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The CPOA Executive Director's findings in each case are listed below. The following
notifications ofthe findings were provided to the citizen(s) during October 2023. The
findings become part ofthe officer's file, ifapplicable.
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Via Email

Re: CPC # 146-22
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Albuquerque
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www.cabq.gov

EYIDENCE.BEYIEUIDI

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

Complainant Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Officer S

Other Materials: r/a

Date lnvestigation Completed: August 16, 2023

CAD Report(s): Yes

Witness(es) Interviewed: Yes

I

UER

CQMEIAINL
Ms. H  had called 911 as she arrived on the scene where her daughter and
granddaughter were staying. Ms. H  received a text from  G  who is the
patemal grandmother to the child. There was an issue with the child custody exchange on
this particular day as the father ofthe child was schedule to pick up at a certain time and
the mother of the child was not answering her phone. Police arrived on the scene to check
on the welfare ofthe child and to give the child to her father per the custody court order.
Prior to police arrival, Ms. H  reported that Ms. G  had physically assaulted her

by pushing her, threaten her and calling her names. Ms. H  also had informed police
that Ms. G  might be intoxicated due to her behavior and why wasn't she arrested by
police.



FTNDTNGS

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

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

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

Policies Reviewed: 2.60.4.A.5 and 1.1.5.A.1

4. Exonereted. Invcstigation classification where the investigator(s) determin€s, by a preponderance ofthe
evidencc, that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies,
procedures, or tmining.

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

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

AdditiouLCsurs[&

1.1.5.A.1 Ms. H  alleged Officer S yelled at her more than once. Officer S'response
was that Ms. H  concems were considered and listened to, but Officer S did raise their
voice when Ms. H  continued to argue toward the end ofthe contact, but did not yell
disrespectfully or emotionally. The lapel videos showed Offrcer S was professional with Ms.
H  and although the officer raised their voice it was to maintain command presence

since Ms. H  wished to argue and Officer S was not going to engage in an argument.

2.60.4.A.5 Ms. H  expressed concems about Ms. G  being allowed to depart without
being arrested and because of perceived impairment. Officers had contact with Ms. G
and did not observe signs of impairment. Officers explained why Ms. G  would not be

subject to physical arrest, but would issued a summons instead. A supplemental report was
not required from Officer S as Officer D was the primary and received any necessary

investigative information from Officer S.

2146-22 Officer S
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings ofthe
CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of holiday and weekends) of
receipt ofthis letter, communicate your desire to have an appeal hearing before the CPOA
Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the CPOA Director. Please send your
request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103 or by email CPOA@cabq.gov. Include
your CPC number. Please note, at this time the Advisory Board is being reconfigured so no
hearings will take place until regularly scheduled meetings occur. Ifyour appeal request is
filed timely you will be notified of when your appeal will be scheduled and more
information will follow. Once normal procedures resume the appeal hearings will proceed
as specified in the Oversight Ordinance 9-4-1-10. In order for the Advisory Board to
modify the Director's findings your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

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

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

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

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

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

do not address the issues in your complaint.

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

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

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

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

The review by the Chief Administrative Offrcer will not delayed as it is not dependent upon the

Advisory Board.

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

Thank you for participating in the process ofcivilian oversight ofthe police, ensuring offrcers

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

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police ersr ght Agency by

Diane McDermott
Interim Executive Director
(s0s) 924-3770
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cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBU UER UE
Cwil,rAN Por,rcr Ownsrcnr Acrxcy

October 30, 2023

R.et CPC #226-22

 P

I'O Box 129J COMEIAINL
 P  submitted a complaint on 0912312022 regarding an incident that occuned on

0912312022 at 0900 hours. Mr. P  reported, "Reason he called 9l I he got a phone

from his mother, it wasfrom his brother u'ho had a mental illness. the brother had never
used the mothers phone. and when requested lo talk to he molher, the brother hung up lhe
phone. The cops were called there last week. and he gol arrested. I|'hen he called 9l I she

sounded condescending, and being disrespectful and treating him os he u'as stupid. He
r)as trying to explain to the 9l I dispatcher that the brolher is nol supposed lo be there at
the molhers house. "

Albuquerquc

r\vM 87103

www.cabq. gov

IJIDENCE.BEYIEWED.

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

Complainant Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee lnterviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: None Identified

Other Materials: Email Communications

Date Investigation Completed: August 15, 2023

I

Via Email

CAD Report(s): N/A

Witness(es) Interviewed: N/A



FINDIN(;S

L Unfounded. Investigation classification $.hen the invesrigato(s) determines, by clear and convincing
evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve lhe subject officer.

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

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

4. Exonerat€d. Investigalion classification $here thc investigator(s) dctermincs, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence. that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies,
proccdures, or training.

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

6. Admiltistratively Closed. Invesligation classification where the investigator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor nature aIId do not constitute a panem of misconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7
sanction, -thc allcgations a.e duplicativel -the allegations, cvcn iftrue, do not constitute misconduct: or -the

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

Atldiliql8Lrcsery.I$i
This case should be Administratively Closed because the investigation was unable to
determine ifthe incident reported had occurred and ifany APD personnel were involved.
The investigation determined that no calls were received by the APD on 0912312022 from
telephone numbers 505  or 505 . The employee interviewed was due to
the man number matching, but there was no evidence to support the phone conversation that
had occuned with that employee and the individual
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings ofthe
CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of holiday and weekends) of
receipt ofthis letter, communicate your desire to have an appeal hearing before the CPOA
Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the CPOA DLector. Please send your
request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103 or by email CPoA@cabq.gov. Include
your CPC number. Please note, at this time the Advisory Board is being reconfigured so no
hearings will take place until regularly scheduled meetings occur. Ifyour appeal request is
filed timely you will be notified of when your appeal will be scheduled and more
information will follow. Once normal procedures resume the appeal hearings will proceed
as specified in the Oversight Ordinance 9-4-1-10. In order for the Advisory Board to
modi$ the Director's findings your appeal must demonstrate one or more ofthe following:

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

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

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

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

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

do not address the issues in your complaint.

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

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

Ifyou are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision ofthe Chief of Police or any matter

relating to the Chiefs handling ofthe complaint you may request a review ofthe complaint by
the City's Chief Administrative O{Iicer. Your request must be in writing and within 30 calendar

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

The review by the Chief Administrative Ofticer will not delayed as it is not dependent upon the

Advisory Board.

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

survey form at h$p://www.cabq.gov/cpoa/survev. There was a delay in the issuance offindings
due to the resignation ofthe Executive Director and another not being appointed by City
Council until some months later.

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 O rsight Agency bye

Diane McDermott
Interim Executive Director
(50s) 924-3770
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cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF AIBU UER UE
CIVILIAN POLICE OVf,RSIGHT AGENCY

October 30, 2023

Via Certified Mail

7014 2120 0004 76s9 t26t

 

Re: CPC # 016-23

CAMEI.AINT
Ms. C  alleged that Officer J illegally detained and harassed her and her cousin, yet
no crime had occurred. Officer J and his partners conducted an illegal search to harass

them because Ms. C  smelled like cannabis yet had a medical cannabis card. Ms.
C  informed the officers ofher disability because they were causing her anxiety.
Officers lied on a report regarding Ms. C  leaving a facility, and Officer J wrote a

stereotyped report. The officers informed Ms. C  that a case worker would be in
touch with her and walked her to an exiti Ms. C  argued to stay but left to avoid
being arrested. Officer J filed false charges againsl Ms. C  resulting in her losing
her employment. Ms. C  alleged discrimination and illegal use of force.

l'O Box 1293

Albuquerque

N t\,1 87 I 03

EYIDENCLBEYIEI{EDT

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

Complainant Interviewed: fss Witness(es) Interviewed: No

APD Employee Interviewed: No

APD Employee lnvolved: Officer J

Other Materials: Email Communications, NMSA, & Citizen Provided Documents.

Date Investigation Completed: October 3,2023

llbuqunqut - MaLing Hirtotl l7o6-2006

www.cabq.gov
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FINDINGS

Policies Reviewed: 1.1.4.D.15, 1.1.4.D.19, 1.4.3.A.3,2.92.i.8.3, & 3.13.3.B.3.b

l. Unfouaded. Investigation classilication utren the investigato(s) determines, by clear and convincing
evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subje€t oflicer.

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

3. Not Sust{i[ed. Investigation clf,ssification $hen the investigato(s) is unable to delermine one way or the
other, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, whether the allegcd misconduct either occurred or did not occur.

4. Exonerrted. Investigation classification where the investigato(s) determin€s, by a preponderatce ofthe
evidence, that alleged cooduct in the underlying clmplaint did oc.ur but did not violate APD policies,
procedurEs, or training.

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Original Complaint. Investigation classification wherc the
investigator(s) determines, by a preponderaoce ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in
the original complaint (ufiether CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misconduct rvas discovered during
the investigatiorL and b1 a preponderance ofthe evidence, lhat misconduct did occur.

6. Admi[istratively Closed. Investigation classification where the investigator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor nature and do not conslitute a pattem of misconduct (i,e. a violation subject to a class 7

sa[ction, .the allegations are duplicBtive; -the allegations. even ifllue, do not coNtitute misconduct; or -the
investigalion cannot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complainl, and further
invcstigation \rould be futile.

AdditislltqqD4rr$i
It was determined that Ms. C  version ofevents directly contradicted the available
evidence. Officer J did not detain, harass, search, discriminate, or use force on Ms. C  or
her cousin. The reports could not be accessed regarding the incident because they had been

sealed by the court and because Ms. C  would not provide a copy. The issues Ms.
C  claimed were falsified were found not to be true. Officer J escorted Ms. C  and

her cousin to the lobby and advised her that she didn't have to wait but recommended that
she wait for CYFD. Ms. C  granted Officer J consent to speak with the children, and

32A-4-5 NMSA l97E allows for an officer to conduct an interview with a child without the
parent or guardians' consent.

