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Civilian Police Oversight Agency

Findine Letters of the CPOA

The findings ofthe CPOA Executive Director in each case are listed below. The citizens
were notified ofthe findings in August 2024. These findings will become part ofthe
officer's file, if applicable.
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CITY OF ALBU UER UE

Cn'ILIAN POLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

August 29,2024

Via Email

Re: CPC # 040-24

COMEI.AINL

On 0210812024,  D  submitted a complaint online to the Civilian Police
Oversight Agency (CPOA) regarding an incident that occurred on 02/01/2024 at 0830
hours on eastbound I40 near the Rio Grande Boulevard exit. Ms. D  reported that she

was involved in a crash on 02101/2024 at approximately 0740 hours and that the report
was wholly inaccurate, the opposite ofwhat occurred, and poorly written. Ms. D
listed a report number of24-008910 and a computer-aided dispatch number of
240320328 on the submitted complaint.

I'O Box I l')J

Albuquerque

NNt 87101

w*w.cabq. gov

EYIDENCE BEYIDICEDT

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

Complainant Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Interviewed: N/A

APD Employee lnvolved: not applicable

Other Materials: email communications

Date Investigation Completed: May 13,2024

CAD Report(s): Yes

Witness(es) Interviewed: N/A
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EINDINGI

l. Unfounded. Investigation classification \vhen thc investigator(s) determines, by clear and convincitg
evidence, thal alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subject officer.

2. Sustained. Investigation classification when the investigator(s) determines, by a prepondcrance ofthe
evidence. the alleged misconduct did occur by the subjccl olficer.

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

other. b) a preponderance ofthe evidence, whether thc alleged misconduct either occurred or did not occur.

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

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Origiral Complaint, lnvesligation classification lvhere the
investigator(s) determines. by a prepondcrance ofthe evidence. misconduct did occur that was not allcged in
thc original complaint (whethe. CPC or inlemal conDlaint) but thal other misconduct was discovcred during
the invesli8ation. and by a preponderance ofthe evidence. that isconduct did occur.

6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classificalion $here the inrestigator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor naturE and do not constitute a pattcm ofmisconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7
sanction. -the allegations are duplicative: -the allcgations, even iftrue, do not constitutc miscondud: or -the
inrestigation cannot be conduc(ed bccausc ofthc lack of information in the complaint, and furthcr
investigation would be fulile.

AddiliolelCoppqlu
Since reviewing the accident report, Ms. D  said she was able to get an addendum added
to the report that accurately reflected the information. This case was Administratively Closed
as the complaint was withdrawn, and no evidence ofa violation in reference to this complaint
was discovered during a review ofthe available evidence.

a

)040-24 not applicable
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings and/or
recommendations of the CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter, communicate your desire to have an
appeal hearing before tbe CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103, or
by email to CPOA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Board's next regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt ofthe
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modiS the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

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

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

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

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

listed above.

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. lnclude your CPC

number.

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

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

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

Sincerely,
The ilian Police Oversi ht Agency by

Diane McDermllt
Executive Director
(s}s) 924-3770

rLi .v<?'
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cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CTTY OF ALBU UER UE

PO Box 129.1

Albuquerque

NM 87r01

www.cabq.gov

CTVTLIAN POLICE OvERsrcHT AGENCY

Atgusl2T,2024

Via Email

 

Re: CPC # 106-24

CO.IEI.AINL

Ms. N  reported that she had been made aware that an APD Officer in uniform was
present during the recent District 9 monthly meeting on 03/2112024.Ms. N  reported
that she wished to file a complaint even though she was not a witness to the incident. Ms.
N  reported that the officer spoke about a few issues and voiced his personal opinions
regarding fences. Ms. N reported that while that officer was in uniform, he appeared to
be presenting the department's position and was trying to quote CPTED policies but got it
very wrong. Ms. N  reported that they had a huge problem with developers, planners,
the mayor, directors, etc., from CABQ saying false things in public forums, and they did
not need uniformed police on duty or otherwise making public statements that were
incorrect.

