

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

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



UER
Crvtr rAN Polrcr Ovensrcrrr AcExcy

February 28, 2025

ViaEmail

Re: CPC # 300-24

COMPI,AINT:

 J  reported that he had issued Offrcer C a traffic citation. Mr. J
reported he was upset about the conversation between himself and Sergeant W and tbat
Sergeant W was unprofessional. Mr. J  reported Sergeant W was unprofessional
because it was not his place to try to get charges dismissed, work out a plea agreement, or
use his influence with him to cut Offrcer C a break.

EYIDINCEBEXIESDi

Videds): N/A APD Report(s): N/A CAD Repor(s): N/A

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

APD Employcc lnterviewed: Yes

APD Employee lnvolved: Sergcant W

Other Materials: Email Communications, Payroll Information, & Message Screenshots.

Date lnvestigation Completed: February 18, 2025

I
Albrqrcryu - Llaking Hi*ory I -06 )006

PO Box 1293

Albuqucrque

Nivl 87101

*r,vu'.cabq.gov

CITY OF ALBU UE



EINDINGS

Policies Reviewed: I .1 .6.4.1.b gr{isconduct)

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

2. Sustaitred. Inv€stigation classilication when the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject officer.

i 4. Exonerated. Investigation classification where the investigator(s) dctcrmincs, by I prepondffancc ofthe
, evidence, that alleged conduct in the uodorlying complaint did occur but did not violatc APD policies,

i 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 thal was not alleged in
the original complaint (whether CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovered during
the invesligation, and by a preponderance ofthe evidence, that misconduct did occur.

6. Administrativ€ly Closed. Investigation classification where the investigator determincs: The policy
violations ofa minor naturo ard do not constitute a pattem ofmisconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7
sanclion, -the allegations are duplicative; -the allegations, even if true, do not constitute mis€onduct; or -the
investigation caonot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complain! snd further
investigation would be futile.

AddiliqralrCoDllsl$r
It was determined that Sergeant W was on duty but did not contact Mr. J  in an official
capacity and instead as a former co-worker and acquaintance. Sergeant W contacted Mr.
J  in an attempt to see if Mr. J  would communicate with Oflicer C prior to
court. The intention being to facilitate communication as was typical for officers to converse
with defendants before appearing before ajudge. The text evidence did not show Sergeant W
requested a dismissal or a failure to appezlr to benefit the APD officer cited. The evidence
showed that Sergeant W made a cornment conceming the enforcement of OHV laws, which
Mr. J  appeared to take as dismissive. Since it was text communication, each had their
interpretation ofintention or tone. However, in analyzing the situation, the CPOA can only
go by the written word; there was no outward request for favoritism or privilege. Sergeant W
quickly disengaged from the conversation when it appeared ill received and did not send any
additional messages.

V

2300-24 Sergeant W

3, Not Sustrined. lnvesligation classificalion whcn thc investigato(s) is unable to determine onc way or thc
other, by a preponderance ofthc evidcnce, whcther the alleged misconduct cilher occurrcd or did not occur.
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings and/or
recommendations 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 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 tbe 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
tindings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

l) A policy was misapplicd 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 maybe re-opened if additional information becomes
available. Please provide your additional information in writing to the CPOA Director as

listed above.

lf you are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision of the Office of Police Reform or
any matter relating to the Office of Police Reform's handling of the complaint you may
request a review of the complaint by the City's Chief Administrative Officer by sending a letter
to the Offrce of the Mayor, P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103. Your request must be in
writing and within 30 calendar days (inclusive ofholidays and weekends) of receipt 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://*'ss'.cabq.gov/cpoa/survev. Thank you for participating in the process of
civilian oversight ofthe police, ensuring offrcers and personnel ofthe APD are held
accountable, and improving the process.

The Civilian Police Oversi ght Agency by

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

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chiefof Police

Sincerely,



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

PO Box 1293

NM 87101

www.cabq.gov

CTVILIAN PoLIcE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

February 7, 2025

Via Email

Re: CPC # 319-24

COMEI/AINT.