2
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016-23 Officer J
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satished with the findings ofthe
CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive ofholiday and weekends) of
receipt ofthis letter, communicate your desire to have an appeal hearing before the CPOA
Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the CPOA Director. Please send your
request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103 or by email CPOA@cabq.gov. Include
your CPC number. Please note, at this time the Advisory Board is being reconfigured so no
hearings will take place until regularly scheduled meetings ocCur. Ifyour appeal request is
filed timely you will be notified of when your appeal will be scheduled and more
information will fotlow. Once normal procedures resume the appeal hearings will proceed
as speci{ied in the Oversight Ordinance 9-4-1-10. In order for the Advisory Board to
modify the Director's findings your appeal must demonstrate otre or more of the following:

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

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

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

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

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

do not address the issues in your complaint.

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

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

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

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

The review by the Chief Administrative Offrcer wi[[ not delayed as it is not dependent upon the

Advisory Board.

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

survey form at http://wu'w.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

Diane McDermott
Interim Executive Director
(sls) 924-3770

3

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

CrvrLrAN PoLrcE OvERsrcHT AcENCy

October 30,2023

Via Certified Mail

7014 2120 0004 7659 r26t

Re: CPC # 016-23

Albuquerque

COMEI.AINI,
Ms. C  reported numerous allegations in her submitted complaint, but when
interviewed, she only alleged that Officer M unlawfully detained her by staying in the
hall to ensure she and her cousin didn't leave.

NM 87103

wlrw. cabq.gov

EYIDENCE BEYIEEEDi

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

Complainant Interviewed: Yes Witness(es) Interviewed: No

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Officer M

Other Materials: Email Communications, NMSA, & Citizen Provided Documents.

Date lnvestigation Completed: October 3,2023

I'O Box 1293

1



EINDINGS

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

2. Sustailed. Investigation classification when the in\estigator(s) dete.mines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, lhe alleged misconduct did occul by the subject oflicer.

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

othcr, by a preponderance ofthe evidencr, *hether the alleged misconduct either occurred or did not occur.

4. Exoner8ted. Investigation classification $fiere the investigato(s) determines, by a prepondemnce ofth€
evidence, thal alleged conducl in the underlying mmplaint did occur but did not violate APD policies,
prcceduIes, or training.

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

sanction, -the allegations are duplicative: -the allegations, even iftrue, do not constiilte misconduct;or _lhe

investigation cannot be conducted because oftie lack ofinformation in the complaint. and further

invcstigation lrould be futile.

AdditiqletcsE[flt$
It was determined that Ms. C  version ofevents directly contradicted the available

evidence. Officer M stood by in the hall while the primary officer conducted his

investigation and made no attempt to detain or search anyone.

016-23 Officer M

PoliciesReviewed: 3.13.3.8.3.b

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Originrl Complsint. Investigation classilication u'here the
investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in
the original complaint (whether CPC or iotemal complaint) but that other misconducl was discovered during
thc investigation, and by a prepondemnce oflhe evidence, thal misconduct did occur.
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings ofthe
CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive ofholiday and weekends) of
receipt ofthis letter, communicate your desire to have an appeal hearing before the CPOA
Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the CPOA Director. Please send your
request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103 or by email CPOA@cabq.gov. Include
your CPC number. Please note, at this time the Advisory Board is being reconfigured so no
hearings will take place until regularly scheduled meetings oc0ur. Ifyour appeal request is
filed timely you will be notified of when your appeal will be scheduled and more
information will follow. Once normal procedures resume the appeal hearings will proceed
as specified in the Oversight Ordinance 9-4-l-10. In order for the Advisory Board to
modify the Director's findings your appeal must demonstrate one or more ofthe followiug:

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

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

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

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

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

do not address the issues in your complaint.

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

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

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

survey form at http://www.cabq.qov/cpoa/survev.

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

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

.il*r',* 4,4,A-*
Diane McDermott
Interim Executive Director
(505) 924-3770

3
cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

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

days (inctusive of holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter. Include your CPC number.

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

Advisory Board.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

PO Box l29l

Albuquerque

NM 8710.1

urrrv.cabq.gov

Crvrt,tnN PoLICE OI'ERSIGHT AGENCy

October 20, 2023

Via Email

Re: CPC # 056-23

C

COIGI..AINL
C  reported,, "Police would love ke the innocenl citizens to leave their home
instead oJ arr sting the man who shot a hullet lhru my Ji Chen t'indow. "

"The police don't care. I'm a tax paying citizen who had a b let shot thru kitchen
vindou,. Cops don't care. Ditl not even question the neighbors. Asked me to leaye my
home. ll'hile lhe shooter lives nexl door, intimidating me,....1 shottld hide?

"Can'l sleel, since I had a bullet shot thru kitchen winclow. ABQ police don'l even
queslion the neighbor yel say bullet came front lhe he neighbor. Is there juslice?"

EYIDENCLBEYII,$EDI

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

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

APD Employee Interviewed: No

APD Employee Involved: Not Applicable

Other Materials: Email Communications & Photographs

Date Investigation Completed: August l7 ,2023

Albaqucrquc - Making Hirory 170G20O6



FTNDINCS

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

2. Sustained. Investigation classification \r'hen the investigator(s) delermifles, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject officer.

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

4. Exonerrtcd. Investigation classification \ tere the investigato(s) determines, by a prepondemnce ofthe
evidence, that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did oclur but did not violale APD policies,
procedures, or traifling.

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Originsl Complsint. Inlestigalion classification \\'here the
investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe evidcnce. misconduct did occur that rvas not alleged in
the original complaint (whether CPC o, intemal complaint) bul that other misconduct was discovered during
the investigation, and by a preponderance ofthe cvidcnce. that misconduct did occur.

6. Administratively Closed, Investigation classiticalion rvhere thc investigator detemines: 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 duplicativel -the allegations. even ifruc. do not constitute misconduct; o. -the

investigation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complaint, and further
inrestigation yould be futile.

AddiliqalrcaEEertsi

a

When interviewed, C  advised that she was upset at the time ofthe complaint, but
after consulting with family, friends in law enforcement, and ajudge, she understood the
actions taken by officers and no longer wanted to report any ofthe APD personnel.

This complaint investigation was Administratively Closed because the complaint was

withdrawn, and no evidence of a violation in reference to this complaint was discovered
during a review ofavailable evidence.
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings ofthe
CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive ofholiday and weekends) of
receipt ofthis letter, communicate your desire to have an appeal hearing before the CPOA
Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the CPOA Director. Please send your
request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103 or by email CPOA@cabq.gov. Include
your CPC number. Please note, at this time the Advisory Board is being reconfigured so no
hearings will take place until regularly scheduled meetings oc0ur. Ifyour appeal request is
filed timely you will be notified of when your appeal will be scheduled and more
information will follow, Once normal procedures resume the appeal hearings will proceed
as specified in the Oversight Ordinance 9-4-1-10. In order for the Advisory Board to
modify the Director's findings your appeal must demonstrate one or more ofthe following:

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

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

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

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

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

do not address the issues in your complaint.

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

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

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

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

The review by the Chief Administrative Offrcer wi[[ not delayed as it is not dependent upon the

Advisory Board.

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

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

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

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

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

CrvrLrAN Por,rcf, Ol'ERsrcrrr AcENcy

October 30, 2023

Via Email

Re: CPC # 059-23

Albuquerque

COICI.AINL
Mr. Z  reported that at 03:30 am, he called APD to have a trespasser removed from
the private property oftheir condo building. Mr. Z  repo(ed that Sergeant D anived
at the scene and began to speak with the trespasser, as Mr. Z  could hear through the
walls. Mr. Z  reported that as Sergeant D walked back to his vehicle, Mr. Z
called out from his balcony and asked, "Are you gonna remove him?" Sergeant D
responded, "l am in the middle ola call." Mr. Z  reported that the next moming, Mr.
Z  noticed that the trespasser had not been removed. Mr. Z  reported that he

wanted to understand why Sergeant D would not remove the trespasser and let the
trespasser stay on their property.

1\-N{ 8710J

uvw.cabq. gov

l)O Uox l29J

EYIDENCF.BEYIE,EEDi

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

Complainant lnterviewed: Yes

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Sergeant D

Other Materials: r/a

Date Investigation Completed: July 24, 2023

CAD Report(s): Yes

Witness(es) Interviewed: No

1
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FINDINGS

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

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

3. Not Sustsined. lnvestigation clatsification when the investigato(s) is unable to determine one way or the
other, by a preponderance ofthe evide[ce, tvhether the alleged misconduct either occurred or did not occur.

Policies Reviewed: General Order 1.1.6.C.1

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

5, Sustained Violation Not Based on Originrl Complaint. Investigation classification where the
inlcstigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, misconducl did occur that \aas not alleged in
the original complaint (\rtether CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovered during
the invesligation. and by a preponderance ofthe evidence, that misconduct did occur.

6. Admitristratively Closed. lnvestigation classification where the investigator determines: The policy
violations ofa rninor 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 iftiue, do not constitute misconduct: or -the
investigation cannot be conducled because olthe lack ofinformation in the complaint. and funher
investigation would be futile.

AddiliqelcsDes$i
1.1.6.C.1-A review of the CAD confirmed that the caller (Mr. Z  did not request
contact from officers at the time of his call. Sergeant D was at the location for a shots fired
call, which tumed out to be something different. He did not know about Mr. Z  call
until later since there were several holding calls. He linked them after he had already left.
Mr. Z  confirmed that previously there were no "no trespassing" signs up on the
property at the time ofthe incident. Sergeant D considered the resident (Mr. Z  when
he informed the individual he should move on, but did not see no trespassing signs to give

him enforcement leverage. Although Sergeant D did not fulfill Mr. Z  request to
remove the trespasser, Sergeant D provided a valid response regarding the reason for his

actions on the date ofthe incident, therefore not violating the SOP in question. Sergeant D
wanted to convey that if the property in question had security or a manager who could put uP

"no trespassing" signs when someone was trespassing, they could call law enforcement.
Sergeant D stated that would give law enforcement more leeway to actually enforce that.