EYIDENCEAEYIEWEDT

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

Complainant Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Interviewed: N/A

APD Employee Involved: none identified

Other Materials: City of Albuquerque website

Date lnvesrigation Completed: July 30,2024

CAD Report(s): N/A

Witness(es) Interviewed: Yes

I



FINDI NGS

l. Unfounded. lnvestigatio[ classilication when the investigator(s) determines, by clear and convincing
evidence. that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve fte subject office..

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

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

4. Exonerated. Investigation classification rvhere the investigato(s) determines, by a prepondemnce ofthe
evidence. lhat alleged cooduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies,
procedures. or training.

5. Slrsteincd Violstion Not Based on Original Complaint. Investigation clessification $hcre rhe
investigator(s) determines, by a prcponderance ofthe evidence, misconduct did occurthat was not alleged in
the original complaint (t\tether CPC or intemalcomplainl) but thatolher misconduct tras discovered during
the investigation, and by a preponderance ofthe evidence, that misconduct did occur.

6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classification rvhere the investigator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor nature and do not conslitute a pa(em ofmisconduct (i.e. a violation subject lo a class 7
sanction. -the allegations are duplicalivc; -the allegations. even iftrue. do not constitute misconduct; or -the
investigation cannot be conducted becausc ofthe lack ofinformation in the complaint. and fu(her
investigation would be futile.

AddiliarelConncl$i
On04/1712024, Ms. N sent an email to P. W  requesting that Ms. W  provide the
CPOA Investigator with the names ofthe officers who attended the meeting in question if
she knew them. [t should be noted that Ms. W  never reached out to the CPOA
Investigator with any information regarding the officers in question.
On 04/2612024, the CPOA Investigator emailed Dr. B  and inquired if he had the
minutes for the meeting in question or knew where the CPOA Investigator could locate them.
The CPOA Investigator also asked if Dr. B  had any concerns about what the officers
said during the meeting in question and if he knew the officers'names. Dr. B
responded to the email and noted that he did not have the minutes and also did not note
anything about having concerns with the officers or knowing their names.

On 0413012024, the CPOA Investigator searched the City of Albuquerque website using the
search icon "all boards and commissions meeting for this year," and there was no meeting
located dated 0312112024. This Incident will be Administratively closed, due to the
insufficient information provided; the officers in question could not be identified.

a

2106-24 none identified
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If you are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision of the Office of Police Reform or
any matter relating to the Office of Police Reform's handling of the complaint you may
request a review of the complaint by the City's Chief Administrative Officer by sending a letter
to the Office of the Mayor, P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103. Your request must be in
writing and within 30 calendar days (inclusive ofholidays and weekends) of receipt of the

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

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

accountable, and improving the process.

The Civilian Police Oversi ght Agency by

)u
Diane McDermoft
Executive Director
(50s) 924-3770

J

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings and/or
recommendations of the CPOA Erecutive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter, communicate your desire to have an
appeal hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM t7103, or
by email to CPOA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Board's next regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt ofthe
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modiS the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more ofthe following:

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

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

of discretion; or

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

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

listed above.

Sincerely,



CTTY OF ALBU UER UE

Atgust2T,2024

Via Certified Mail

7021 0950 0002 0443 5958

Re: CPC # 109-24

COEI.AINL
Mr.  F  called the Civilian Police Oversight Agency (CPOA) and alleged
that on 414/2024, officers had their guns drawn toward him despite him not having a
weapon and wanted the offrcers disciplined.

Albuquerque

NN{ 8710.1

www.cabq. gov

Mr. F  did not participate in the complaint investigation as he was called by
telephone and sent a certified letter requesting an interview with the investigator. Mr.
F  number on the complaint did not work, and he did not return a call to the
investigator after receiving the certified letter.

IJIDI.NCLBEYIEIIED.i

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

Complainant Interviewed: N/A

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Officer S.