On 1210412024 at approximately 0937 hours,  B  submitted a complaint
via email to Commander P regarding an incident that occu ned on 12/0412024. E
reported that her court case was "thrown out" because Officer H and Oflicer K failed to
appear, and the associated documents and evidence were not submitted to the court for
prosecution. She reported that the court case was very important as it pertained to the
vandalism of her property.by a neighbor who she has had a problem with for almost three
years. Police have been to her property multiple times, and this case was a criminal case
where she was expecting officers to appear with reports, video evidence, interviews, and
lapel camera recordings, but their failure to appear caused the case to be dismissed.

 

Albuquerque

DYDENCE.BEYIEEDI

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

Complainant lnterviewed: Yes Wihess(es) Interviewcd: N/A

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Officer K

Other Materials: Email Communicatiotrs, Unit History, Evidence.com History, & Ect.

Date Investigation Completed; January 28,2025
I

Albrqrrrquc - lvld*iry Histt'r.y 1706'2006



FINDINGS

PoliciesReviewed: 2.76.4.F.1 (Court)

3. Not Sustlinsd. Investigation classificatioo wheo the investigato(s) is uoable to determioe one way or the

other, by s preponderance ofthe evidence, *{rether the alleged misconduct either occur.ed or did notoccur.

4. Exonented. Investigation classificdion where the ilvestigato(s) determines, by s preponderance ofthe 
I

evidence, that alleg€d conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violare APD policies. I

procedures, or training I

5. Sustoined Violation Not Based on Original Complaint. Investigation classification \4fiere the
investigator(s) determines, by a preponderancc ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in
the original complaint (whether CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovered during
the invesligation, and by a prelnnderance ofthe evidence, that misconduct did occur.

6. Administrrtively Closed. tnvestigation classification where the investigator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor naturc and do noi constitute a pattem of misconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7
salctio[, -the allegations ale duplicative; -lhe allegations, even iftrue, do not coostitute misconduct; or -the
investigation canrct be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in lhe complain! and further
investigation would be futile.

AddiliqltLCepsertsi
2.76.4.F .l: It was determined that Officer K failed to appear on 12/04/2024 for a court
hearings regarding T-4-CR-2024005503, which was dismissed because he failed to appear,
Officer K failed to notifu his supervisors and the Court Services Unit that he would be
unable to attend the scheduled hearings.

Note: The Court Services Unit provided the requested discovery to the Law Office ofthe
Public Defender (LOPD) on 10D212024 and 1012312024.

The nature ofthe complaint did not require the review ofreports, CADs or OBRD since it
was not about the incident itself. There was no evidence supplied or able to be obtained
showing that the officer received information or instruction from a superior about attending
court.

The CPOA recommends a written reprimand.

2319-24 Officer K

I r. u"r""ra"a. t**,*0",;;;*, ;;;";.;,,G;;;;; r, "*;*"i*i* 
-- ln

l"d9:f::9:1{:gdmisconductdidDoioccurg'_l,jTl,"y"tr."-_h"-bjgSsg___._-___.._ _ -]lJ
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Ifyou are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision ofthe Oflice ofPolice Reform or
any matter relating to the Office of Police Reform's handling of the complaint you may
request a review of the complaint by the City's Chief Administrative Officer by sending a letter
to the Office of the Mayor, P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103. Your request must be in
writing and within 30 calendar days (inclusive ofholidays and weekends) of receipt of the
Offrce of Police Reform letter. Include your CPC number. The review by the Chief
Administrative Officer is independent of the Advisory Board.

Ifyou have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at httD://$"[1v.cabq.so\'/cpoa/surve\'. 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.

The Civilian Police Oversi ght Agency by

txl
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(s0s) 924-3770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

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

Sincerely,



CITY OF ALBU UER

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

NM 87103

www.cabq.gov

CTVILIAN PoI.ICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

February 7,2025

Via Email

Re: CPC # 319-24

CAMEIAAINL

On 1210412024 at approximately 0937 hours,  B  submitted a complaint
via email to Commander P regarding an incident that occurred on 12/0412024. 
reported that her courtrase was "thrown out" because Officer H and Officer K failed to
appear, and the associated documents and evidence were not submitted to the court for
prosecution. She reported that the court case was very important as it pertained to the
vandalism ofher property by a neighbor who she has had a problem with for almost three
years. Police have been to her property multiple times, and this case was a criminal case
where she was expecting officers to appear with reports, video evidence, interviews, and
lapel camera recordings, but their failure to appear caused the case to be dismissed.