2
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A) The findings by the Director had no explanation that would lead to the conclusion made; or,

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

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

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

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

do not address the issues in your complaint.

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

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

The review by the Chief Administrative Offrcer will not delayed as it is not dependent upon the

Advisory Board.

If you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at http://www.cabq.qov/cpoa/sutvev. There was a delay in the issuance offindings
due to the interim status ofthe Executive Director. Your patience is appreciated.

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 vilian Police O rsight Agency by

(
Diane McDermott
lnterim Executive Director
(sDs) 924-3770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

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



CTTY OF ALBU UER UE

Crulrarv Polrcr Ownslcgr AcrNcy

October 30, 2023

Via Certified Mail

7014 2t20 0004 76s9 1278

Re: CPC # 060-23

 D

COMEIAINL

Albuquerque

Mr. D  reported that he received a ticket for expired tags on his company patrol
vehicle and was interrogated by a rookie cop. Mr. D  reported that the APD
Officer's actions were questionable ifthe officer had a motive for the incident or if he just
lacked common sense pulling over a lead patrol officer and giving the patrol officer a

ticket for expired tags. Mr. D  reported that the oflicer told him he needed to
sign the citation for not having registration or insurancc, and when Mr. D
refused, the APD Officer said if Mr. D  did not sign it, then the o{Ticer would
arrest Mr. D  Mr. D  reported that the officer took his handcuffs out
and kept pulling on Mr. D s door handle, telling Mr. D  that he was
going to jail now.

NNI 87103

www.cabq.gov

EYIDENCE.BEYIEITED,i

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: Officer M

Other Materials: New Mexico Uniform Citations

Date Investigalion Compl*ed: July 26, 2023

PO Box 1293

Albryaerqw - lttahing Hbtoty 1706.2006
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings ofthe
CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive ofholiday and weekends) of
receipt ofthis letter, communicate your desire to have an appeal hearing before the CPOA
Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the CPOA Direcror. Please send your
request toP.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM87l03 or by enrail CPoA@cabq.gov. Include
your CPC number. Please note, at this time the Advisory Board is being reconligured so no
hearings will take place until regularly scheduled meetings occur. Ifyour appeal request is
liled timely you will be notified of when your appeal will be scheduled and more
information will follow. Once normal procedures resume the appeal hearings will proceed
as specified in the Oversight Ordinance 9-4-l-10. In order for the Advisory Board to
modiS the Director's findings your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

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

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

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

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

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

do not address the issues in your complaint.

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

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

lfyou are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision ofthe Chiefof Police or any matter
relating to the Chiefs handling ofthe complaint you may request a review ofthe complaint by

the City's Chief Administrative O{ficer. Your request must be in writing and within 30 calendar
days (inclusive of holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter. Include your CPC number.

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

Advisory Board.

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

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

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

Sincerely,
The vilian Police O ight Agency by

C

Diane McDermott
lnterim Executive Director
(s05) 924-3770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



EINDINGI

Policies Reviewed: General Order 1.1.5.A.1 General Order 1.1.5.C.3

l. Unfounded. Investigation classification when the inlestigator(s) determi[es, by clear and convincing
evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did nol involve the subject oflicer. a
2. Sustsined. Investigation classification when th€ investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject officer.

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

4. Exonereted. Investigation classification where the investigato(s) delermines, by a preponderance oithe
evidencr, lhat alleged conduct in the underlying complai[l did occur but did not violate APD policies,
procedures, or training.

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

6. Administrrtively Closed. Investigation classification where the investigato. dete.mhes: The policy
violations ofa minor nature and do rct constitute a pattem ofmisconduct (i.e. a violation subject lo a clsss 7
sanction, -the allegations are duplicalive; -the allegations, even ifrue, do not constitute misconduct: or -the
investigation caflnot be conducted becaus€ ofthe lack ofinformation in the complaint, and funher
investigation would be futile.

Addinqld]cg[rcllri
l.l.5.C.3-After a review of the OBRD Video, it was confirmed that Officer M advised Mr.
D  that he could go to jail if Mr. D  did not sign the citation (which was

corroborated by SOP 2-41.4.A.4.a), but at no time did Officer M pull on Mr. D s
door handle, or take out his handcuffs. OBRD Video also confirmed that Officer M did ask

Mr. D  questions and did shine the light into his vehicle, which Officer M advised
was standard practice during a tralTic stop. There was no evidence provided or located to
confirm that Olficer M singled Mr. D  out in any way or had any form of motive
against Mr. D  A review of the OBRD Video confrrmed that Mr. D
admitted to not having insurance, having expired tags, and having no proof of registration,
which was what Officer M cited Mr. D  for.
I .1.5.A.l-After a review of the OBRD Video, the CPOA Investigator did not observe any
unprofessional behaviors, or comments from Officer M toward Mr. D  per the
complaint.
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UER UE

I'O Box 1293

Albuquerque

1\-N4 87103

rvww.cabq.gov

Cnrlra.N POLICE OyERSIGHT AcENCy

October 30,2023

Via Certified Mail

7014 2120 0004 7659 1254

Re: CPC # 063-23

 M

CAEI.AINL
Ms. M  submitted a complainl on 0312312023 and reportcd that officers illegally ran
the plates of a vehiclc, illegally pulled over, and illegally pursued  L  who
died in the resulting crash. Ms. M  reported that Officer T failed to contact her for
approximately eightecn months.

EYIDENCEAEYIEIEDT

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

Complainant lnterviewed: Yes Witness(es) Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee lnterviewed: No

APD Employee lnvolved: Offrcer T

Other Materials: Email Communications, IA investigation,

Date Investigation Completed: July 27, 2023

CTTY OF AIBU

AlbuqacrEtc - Makitg History 1706'2006



EINDINGS

PoliciesReviewed: t.t.4.D.l

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

3. Not Sustrined. Investigation classification $.hen lhe investigato(s) is unable to determine one uay or the
other, by a prepoflderance ofthe evidence, rvhether the alleged misconduct either occuned or did rlot occur.

4. Exonerrted. Investigation classificltion where tie in\estigato(s) determines. by a preponderance ofthe
evidenc., that alleSed conduct in the uoderlying complaint did octlrl but did dot violate APD policies,
procedures, or training.

5. Sustained Violation Not Brsed o[ Original Complaint. lnvestigation classification where the
investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, misconduct did occurthat \1as not allegcd in
the original complaint (\'hether CPC or intemal complaint) but lhat other misconduct uas discovered during
the investigation, and bt a preponderance ofthe evidence. that miscrnduct did occur.

6. Administrrtivcly Closed. Investigstion classifi.ation where the investigator determines: l he policy
violalions ofa mino. nature a,ld do rDt coostitute a panem ofmisconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7
sanction. -the allegations are duplicative; -the allegations, even iftrue, do not constitule misconduct; or -the

inlestigation cannot be mnducted because ofthe lack ofinfornratioD in the complaint, and firrther
inlestigation $ould be futile.

AdrlitiolllrConrcsl$
Policy I .l .4.D.1 : It was detcrmined that Officer T conducted a thorough investigation, had

multiple communications with Ms. M  after the case was closed, and referred the case

to the DA. Ofhcer T had not been a member of the APD since September 2022.

The portion ofthe complaint regarding the running oflicense plate, the attempted traffic
stop, and the pursuit was administratively closed because the allegations were duplicative in
nafiJre. APD Internal Affairs conducted a thorough investigation regarding the actions taken

by officers in the incident and reached a logical outcome. I-78-20.

V

2

2. Sustai[ed. Investigation classification when the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, the alleged misco.rduct did occur by the subject omcer. n

n

tr

tr

a



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

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

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

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

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

do not address the issues in your complaint.

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

The vilian Police rsight Agency by

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

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

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

If you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at http://wr,r'w.cabq.qov/cpoa/survev. There was a delay in the issuance offindings
due to the interim status ofthe Executive Director. Your patience is appreciated.

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 ALBU UER UE

Cruu.Lx Pouce Ownsrcnr AGENCy

October 30, 2023

Via Email

Re: CPC # 096-23

PO Bor 1293

 S

CO!{EI.AINL
 S  reported that Officer J was hostile during a traffrc stop on 04/18/2023, and

told her, "It would take as long as it needs to." Ms. S  reported that she asked one of
the officers (Officer J) about which license plate the officers were referencing and
received no response.

Albuquerque

NNI n7t03

EYIDENCLBEYIDSIEDT

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

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

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Officer J

Other Materials: Unit Detail Log, Uniform Citation, Email Communications, & PATC.

Date lnvestigation Completed: August I l, 2023

l

wuw.cabq.gov



FINDINGS

PoliciesReviewed: l.l.5.A.l (Conduct)

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

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

3. Not Sustsined. Investigation classifica(ion when the investigator(s) is unable to determine one way or the
other, by a preponderance ofthe evidencc, wheth€r the alleged misconduct eithcr occuned or did not occur.

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

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

6. Administrstively Clossd. Investigation classification where the invesligator determines: The policy
violalions oia minor nalur€ and do not constitute a patt€rn of misconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7
sanction, -the allegations are duplicative; -the allegations, even iftrue. do not constitute misconduct: or -the
investigation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complaint, and funher
investigation would be futile.

Arlliliolltcsercllli
A review ofthe evidence was completed, and it was determined that no officer, including
Officer J, told Ms. S  "It would take as long as it needs to." Officer J was not the primary
officer and responded appropriately to Ms. S  repeated questions. Officer J had a
professional demeanor, and no indicators were observed that would lead a reasonable
individual to believe that Officer J was intimidating or anything less than professional.
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You have the right to appeal this decision. If you are not satisfied with the findings ofthe
CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive ofholiday and weekends) of
receipt of this letter, communicate your desire to have an appeal hearing before the CPOA
Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the CPOA Director. Please send your
request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103 or by email CPOA@cabq.gov. Include
your CPC number. Please note, at this time the Advisory Board is being reconfigured so no
hearings will take place until regularly scheduled meetings occur. Ifyour appeal request is
filed timely you will be notified of when your appeal will be scheduled and more
information will follow. Once normal procedures resume the appeal hearings will proceed
as specified in the Oversight Ordinance 9-4-l-10. In order for the Advisory Board to
modify the Director's lindings your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

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

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

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

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

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

do not address the issues in your complaint.

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

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

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

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 vilian Police ight Agency by

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

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

wuw,cabq.gov

Crvrlt,lx PolrcE OvERSIGHT AcENCy

October 30, 2023

Via Email

Re: CPC # 096-23

 S

CAMPI.AINL
 S  reported that Officer S wrongfully pulled her over on 04/18/2023, because

he was only behind her for two seconds. Ms. S  said she was giving a warning but
questioned how Officer S knew she didn't have insurance and that it was suspended.
Officer S called for assistance, and four patrol vehicles were behind her for a simple
traffic stop, which made her feel uncomfortable because she was a small woman. Offrcer
S was driving next to Ms. S  before he got in behind her, leading hcr to believe that
she was stopped for being an attractive woman.

EYIDF.NCI.BEYIEI{EDr

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

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

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Offrcer S

Other Materials: Unit Detail Log, Uniform Citation, Email Communications, & PATC.

Date Investigation Completed: August I 1, 2023

I
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FINNINGS

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

3. Not Sustailed. lnvestigation classification $heo the investigato(s) is unable to determine one way or the
other. by a preponderance ofthe evidence, u'hether the alleged misconduct either occuned or did not occur.

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

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

6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classification where the investigator determinesi The policy
violations ofa minor nature and do not constitute a pattern ofmisconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7
saflction, -the allegations arc duplicative; -the allegations. even iftrue, do not constitute misconducti or -the
investigation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complaint. and further
investigation would be futile.

AdditiqlnLCgllrcIlli
A review of the evidence was completed, and it was determined that Officer S conducted a
lawful traffic stop based on the registration information received after completing a lawful,
computerized records check of Ms. S  license plate while participating in a traffic detail.
The registration information received showed the status of Ms. S  registration and
insurance. Officer S requested an additional unit because Ms. S  escalated the situation
by bringing her police chief father into the conversation, and therejust happened to be
multiple officers in the area participating in the traffic detail. There were no indicators
observed that would lead a reasonable individual to believe that Officer S was anything less
than professional or that Ms. S  was uncomfortable, nervous, or intimidated.

2

Policies Reviewed: 1.1.5.A.4 (Conduct) & 1.4.4.8.1.a (Bias-Based policing)

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

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

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

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

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

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

do not address the issues in your complaint.

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

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

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

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

Sincerely,
The vilian Police O sight Agency by

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

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

Albuquerque

NNl n7l0.l

wuw.cabq.gov

CN,ILIAN PoLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

Via Email

Anonymous

 # 099-23

Anonymous:

COIAI.AINI
On 0412112023 at 0557 hours, Anonymous submitted a complaint online regarding an
incident that occuned on 0412112023 ar2345 hours. Anonymous alleged that they met
Officer J at the Dirty Bourbon and he was drinking a beer. Officer J said that he was on
the SWAT team, always on call, and drove an unmarked Chevrolet Tahoe to the bar since
he was on call.

TJIDENCE.BEYIESDT

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

Complainant [nterviewed: No Witness(es) Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Oflicer J

Other Materials: Email & Text Communications

Date lnvestigation Completed: Augusl 23, 2023

Ahuqucrq* - l aling Hittory 1706-20

October 30,2023

I'O Box 1293

I



EINDINCS

PoliciesReviewed: l.t.6.A.l (Conduct)

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

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

3. Not Sustained. tnvestigation classification wlrcn the investigato(s) is unable to determine one uay or the

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

4. Exooerated, Investigation classification where the investigato(s) dete.mines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidencr, that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did ocaur but did not violate APD policies,
procedures, or training.

5. Sustained Violstion Not Brsed on Originrl Comphi[l. Inrestigatior classification where the
investigator(s) determines. by a preponderance ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in
the original complaint (Nhether CPC or intemal complaint) but that olher misconduct l}as discovered during
the investigation, and by a preponderance ofthe evidencc, that misconduct did occur.

6. Administrrtiv€ly Closed. Investigation classilication i{here the investigator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor nature a,ld do not constitute a patlem oimiscooduct (i.e. a violalion subject to a class 7

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

Addi[glltCsercilu
The investigation determined that there was no validity to the allegations made by
Anonymous. Anonymous provided a futr:re date and time, provided no supporting evidence,
and was uncooperative in the investigative process. It was determined that Officer J was at
the Dirty Bourbon the previous evening, 0412012023, but was not on duty. No evidence was
provided, located, or reviewed that would substantiate any allegations made by Anonymous
other than Officer J was at the Dirty Bourbon on 0412012023.

a
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings ofthe
CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive ofholiday and weekends) of
receipt ofthis letter, communicate your desire to have an appeal hearing before the CPOA
Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the CPOA Director. Please send your
request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103 or by email CPOA@cabq.gov. Include
your CPC number. Please note, at this time the Advisory Board is being reconfigured so no
hearings will take place until regularly scheduled meetings occur. Ifyour appeal request is

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

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

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

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

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

do not address the issues in your complaint.

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

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

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

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police O rsight Agency bye

Diane McDermott
Interim Executive Director
(505) 924-3770

3

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

Advisory Board.

ilr,^rrt

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBU UE

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

www.cabq.gov

October 31,2023

Via Certified Mail

1 0t4 2t20 0004'7 659 tt46

Re: CPC # 102-23

COMETAINL
On0411412023,  C  submitted a complaint staling, "The oficer in patrol car
717 has been harrassing me for nry ex M  I have had to move several
times because of her....she pings my car and phone letttng my ex know where i live. She

v)as out in los lunas 2 dffirent times in Jarunry and had the roommate harrass me

making it look like a bad lit,tng enviroment. You can call mike hornhurg with CYFD and
sheriff loyde in los lunas who I colled on whot they are doing to me in court. "

Ms. C  is seeking an outcome of, " l want her investagatedfor follotting me down
toy,n where i believe she :'lr'as given the keys to me car thal my ex stole front me. I believe

she has been using her position to stalk me. I beliet,e her name is ericka bul not sure. "

EYIDENCE.BEYIEXCEDT

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

Complainant Interviewed: Yes Witness(es) Interviewed: No

APD Employee Interviewed: N/A

APD Employee Involved: None Identified

Other Materials: Complainant Photogtaphs & Email Communications

Date Investigation Completed: September 18, 2023

.4lhqrc4t,
1
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FINT}INGS

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

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

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

other, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, rvhether the all€ged misconduct either occuned or did not occur.

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

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

6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classification uhere 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 arc duplicative; -the allegations, even if true, do not constitute misconduct; or -the
investigation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complainl, and further
investigation would be futile.

Additiqlelcsuer,I$i
This case is Administratively Closed because the investigation could not identifr any APD
personnel or misconduct with the information supplied by the complainant or located by the
investigator.
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfred with the findings ofthe
CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive ofholiday and weekends) of
receipt ofthis letter, communicate your desire to have an appeal hearing before the CPOA
Advisory Board ina signed writing addressed to the CPOA Director. Please send your
request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103 or by email CPOA@cabq.gov. Include
your CPC number. Please note, at this time the Advisory Board is being reconfigured so no
hearings will take place until regularly scheduled meetings oc0ur. Ifyour appeal request is
frled timely you will be notifred of when your appeal will be scheduled and more
information will follow. Once normal procedures resume the appeal hearings will proceed
as specified in the Oversight Ordinance 9-4-1-10. In order for the Advisory Board to
modify the Director's findings your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

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

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

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

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

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

do not address the issues in your complaint.

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

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

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

The review by the Chief Administrative Oflicer will not delayed as it is not dependent upon the

Advisory Board.

lf you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at http://wr,l'w.cabcl.qov/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.

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

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

'ilr,r,^.40'/r0*--w'



CITY OF ALBU UE

August 30, 2023

Via Email

Anonymous

Re: CPC # 105-23

Anonymous:

A.lbuquerque

COMEIAINT
On 0412512023, an anonymous complaint was submitted online alleging that someone
was killed in his neighborhood last night, 0412512023, and his entire block was blocked
off. Anonymous said when his son's mother came to his apartment to drop him off, he
went outside to meet them. Anonymous advised that a rude female officer walked up to
him and pointed her finger at him, telling him that he was not allowed to be outside even
though she knew he was outside getting his son from his mother.

NNI 87101

www. cabq. gov

l'O Box 1293

UCIDENCE.BEYUEEDi

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

Complainant Intervie* ed: Yes

APD Employee lnterviewed: No

APD Employee Involved: Offrcer J

Other Materials: None

Date Investigation Completed: August 30, 2023

CAD Report(s): Yes

Witness(es) lntervierved: No

l

UER

Crvrl,r,lN Por,rcE OvERSIGHT AcENcy



FINNINGS

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

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

3. Not Sustained. 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 occured or did not occur.

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

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

6. Admirlistrativ€ly Closed. Investigation classification where the investigator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor nature and do not constitutc a pattem of misconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7

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

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

AdditiollLCquur.rtu
This complaint should be ADMINISTRATIVELY CLOSED as the investigation is

duplicative ofthe investigation conducted by another CPOA Investigator under CPC 143-23.