EYIDENCI..BEYIEWDI

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

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

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Offrcer H

Other Materials: Email Communications, Unit History, Evidence.com History, & Ect.

Date Investigation Completed: January 28,2025

Albuqucrquc - Making Hittory 1706-2006
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EINDING.I

PoliciesReviewed: 2.76.4.F.1 (Court)

4. Exonerrted. lovestigation classificalion wteE the investigato(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, that alleged conduct in the underlying clmplaint did occur but did rot violate APD policies,
proc€durcs, or training.

6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classificalion where the investigator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor natuE and do not constitute a pattem olmisconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7
sanction, -the allegations ale duplicative; -the allegations, even iftrue, do not constitute misconduct; or -the
investigation ca[not be conducted becaus€ ofthe lack ofinformation in lhe complairt, and furthet
i[vesrigation would be futile-

AddiliqlelCsue.tl$i
2.76.4.F.1: It was determined that Officer H failed to appear on 1210412024 for court
hearings regarding T-4-CR-2024005503, which was dismissed because he failed to appear,
and T-4-CR-2024006341, which was reset. Officer H failed to notifo his supervisors and the
Court Services Unit that he would be unable to attend the scheduled hearings.

Note: The Court Services Unit provided the requested discovery to the Law Office ofthe
Public Defender (LOPD) on 1012212024 aad 10123D024.

The nature ofthe complaint did not require the review ofreports, CADs or OBRD since it
was not about the incident itself. There was no evidence supplied or able to be obtained
showing that the officer received information or instruction from a superior about attending
court.

The CPOA recommends a written reprimand.

2319-24 Officer H

I l. Unfounded. lnvestigalion classificalion whetr the investigator(s) determines, by clear and convincing
i evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subject ofiicer.j:

EJr""fr.a" r"r"tfi*,* r**." "t- **"t"",t0 *"r-t.., b- r,.*od.rr"" "*--lfZI evidence the a[cged misconduct did oc{ur by lhe sulr:::!1:__ ____]l!

Iin",-s*,r-J*".Jry""""*'d;;;;i;;.'*"(.)*.;;;;;;";;";;.1.--
lother,byaprcpoo&rsnceofthcevidcnce,wfietherrheallcgedmiscondrctcitbcroccurrcdordidnotoccur. l|_lL__ . t-

5. Sustaincd Violation Not Based on Original Complaint. lnvestigation classificarion where rhe
investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthc evidence, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in
the original complaint (wheiher CPC or i[temal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovered during
the investigation, and by a preponderance ofthe evidence, that misconduct did occur.

tr



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

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

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

of discretion; or

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

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

listed above.

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 lettor
to the Offrce of the Mayor, P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103. Your request must be in
writing and within 30 calendar days (inclusive ofholidays and weekends) of receipt 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://ssrv.cabq.gov/cpoa/sulvey. Thank you for participating in the process of
civilian oversight ofthe police, ensuring officers and personnel ofthe APD are held
accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Overs ight Agency by

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

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

I'O Box 1293

NM 87103

www.cabq.gov

CTVILIAN PoLICE OVERSIGHT AcTxcy

February 5, 2025

Via Email

Re: CPC # 006-25

EOMELAB},

On 01i05/2025,  G  submitted a complaint online to the Civilian Police
Oversight Agency regarding an incident that occuned on 1211412024 at approximately
1200 hours.  reported that on this date, an unidentified APD officer arrived at her
home and spoke with her via the doorbell camera. The officer advised her that the
Bemalillo County Police Department had requested a welfare check about her two minor
children.  was concemed because she had later received conflicting information from
Officer G 253 and Officer M 256.  provided a CAD ofSO24121400731800.

IUDENCEBEYE|WEDT

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

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

APD Employee Interviewed: N/A

APD Employee Involved: Not Applicable

Other Materials: Email Communications and ECC Recordings.