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

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

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

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

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

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

do not address the issues in your complaint.

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

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

The review by the Chief Administrative Ofticer will not delayed as it is not dependent upon the

Advisory Board.

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

Thank you for participating in the process of civilian oversight ofthe police, ensuring offrcers

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

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police O rsight Agency by

Diane McDermott
Interim Executive Director
(505) 924-3770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

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

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

ilr,,^-t



CTTY OF ALBU UER

Crlrt,rer,l Por,rce Ovr,nsIGHT AcENCy

October 20, 2023

Via Certified Mail

7014 2120 0004 76s9 1247

 

Re: CPC # 120-23

Ms. Elizabcth L

I'O Box 129-3 COMEI.AINL
Ms.  L  alleged in her complaint that Officer P came to her home, was rude,
and treated her like shit when she called the police to report a homeless woman she had
taken into her home. During her interview, Ms. L  alleged she had known Officer P
for twelve years before and after he became a police officer. When asked how Officer P
was rude, Mr. L  said Officer P complained about coming to her house for a

homeless woman. She insinuated that Olficer P hired the homeless to follow her. The
Iast time Officer P came to her home, he held his head low because he did not want Ms.
L  to recognize him.

Albuquerque

NM 87103

www.cabq.gov

EYIDINCEBEYIE}{EDI

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

Complainant lnterviewed: Yes Witness(es) lnterviewed: No

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Oflicer P.

Other Materials: N/A

Date Investigation Completed: September 7, 2023

Albrqwrque - Making Hbtoty l706'2006
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PoliciesReviewed: 1.1.5.A.I

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

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

3. Not Sustained. Investigation classification when the investigato(s) is unable to determine one *ay or the
other, by a preponderanc€ ofthe evidence, whether the alleged misconduct eithea occurted or did not occur.

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

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Original Complsint. Investigation classification *here rhe

investigator(s) determines, by a prepondemnce ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur that tvas not alleged in
the original complaint (rvhether 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 classilication where the investigator determines: The policy
violalions ofa minor naturc and do not constitute a paftem ofmisconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7
sanction. -the allegations ale duplicative: -the allegations, even iftrue, do not constitute misconduct: or -the
i[vestigation cannot be mnducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complaint, and further
investigation would be futile.

AdditiolalConpeGl
Ms.  M  the woman and witness Ms. L  brought into her home, was not
interviewed and did not participate in the investigation after an attempt to contact her at the
Westside Emergency Housing Center was not returned.

By clear and convincing evidence, this investigation determined that Officer P committed no
policy violation during his encounter with Ms. L  A review of Officer P's lapel video
corroborated what he said had occurred.

Ms. L  alleged her knowledge of Officer P was due to his family being involved in
witchcraft and encountering him off-duty. Ms. L  accused the P family ofbuying
properties with drug money. Ms. L  did not provide any evidence of these activities or
ongoing contact between her and Officer P's family. Officer P denied all such allegations and

explained he has had to respond at times to Ms. L  apartment complex for calls for
service.

2
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You have the right to appeal this decision. lfyou are not satisfied with the findings ofthe
CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive ofholiday and weekends) of
receipt ofthis letter, communicate your desire to have an appeal hearing before the CPOA
Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the CPOA Director. Please send your
request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103 or by email CPOA@cabq.gov. Include
your CPC number. Please note, at this time the Advisory Board is being reconfigured so no
hearings will take place until regularly scheduled meetings occur. Ifyour appeal request is

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

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

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

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

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

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

do not address the issues in your complaint.

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

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

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

Advisory Board.

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

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,
1'he vilian Police ight Agency by

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

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

NM 87103

www. cabq.Eov

CNrr-r.lN Por,rcp OwnsrcHT AGENCY

October 3, 2023

Via Certified Mail

7009 3410 000023212422

Re: CPC # 124-23

Mr. N Z

EYIDENCA..BDYIE]4EDi

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 P

Other Materials: N/A

Date Investigation Completed: September ll, 2023
I

CI}MEI.AINL
Mr.  N Z  who had been issued a criminal trespass notification,
alleged that during his second encounter with the police that day, a sergeant put his hand
on his gun and threatened to arrest him if he did not immediately leave the JC Penny
property.



EINDINGS

PoliciesReviewed: L1.5.A.4

l. Unfounded. [nvestigation classification u,hen the investigator(s) dete.mines, by clear and convincing
evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve th€ subject oflicer.

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

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 training.

After review, the investigation determined by clear and convincing evidence that Sergeant P
did not commit any policy violations during the second encounter with Mr.
N Z  where he was accused of putting his hand on his gun and allegedly
threatened Mr. N Z  if he did not leave immediately, he would be anested. A
review of Sergeant P's lapel video corroborated what he said in his interview had happened.
During the second encounter with Mr. N Z  outside the JC Penny, Sergeant P

told Mr. N Z  that he could call the JC Penny corporate officer away from the
JC Penny- Mr. N Z  wanted to speak with another manager. If he remained on
the property, Sergeant P, without any threatening words, told Mr. N Z  he could
be subject to an arrest. Shonly after, Mr. N Z  left the area. Reviewing an

Officer's lapel video, which offered a view behind Sergeant P, confirmed that he did not put
his hand on his gun while speaking with Mr. N Z  None of the three officers
said Sergeant P put his hand on his gun.

V

2

3. Not Sustained. Investigation classification when the investigator(s) is unable to determine one way or the
other, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, whether the alleged misconduct either occurred or did not occur. tr
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5. Sustained Violatiort Not Based on Original Complsint. lnvestigation classification u,here the
investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur thal $as not alleged in
the original complaint (whether CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misconduct $as discovered during L_J
the investigation, and b)'a preponderance ofthe evidence. that misconduct did occur.

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

Addiliqlrlconnrslli



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

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

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

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

do not address the issues in your complaint.

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

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

Advisory Board.

If you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survev form at htto://wuw.cabo gov/cpoa/snrvcy

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

!*r,,*444rC*-,-#
Diane McDermott
Interim Executive Director
(50s) 924-3770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings ofthe
CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive ofholiday and weekends) of
receipt ofthis letter, communicate your desire to have an appeal hearing before the CPOA
Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the CPOA Director. Please send your
request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103 or by email CPOA@cabq.gov. Include
your CPC number. Please note, at this time the Advisory Board is being reconfigured so no
hearings will take place until regularly scheduled meetings oc0ur. Ifyour appeal request is
filed timely you will be notifred of when your appeal will be scheduled and more
information will follow. Once normal procedures resume the appeal hearings will proceed
as specified in the Oversight Ordinance 9-4-1-10. In order for the Advisory Board to
modify the Director's findings your appeal must demorstrate one or more ofthe following:



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

PO B<.rx 1293

Albuquerque

NM 8710.3

wwwcabq.gov

Cnrlran PoLrcE OlTRsrcHT AcENCy

October 3, 2023

Via Certified Mail

7009 3410 0000 2321 2422

Re: CPC # 124-23

Mr.  N Zamcht.r

COMEIAINL
Mr.  N Z  alleged his Fourth Amendment rights were violated
when the police stopped and detained him outside the JC Penny for suspected shoplifting.
Since Mr. N Z  had no merchandise on him, the police had no reason or right
to detain him, thereby violating his rights. Mr. N Z  was issued a criminal
trespass notification and barred from visiting the store.

EYIDENCI.BEYIEYDDI

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

Complainant Interviewed: Yes Witness(es) lnterviewed: Yes

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Offtcer B

Other Materials: N/A

Date Investigation Completed: September I l, 2023

Albuqurqut - MaAixg Hi!tory 1706'2006

1



EINDING:

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

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

3. Not Swtsincd. Investigation classification \rten the investigato(s) is unable to determine one way or the
other, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, whether the alleged misconduct either occured or did rlot occur.

Policies Reviewed: 2.'7 L.4.A.l

4. Eronerated. Investigation classification rvhere the investigato(s) delermiles, by a prepondemnc! ofthe
evidence, thal alleged co[duct in the underlying complaint did occurbut did not violate APD policies,
procedures, or training.

5. Slstaincd Violetion Not Brsed on Origin8l Comphint. Investigation classification where rhe
investigator(s) determines, by a pteponderance ofthe evidence. miscoflducl did occur that w.as not alleged in
the original complaint (whether CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misconduct u,as discovercd during
the investigation, and b1'a preponderance ofthe evidence, thal misconduct did occur.

After review, Officer B did not commit any policy violations when Mr. N Z
was stopped, detained, and issued a criminal trespass notification. A review ofOfficer B's
lapel video and the witness olficers and sergeant corroborated what Officer B said had
happened. Officer B was the primary officer who initially stopped, spoke with, and detained
Mr. N Z  Mr. N Z  was neither arrested nor searched that day. Mr.
N Z  misused the term probable cause, as the police use probable cause to arrest
someone for a crime, and then the police are allowed to search a person, incident to that
arrest. Again, Mr. N Z  was never arrested, searched or charged with a crime.
Officers knew before he was stopped that he did not have any stolen merchandise. The facts
and circumstances of this investigation determined that Mr. N Z  Fourth
Amendment rights were not violated. Officer B followed policy. Mr. N Z  was

detained, issued a criminal trespass notification, and identified for previous shoplifting.

V

?

6. Admilistrrtivcly Closed. Investigation classification where the inrestigator delermines: 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 duplicatil'e: -the allegations. even iftrue. do not constitule misconduct: or -the
investigation cannot bc conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the conrplaint. and further
investigation would be futile.

AdditiolElCqnrcr$i

tr

tr

tr



You have the right to appeal this decision. ifyou are not satisfied with the findings ofthe
CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of holiday and weekends) of
receipt ofthis letter, communicate your desire to have an appeal hearing before the CPOA
Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the CPOA Director. Please send your
request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103 or by email CPOA@cabq.gov. Include
your CPC number. Please note, at this time the Advisory Board is being reconfigured so no
hearings will take place until regularly scheduled meetings oc0ur. Ifyour appeal request is
filed timely you will be notilied of when your appeal will be scheduled and more
information will follow. Once normal procedures resume the appeal hearings will proceed
as specified in the Oversight Ordinance 9-4-l-10. In order for the Advisory Board to
modify the Director's findings your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

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

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

Advisory Board.

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

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

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

Diane McDermott
Interim Executive Director
(sls) 924-3770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Depa(ment Chief of Police

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

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

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

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

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

do not address the issues in your complaint.

'il *r,,.- 44 4 r,!)*,*-#-



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

Albuqrrerquc

Nl!,l 87101

www.cabq. gov

CN,ILIAN POLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

October 30, 2023

Via Certified Mail

7014 2120 0004 7659 1285

Re: CPC # 143-23

Mr. M

COMEI,AINL
Mr. R  M  alleged that while naked and bathing with his three-year-old son,
officers laughed at him as they pounded on his door. As he approached his front door, the
officers shined their flashlights at him and continued to laugh while he was naked. An
officer claimed she was there to do a welfare check about a disturbance conceming a
woman being beaten inside his home. After Mr. M  explained to the offrcer that he
lived alone with his son, the officer continucd interrogating him through his screen door
and laughing at him and his son's naked bodies without letting him get dressed. He told
the offrcer to leave, and she laughed at him again as he slammed his door. Due to the
serious nature of the call, Mr. M  wondered why the offtcers found it funny and
laughed.

EYIDENCE.BEYIEWEDT

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

Complainant Interviewed: \6 Witness(es) Interviewed: N/A

APD Employee lnterviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Offrcer B

Other Materials: N/A

Date lnvestigation Completed: September 22, 2023

PO Box 1293

I



EINDINGI

PoliciesReviewed: l.l.5.A.l

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

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

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

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

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

5, Sustained Yiolation Not Based on Original Complaint. Investigation classilication whore the
investigato(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe cvidence, misconduct did occur that 1)las 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 whcre the investigator determines: The policy
violations of a minor nature and do not constitute a pattem of misconduct ( i.e. a violation subject to a class 7

sanction. -the allcgations are duplicative: -thc allegations. even if true, do not constitute misconduct; or -the
investigation caDnot be conducted because ofthc lack ofinformation in the complaint, and funher
investigation rvould be futile.

Addiliglelcqurr.$li
After a review, this investigation determined by clear and convincing evidence that Officer B
committed no policy violations when the olficer encountered Mr. M  Reviewing Officer
B's lapel video corroborated the officer's version of what happened. During the entire
encounter, no laughing of any kind was observed or heard by either Officer B or their partner
partner, Officer J. Outside of Mr. M  apartment, the bathroom was not accessible to
Officer B or J.

Regarding Mr. M  allegation that the same officer harassed him in his apartment's
parking lot a month prior, the investigation determined it was a different officer that
encountered Mr. M  in the apartment complex parking lot and not Officer B. A review of
that officer's lapel video revealed no harassment.

a
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You have the right to appeal this decision. If you are not satisfied with the findings ofthe
CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive ofholiday and weekends) of
receipt ofthis letter, communicate your desire to have an appeal hearing before the CPOA
Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the CPOA Director. Please send your
request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103 or by email CPOA@cabq.gov. Include
your CPC number. Please note, at this time the Advisory Board is being reconfigured so no
hearings will take place until regularly scheduled meetings ocaur. Ifyour appeal request is

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

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

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

Advisory Board.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

4,14,C-*
Diane McDermott
Interim Executive Director
(s0s) 924-3770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

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

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

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

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

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

do not address the issues in your complaint.

If you have a computer available, we would geatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at http://wu'w.cabq.qov/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.



CITY OF ALBU UER UE
CnrLLc,N POLICE OI,nnslcrrr AGf, NCY

October 30, 2023

Via Certified Mail

70t4 2120 0004 7659 1285

Re: CPC # 143-23

Mr. M

PO Box 1293
CAMEI.AINL
Mr. R  M  alleged that while naked and bathing with his three-year-old son,
officers laughed at him as they pounded on his door. As he approached his front door, the
officers shined their flashlights at him and continued to laugh while he was naked. An
officer claimed she was there to do a welfare check about a disturbance conceming a
woman being beaten inside his home. After Mr. M  explained to the officer that he
lived alone with his son, the officer continued intenogating him through his screen door
and laughing at him and his son's naked bodies without letting him get dressed. He told
the officer to leave, and she laughed at him again as he slammed his door. Due to the
serious nature of the call, Mr. M  wondered why the ollicers found it funny and
laughed.

Albuquerquc

wuw.cabq.gov

EYIDENCE BEYIEWEDi

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

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

APD Employee lnterviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Officer J

Other Materials: N/A

Date Investigation Completed: September 22, 2023

I

NNl 87r01



EINDINGI

PoliciesReviewed: 1.1.5.A.1

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

2. Sustained. Investigation classilication when the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, the alleged miscorlduct 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 proponderance ofthe evidence, whcther the alleged misconduct either occurred or did not occur.

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

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Original Complaitlt. Invesrigation classification where the
in\estigato(s) determines, by a preponderance olthe evidencc. misconduct did occur that lvas 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 invcstigator determincs: The policy
violatiols 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 constitutc misconducl or -the
investigation cannot be conducted bccause ofthe lack ofinformation in the complaint, and further
investigation would be futile.

Addiliqlel,rcqeatltri
After a review, this investigation determined by clear and convincing evidence that Officer J

committed no policy violation when the officer interacted with Mr. M  Reviewing
Officer J's lapel video corroborated the officer's version ofwhat happened. During the entire
encounter, no laughing ofany kind was observed or heard by either Officer J or Offrcer B.
Outside of Mr. M  apartment, the bathroom was not accessible to Offrcer J or Offrcer B
Regarding Mr. M  allegation about a previous encounter with the same officer in his
apartment complex parking who allegedly harassed him, the investigation determined that
the officer was Officer J. A review of Officer J's lapel video determined there was no
harassment or other policy violation. Officer J was in the parking lot and secured an area

blocked by police line tape. Officer J and a woman with her young child approached the
police line tape. The man wanted to cross the police line tape to his apartment but was told
by Officer J that he could not due to a police incident. The child was exchanged across the
police tape from the woman to the man. Once that was done, both parties left, and Officer J

ended the recording.
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings ofthe
CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive ofholiday and weekends) of
receipt ofthis letter, communicate your desire to have an appeal hearing before the CPOA
Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the CPOA Director. Please send your
request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103 or by email CPOA@cabq.gov. Include
your CPC number. Please note, at this time the Advisory Board is being reconfigured so no
hearings will take place until regularly scheduled meetings oc0ur. Ifyour appeal request is

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

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

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

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

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

do not address the issues in your complaint.

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

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

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

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

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

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

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

,ilrr^,14rC-,,-*'



UER UE

PO Box 1293

Albuqucrque

N N,l 87103

wr,lw. cabq.go,

Cn,ILIAN POLICE O}TRSIGHT AGENCY

Via Email

Re: CPC # 149-23

COMEAINL
Mr.  B  submitted a civilian complaint over the phone regarding a city council
meeting he witnessed on YouTube, where he alleged some individuals' First and Fourth
Amendment rights were violated. During his interview, Mr. B  alleged that the
individual's right to video record the public meeting was denied, and they were detained
to provide their conlact information. ln addition, the officers tried to trespass the
individuals illegally.

Mr. B  acknowledged that he did not have first-hand knowledge ofthe incident as he

obtained his information from watching a YouTube video.

CAD Report($: N/A

Witness(es) lnterviewed: N/A

Albu4acrquc - Mahing Hbrory l7K)-20o6

CITY OF ALBU

October 27,2O23

 

EYIDENCI.BEYIL$EDi

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

Complainant lnterviewed: Yes

APD Employee lnterviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Major C

Other Materials: council rules

Date Investigation Completed: October 9,2023



EINDINGI

PoliciesReviewed: L1.5.A.4

l. Unfounded. Investigation classificatio[ when the investigator(s) detemines, by clear and convincing
evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve lhe subject ofiicer.

2. Sustsi[ed. Investigation classification when the investigator(s) determines, by a prcponderance ofthe
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject oflicer.

3. Not Sustained. Investigation classilication $.hen the investigato(s) is unable to determine one rvay or lie
other. b) a preponderance ofthe evidence. whether the alleged misconduct either occurred or did not occur.

4. Exonertted. lnvestigatioo classification where the investigato(s) determines. by a preponderance ofthe
evidence. that alleged conduct in the undcrlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policics.
procedures, or traioing.

5. Sustained Violstion Not Brsed on Original Complaint. lnvestigation classificarion where the
investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in
the original complaint (*fiether CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misconduct rlas discovered duriog
the investigstion, and by a prepondemnce ofthe evidence, thal misconduct did occur.

6. AdmiItistrstively Closed. lnvestigation classification $4rere the investigator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor nature rnd do mt constihrte a pattem ofmisconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a cla5s 7
sanction. -the allegations a.e duplicatirri -the allegations. even iftrue. do tlot constitute misconduct; or -the
investigation cannot be cooducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complaint, and firaher
investigation would b€ futile.

AlrliliolllCqnEr,rsr
After a review of all available evidence, the investigation determined, by clear and
convincing evidence, that Major C committed no policy violations during their encounter
with the individuals at the city council meeting. The investigation determined that the city
security officers initially contacted the individuals and removed them from the council
meeting for not following the council's rule on video recording. Major C got involved
because they were an APD officer, along with Deputy Chief G and B. Major C wanted to
know what the disturbance was and discuss it in the lobby without further disruption to the
meeting. The individual, known as C  voluntarily went outside into the lobby and
discussed the council rules he disagreed on with Deputy Chief G and B. A review of Major
C's and Deputy Chief B's lapel videos corroborated what Major C said in their interview.
C  was free to leave and was never detained by APD personnel or forced to give contact
information. Therefore, there was never a violation of constitutional rights. The root cause

of the disturbance was determined to be between the city security officers, who controlled
the building, and the individuals.