Dae Investigation Complercd: January 11,2025

1

Albuquerque

Albuqwtqut - Makixg History 1706-2006



EINDINGI

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

2. Sustained. lnvestigation classification *hen the investigato(s) detemines, by a prcponderance ofthe
evidence,lhe alleged misconduct didoccur by the subje.t officer.

3. Not Sustrined. Investigation classification l+fien the investigato(s) is uMble to determine o.le way or the
other, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, whether the alleged misconduct ei6er occured or did not occu.. ln

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

6. Admi[istrstively Closed. Investigation classification wtere the investigator detemines: The policy
violations ofr minor naturE and do not constitute a pattem ofmisconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class ?
saoction, -the allegations ale duplicstive; -the allegations, even iftrue, do not coostitute miscorduct; or -the
investigation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in lhe complainl and further
investigation would be futile.

Addiliqlrl,rcaE4Elri
It was determined that this case should be Administratively Closed as the complaint was
withdrawn, and no evidence ofa violation in reference to this complaint was discovered
during a review ofthe available evidence.

V

z006-25 Not Applicable

I

in

lr

r
I

I

L

l

4. Exonerrted. lnvestigation classification where the iflvestigato(s) determines, by a preporderance olthe
evidence, that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occurbut did not violate APD policies,
procedures, or training.



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 lyill be scheduled at the Board's trert regularty
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt ofthe
request and the ne m€eting. 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 fmdings 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 have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at http://srr rv.cabq.pov/cpoa/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 Overs ight Agency by

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

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

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 oomplaint you may
request a review of the complaint by the City's Chief Administrative Officer by sending a letter
to the Oftice 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
Offrce ofPolice Reform letter. Include your CPC number. The review by the Chief
Administrative Officer is independent of the Advisory Board.



CITY OF ALBU UER

CTVILIAN PoLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

February 10,2025

Via Certified Mail

Re: CPC # 013-25

COMEIdIN},

 reported that two unknown male officers responded to their apartment and told
them they would write a report.  later discovered that no report had been generated

regarding the incident.  advised that they told the officers about previously reported
incidents, and they told her they would investigate the matter.

lO Box 1293

Albuquerque

www.ca\.gov

EXIDEME.BEYII.EED;

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

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

APD Employee Interviewed: N/A

APD Employee Involved: n/a

Other Materials: search tbrough multiple sources

Date Investigation Completed: January 13,2025

Albuqrcrquc - Making Hi*or1 I706-2006
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EINDINGS

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

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

classification where the investigato(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violale APD policies,

5. Slstained Violrtion Not Based on Origi[al Complaint. Investigation classification where the

investigator(s) determines, by a prcponderance ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur that rvas not alleged in
the original complaint (\t4lether CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovercd during
the investigation, and by a preponderanct ofthe evidence, that misconduct did occtlr.

6. Administrrtively Closed. lnvestigation classification uter€ the investigator determines: The policy

violations ofa minor naturE aDd do not constitute a pattem of misconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class ?

salction, -the allegations a.e duplicative; -the allegations, even iftrue, do not constitute rnisconduct; ot -the

ilvestigation cannot b€ conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation h the complaint 8nd further
investigation would be futile.

Arlrlilialalrcqnerrlu
There were no incidents located on I 12/25 . There were several different police contacts

located, but none that matched the fact pattern as provided. Since the incident could not be

located, possible involved employees could not be identified and no investigation could

occur.

a

2013-25 nJa

| :. ,f", S*"i."a. Investigation classification rrt * *," inu",tlguart"i 
" ""** 

.i","..in" on" *uy o, th" lJ---1
I other, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, whether the alleged misconduct either occurred or did not occur. ILItl



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

Ifyou have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at http://urr rv.cabcl.gor'/c poa/surv er'. 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 Overs ight Agency by

1xl
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(s05) 924-3770

3

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. Bor 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103, or
by email to CPoA@cabq.gov, Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Board's next regularl5r
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt ofthe
request and the nert meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modify the 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 frndings or recommendations were arbikary, capricious or constituted an abuse

ofdiscretion; or

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

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

listed above.

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police
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