V

2149-23 Major C
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings ofthe
CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive ofholiday and weekends) of
receipt ofthis letter, communicate your desire to have an appeal hearing before the CPOA
Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the CPOA Director. Please send your
request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103 or by email CPOA@cabq.gov. Include
your CPC number. Please note, at this time the Advisory Board is being reconfigured so no
hearings will take place until regularly scheduled meetings ocCur. Ifyour appeal request is

frled timely you will be notilied of when your appeal will be scheduled and more
information will follow. Once normal procedures resume the appeal hearings will proceed
as specified in the Oversight Ordinance 9-4-l-10. In order for the Advisory Board to
modify the Director's findings your appeal must demonstrate otre or more of the following:

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

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

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

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

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

do not address the issues in your complaint.

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

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

Advisory Board.

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

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

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

'ilrr,,*4o4rC*,-*-
Diane McDermott
Interim Executive Director
(so') 924-3770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CTTY OF ALBU UER UE

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

Nlr4 87103

www.cabq.gov

CTVILIAN POLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

October 27 ,2023

Via Email

Re: CPC # 149-23

COMEI.AINf,
Mr.  B  submitted a civilian complaint over the phone regarding a city council
meeting he witnessed on YouTube, where he alleged some individuals' First and Fourth
Amendment rights were violated. During his interview, Mr. B  alleged that the
individual's right to video record the public meeting was denied, and they were detained
to provide their contact information. In addition, the officers tried to trespass the
individuals illegally.

Mr. B  acknowledged that he did not have first-hand knowledge ofthe incident as he
obtained his information from watching a YouTube video.

IJIDLNCLBEYII,]IEDr

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

Complainant lnlerviewed: Yes

APD Employee lnterviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: DC C

Other Materials: council rules

Date Investigation Completed: October 9, 2023

CAD Report(s): N/A

Witness(es) Interviewed: No

1



FINNINGS

PoliciesReviewed: L1.5.A.4

l. Ulfouoded. lnvestigatioo classificltion *hen the inwstigator(s) determircs, by clea! and convincing
evidence, lhat alleged misco[duct did not occur or did tlot involve the subject officer.

2. Sustsined. Investigation classification Phen the inv€stigator(s) determhes, by apreponderance ofthe
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject ofncer.

3. Not Sustained. Investigation classification when the iovestigato(s) is unable to determine one rxay or the
other, b) a prepodderance ofthe evidence. q,hether the alleged misconduct eithet occurred or did oot occur.

4. Exonerated. Investigation classilication $here the investigator(s) determines, by a prepondemnce ofthe
evidence, that alleged conduct itl the underl] ing mmplaiot did oc.ur but did not violate APD policies,
procedures, or traifling.

PoliciesReviewed: 1.1.5.D.3.a

5. Sustritred Violation Not Based on Original Complaint. Invesrigation classilication r,r,here the
ilvestigator(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 discovend during
the inves(igation, and by a preponderance ofthe evidence, that misconduct did occu..

6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classification $'herc the investigator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor nature and do not constitute a pattem of misco[duct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7
sanctiorl, -the alle8ations a.e duplicati\e; -the allegations, even ifaue. do not constitute misconduct: or -ihe
investigation cannot be conduded because ofthe lacl ofinformation in the complaint. and further
investigation would be futile.

Addiliq{CsEri[li
After a review ofthe available evidence, the investigation determined that Deputy Chief G
committed no violations during their encounter with the individuals at the city council
meeting. City security officers initially contacted the individuals and removed them from the
council meeting for not following the council's rule on video recording. Deputy Chief G got
involved because they were an APD officer and wanted to know what the disturbance was
and discuss it in the lobby without further disruption to the meeting. The individual, known
as C  voluntarily went outside into the lobby and discussed the council rules he
disagreed on with Deputy Chief G and others. A review of Major C and Deputy Chief B's
lapel video corroborated what Deputy Chief G said in their interview. C  was free to
leave and was never detained by APD personnel or forced to give contact information.
Therefore, there was never a violation of constitutional rights. The root cause of the
disturbance was determined to be between the city security officers, who controlled the
building, and the individuals. However, DC G neglected to wear their OBRD and could not
record the interaction as required by policy. A Written Reprimand was recommended.

a

?149-23 DC G
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings ofthe
CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive ofholiday and weekends) of
receipt ofthis le$er, communicate your desire to have an appeal hearing before the CPOA
Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the CPOA Director. Please send your
request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103 or by email CPOA@cabq.gov. Include
your CPC number. Please note, at this time the Advisory Board is being reconfigured so no
hearings will take place until regularly scheduled meetings oc0ur. Ifyour appeal request is

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

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

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

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

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

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

do not address the issues in your complaint.

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

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

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

Advisory Board.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

Diane McDermott
Interim Executive Director
(sls) 924-3770

l
cc: Albuquerque Police Depa(ment Chief of Police

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

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

-ilr,r,,*4tLrCr-,-g-



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

Nl!{ 87103

www. cabq. gov

CNrLrls Por,rcE O!'ERSTGHT AGENCy

October 27,2023

Via Email

 

Re: CPC # 149-23

COMEI.AINL
Mr.  B  submitted a civilian complaint over the phone regarding a city council
meeting he witnessed on YouTube, where he alleged some individuals' First and Fourth
Amendment rights were violated. During his interview, Mr. B  alleged that the
individual's right to video record the public meeting was denied, and they were detained
to provide their contact information. In addition, the officers tried to trespass the
individuals illegally.

Mr. B  acknowledged that he did not have first-hand knowledge ofthe incident as he
obtained his information from watching a YouTube video.

CAD Report(s): N/A

Witness(es) Interviewed: No

Albuqurquc - lvlabiag Hirory 170G20O6

EYIDENCI.BEYIF.IIEDT

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

Complainant Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: DC B

Other Materials: council rules

Date lnvestigation Completed: October 9,2023
I



F'TNNTNGS

PoliciesReviewed: 1.1.5.A.4

L Unfounded. lnvestigalion classification \,\'hen th€ investigator(s) determines, by clear and convincing
evidence, that alleged miscoDduct did not occur or did not involve lhe subject oflicer.

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

3. Not Sustained, tnvestigation classification when the iovestigato(s) is un.ble to determirc one $Ey or the
other, by a preponderalce ofthe evidence, whether the alleged misclnduct either occufird or did not occur.

4. Eronersted. Investigation classilication wtere the investigato(s) determilles, by a preponderance ofthe
evideoce, that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did nor violate APD policies,
procedures, or traifling.

5. Sustaifled Viohlion Not Brscd otl Origitral Comphilrt. lnvestigation classificarion \rhere 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 u?s discorered during
the investigation, and by a prepondemnce ofthe evidence, that misconduct did occur.

6. Administrrtively Closed. Investigation classification \,\here the investigator dctermines: The policy
violations ofa minor natu.e afld do not constitute s patlem ofmisconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7
sanction. -the allegations arc duplicatile: -the allegations. even iftrue. do not constitute misconducl; or -the
investigation canrDt be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complaint, and further
investigation would be futile.

AUinollLCqpEellu
After a review ofall available evidence, the investigation determined, by clear and
convincing evidence, that Deputy Chief B committed no violations during their encounter
with the individuals at the city counciI meeting. The investigation determined that the city
security officers initially contacted the individuals and removed them from the council
meeting for not following the council's rule on video recording. Deputy Chief B got involved
because they were an APD omcer and wanted to know about the disturbance without further
disrupting the meeting. The individual, known as C  voluntarily went outside into the
lobby and discussed the council rules he disagreed on with Deputy Chief G and later with
Deputy Chief B. A review of Major C and Deputy Chief B's lapel video corroborated what
Deputy Chief B said in their interview. C  was free to leave and was never detained by
APD personnel or forced to give contact information. Therefore, there was never a violation
of constitutional rights. The root cause ofthe disturbance was between the city security
officers, who control the building, and the individuals.

2t49-23 DC B
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings ofthe
CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive ofholiday and weekends) of
receipt ofthis letter, communicate your desire to have an appeal hearing before the CPOA
Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the CPOA Director. Please send your
request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103 or by email CPOA@cabq.gov. Include
your CPC number. Please note, at this time the Advisory Board is being reconfigured so no
hearings will take place until regularly scheduled meetings octur. Ifyour appeal request is

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

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

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

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

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

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

do not address the issues in your complaint.

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

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

The review by the Chief Administrative Ofiicer will not delayed as it is not dependent upon the

Advisory Board.

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

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

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

Diane McDermott
Interim Executive Director
(s05) 924-3770

)
cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

'l*r,^r'/,),/rC-r,#-



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

l'}O Box 129.1

Albuquerquc

NM 87103

u.vtu,.cabq.gov

Crlrr,r.lx Por-rcr Ol,nRstcsr AGENCy

October 3 l, 2023

Via Certified Mail
'70142t20 0004 7659 1339

Re: CPC # 157-23

COMEI,AINf,,
Ms.  B  alleged that she was racially profiled and pulled over during a traffic
stop. The offrcer had no probable cause and cited her punitively with two citations for no
registration and no insurance, even though the officer could have verified her insurance
with her policy number.

IYIIIENCEBDYIEEEDi

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

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

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Officer M

Other Materials: N/A

Date Investigation Completed: Octob et 23,2023

I



FINDINGS

PoliciesReviewed: 1.1.5.A.2

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

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

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

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

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

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

AddiliqalrCoeg$Eli
By clear and convincing evidence, this investigation has determined that Offrcer M
committed no policy violations during a traffic stop with Ms.  B  A review of
Officer M's lapel video corroborated the officer's version of what happened. Ms. B
was pulled over because her license plate was suspended due to an insurance issue. The
traffic stop was cordial, with no mention or suggestion ofrace, or different treatment toward
Ms. B  Ms. B  handed over an expired 2021 insurance card. Ms. B  could
not show proofofa valid, unexpired insurance card, and her registration had been
suspended. As a result, Ms. B  was issued two citations. Officer M offered that if Ms.
B  corrected her issues, then at court, the officer would dismiss the citations.
In New Mexico, drivers must maintain a valid driver's license, registration, and insurance.
The Motor Vehicle Division (MDV) is a public database with no expectation of privacy. As
such, Officer M accessed that public database and ran Ms. B  license plate, which
retumed a violation during traffic enforcement along Central Avenue. No probable cause

was required to initially run the plate. Her suspended tag then provided justification for the
stop.

157-23 Officer M 2
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings ofthe
CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive ofholiday and weekends) of
receipt ofthis 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 I293, Albuquerque, NM 87103 or by email CPOA@cabq.gov. Include
your CPC number. Please note, at this time the Advisory Board is being reconfigured so no
hearings will take place until regularly scheduled meetings oc0ur. Ifyour appeal request is

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

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

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

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

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

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

do not address the issues in your complaint.

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

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

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

Advisory Board.

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

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

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

Diane McDermott
Interim Executive Director
(sls) 924-3770

3

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

PO Rox 129-l

Albuquerquc

n*lr{ 87103

www.cabq. gov

Crvturx POLICE OVERSTGHT AGENCY

October 20, 2023

To File

R'e: CPC # 214-23

COMEIAINL
On 0812812023, Anonymous submitted a complaint regarding an incident that occuned
on 0812812023 at 0845 hoursat "Krim & ll/yoming. " Anonymous reported that they
asked an olTicer to leave a sidewalk, and the officer laughed. Anonymous reported that
they asked for the officer's name and badge number, and he failed to provide it.

EYIDENCI.BEYIEWDI

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

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

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Officer B

other Marerials: NM Statutes, Albuquerque Ordinances, Photogtaph, & Emails

Date lnvestigation Completed: October 10, 2023

l

Anonymous Anonymous

Anonymous reported that video evidence was available. Anonymous listed no witnesses
or contact information on the submitted complaint



F'INDINGS

PoliciesReviewed; Policy: 1.t.6.A.2(Conduct)

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

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

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

PoliciesReviewed: Policy: 1.1.5.E.4(Conduct)

4. Exonereted. Investigation classification t\te.e the investigato(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, thal alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies.
procedurcs, or haining.

Z

Z

5, Sustained Violation Not Bssed o[ Original Complaint. Investigation classification where the
invcstigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur that \r'as not alleged in
the original complaint (ivhether CPC or intemal complainl) but that other misconduct $as discovered during
lhe investigation. and by a prepondemnce ofthe evidence, that misconduct did occur.

6. Administrrtively Closed. Investigation classification whe.e the investigator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor nature and do not constihrte a pattem ofmisconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7
sanction, -the allegations are duplicative; -the allegations, even if true, do not constilulc misconducl or -the
investigation cannot be cooducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complaint. and further
investigation *ould be futile.

Addili0ralCgE[.3llsi
1.1.5.8.4: Officer B was in uniform and seated on his marked department-issued motorcycle
while parked next to the road on the sidewalk's edge. Officer B was utilizing a lidar to
conduct speed enforcement at the location. Officer B positioned his motorcycle so that he
was safe, not impeding the flow ofthe motoring traffic, and so pedestrian traffic could pass

by him. New Mexico State Statute 66-7-6 allows the driver of an authorized emergency
vehicle to park or stand, inespective ofthe provisions ofthe Motor Vehicle Code-

1.1.6.A.2: Officer B repealedly provided his name and/or MAN number when requested. The
requester even repeated the MAN number back to Officer B.

2214-23 Officer B
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings ofthe
CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive ofholiday and weekends) of
receipt ofthis letter, communicate your desire to have an appeal hearing before the CPOA
Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the CPOA Director. Please send your
request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103 or by email CPOA@cabq.gov. Include
your CPC number. Please note, at this time the Advisory Board is being reconligured so no
hearings will take place until regularly scheduled meetings ocOur. Ifyour appeal request is
filed timely you will be notified of when your appeal will be scheduled and more
information will follow. Once normal procedures resume the appeal hearings will proceed
as specilied in the Oversight Ordinance 9-4-l-10. In order for the Advisory Board to
modify the Director's findings your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

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

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

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

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

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

do not address the issues in your complaint.

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

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

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

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

Advisory Board.

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

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

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

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

3

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

PO Box 1293

AJbuquerquc

NM Ii7l0.l

www. cabq.gov

CTuIT,tx PoLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

October 20, 2023

Via Email

Rle: CPC # 244-23

COIEIAINA
 M  submitted a complaint regarding inaccurate, false, and biased

information on police report 23-0062253.

EYIDENCE-BEYIEWDT

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

Complainant lnterviewed: Yes Witness(es) lnterviewed: No

APD Employee Interviewed: No

APD Employee Involved: Not Applicable

Other Materials: OBRD Transcripts

Date Investigation Completed: Octob er 11,2023
1



F'INDINGS

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

2. Suslained. Investigation classification when the iovesrigatot(s) determines, by a p.eponderance ofthe
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject oflicer.

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

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

4. Exonerated. I[vestigation classification where the investigato(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did rlot violate APD policies,
procedures, or traininS.

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

6. Admisistratively Closed. Investigation classification where lhe investigator detemines: The policy
violations ofa minor nature and do not constitute a pattem of misconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7

snnction. -the allegations arc duplicative; -the allegations. even iftrue, do not constitute misconduct; or -the
inl'estigation cannot bc conducted because oflhe lack ofinformation in the complaint. and funher
in!estigation lrould be futile.

Arldilialllcqrryilli
This complaint investigation was Administratively Closed because the complaint was

withdrawn, and no evidence ofa violation in reference to this complaint was discovered
during a review ofavailable evidence.

1
244-23 Not Applicabk
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You have the right to appeal this decision.lfyou are not satisfied with the findings ofthe
CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive ofholiday and weekends) of
receipt ofthis letter, communicate your desire to have an appeal hearing before the CPOA
Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the CPOA Director. Please send your
request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103 or by email CPOA@cabq.gov. Include
your CPC number. Please note, at this time the Advisory Board is being reconfigured so no
hearings will take place until regularly scheduled meetings ocCur. Ifyour appeal request is
filed timely you will be notified of when your appeal will be scheduled and more
information rvill follow. Once normal procedures resume the appeal hearings will proceed
as specified in the Oversight Ordinance 9-4-1-10. In order for the Advisory Board to
modify the Director's lindings your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

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

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

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

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

do not address lhe issues in your complaint.

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

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

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

Advisory Board.

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

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

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

'l*,r,,*41'/rC---*
Diane McDermott
lnterim Executive Director
(50s) 924-3770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



UER UE
Crvu,.lx Por,rcr Ovr,nsrcnr AcENCy

October 31, 2023

Via Email

Re: CPC # 251-23

CAMEI.AINL
On 1011612023,  C  submitted a complaint online regarding an incident
that occurred on 1011612023 at 0l 15 hours. Mr. C  reported that Officer PS pulled
him "over for a speeding ticket and he was scared of me or something cause he ask me to
come and I askwhy and he replied with to sign a speeding ticket .l said is that really
necessary and he thredtened me with aruest if I didn't come out so I came out cause I was
scared was he was going to do to me . He proceeds to search me and he had me waiting
outside tehen it's really cold outside and was takingforever lo make a ticket and he also
lied that I didn't hdve a cdr insurance and he lied about me not having a seatbelt . Just
not a good experience it supposed lo be a traffic stop but he treated me like a criminal. "

Albuquerque

N lr4 87 103

ruw.cabq.gov

EYIDENCE BEYIIWEPr

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

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

APD Employee Interviewed: N/A

APD Employee Involved: Not Applicable

Other Materials: Email Communications, Case Detail Sheet, & Uniform Citation

Date Investigation Completed: October 20, 2023

I

CITY OF ALBU

PO Box 1293



EINDINGI

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

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

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

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

5. Sustrined Violation Not Based on Original Complaitrt. Invesrigarion classification where rhe
in!estigato(s) delermines, by a preponderance ofthe cvidencc, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in
the original complaint (whether CPC or intemal complaint) but lhat other misconduct was discovered during
the investigation. and by a preponderance ofthe evidence. that misconduct did occur-

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

AddiliqralconeqEi
This case was Administratively Closed because the investigation determined that SP is an
officer with the New Mexico State Police, which is outside the CPOA investigative
jurisdiction because he is not an Albuquerque Police Department employee.

2
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You have the right to appeal this decision. If you are not satisfied with the findings ofthe
CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive ofholiday and weekends) of
receipt ofthis letter, communicate your desire to have an appeal hearing before the CpOA
Advisory Board ina signed writing addressed to the CPOA Director. Please send your
request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103 or by email CPOA@cabq.gov. Include
your CPC number. Please note, at this time the Advisory Board is being reconfigured so no
hearings will take place until regularly scheduled meetings octur. Ifyour appeal request is
filed timely you will be notified of when your appeal will be scheduled and more
information will follow. Once normal procedures resume the appeal hearings will proceed
as specified in the Oversight Ordinance 9-4-1-10. In order for the Advisory Board to
modify the Director's findings your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

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

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

If you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at http ://w\4'w.cabq .gov/cpoa/survey

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

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

0r,,.,.- 4a4,A*---*-
Diane McDermott
Interim Executive D[ector
(50s) 924-3770
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cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

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

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

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

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

do not address the issues in your complaint.

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

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

Advisory Board.