Other Materials: use of force definitions

Date Investigation Completed: August 6,2024

CAD Report(s): Yes

Witness(es) Interviewed: N/A

Albuquoqut - Making HbtorT 1706-2006

Cn,ILIAN PoLICE OvERSIGHT AGENCY

PO Box 1293



[.INNINCS

PoliciesReviewed: 2.52.5.A.1

I unfounded. Investigation classification when the investigator(s) determi,Es, by clear and convincing f71
evide ce, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subject oflicer. lJl

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

4. Exonergted. Investigation classification where the investigato(s) dete,mines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, thal alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies.
pmcedures, or training.

5. Sustsincd Violstion Not Based on Origiml Complaint. Invesrigation classification \ here the
investigalor(s) determines. by a prcpondemnce ofthe evidence. misconduct did occur that was not alleged in
the original complainl (whether CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovered during
the investigalion, and by a f,reponderance ofthe evidence, that misconduct did occur.

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

Addiliqlelrcopncllri
After reviewing the available evidence, the investigation determined that Officer S
committed no policy violation during his encounter with Mr. F  Reviewing each
officer's OBRD video corroborated what Officer S said about what had happened on the
scene and during his interview. Officer S did not point his firearm at Mr. F  but
unholstered it and had his firearm at the low ready position with the muzzle pointed at the
ground. No officer pointed their firearm at Mr. F
Although the complaint did not specifically say that officers pointed their guns at Mr.
F  it was inferred that was what he meant. Mr. F  did not retum the investigator's
request for an interview for clarification.

According to APD poticy, firearms at the "low ready" (muzzle ofthe weapon is not covering
an individual) position is not a reportable show of force because the weapon is not pointed at
the individual. Since Officer S and the other officers never pointed their firearms at Mr.
F  no use of force or reportable use of force occurred.

2lO9-24 Officcr S.

2. Sustained. tnvestigation classification when the investigator(s) determines, by a prcponderance ofthe
evidence. the alleged misco[duct did occur by the subjed omcer. Ll

n
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are uot satisfied with the frndings and/or
recommendations of the CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) ofreceipt of this letter, communicate your desire to have an
appeal hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.0. Box 1293, Albuquerque, I\lM E7103, or
by email to CPOA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Board's nett regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt ofthe
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modify the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more ofthe following:

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

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

ofdiscretion; or

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

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

listed above.

If you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at http://uq rv.cabq .sov/cooa/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 Overs ight Agency by

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

3

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

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chiefof Police



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

CruIm PoIrcn OWRSIGHT AGENCY

August 14,2024

Via Certified Mail
'7021 09s0 0002 0443 5866

Re:CPC#lll-24

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

Nt 87103

www.ca\.gov

DYIDfdCLBEYIEEED.i

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

Complainant Interviewed: !9s

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee lnvolved: Sergeant B

Other Materials: Email Communications

Date lnvestigation Completed: Augusl 8, 2024

CAD Report(s): Yes

Witness(es) Interviewed: N/A

I

COWIAINL
On 0410912024,  S  submitted an online complaint to the CPOA regarding an

incident that occuned on 0711212023 at l9l5 hours. Mr. S  reported that Sergeant B
arrested him without probable cause.



FTNNI N(;S

Policies Reviewed: 2.71.4.A.1 (Search & Seizure)

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

Policies Reviewed: l.l.5.A.l (Conduct)

2. Sust8incd. Investigation classification when the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, lhe alleged misconduct did occur by the subject officer.

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

4. Eloocrrted. Investigation classification where the invesligato(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence. that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies,
procedurcs, oa trainiog.

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Origirtal Complaint. Investigation classification $here thc
invcstigator(s) determines. by a preponderance ofthe cvidence. misconduct did occur that \,ras not alleged in
the original complaint (whether CPC or intemal complainl) but that other misconduct uas discovered during
the investigation. and by a preponderance ofthe evidcnce, thal nisconduct did occur.

6. Administrutiv€ly Closed. Investigation classification where thc investigator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor nature and do not constitute a pattem of misconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7
sanction. -the allegations are duplicative: -the allegations. even iftruc. do not conslitute misconductr or -the
invesligation cannot be conducted because oflhc lack oI information in the complaint. and further
inresligation would be futile.

Addiliqle,l,rCana$tsi
l.l .5.A.1 : It was determined that Sergeant B's interaction with Mr. S  was escalatory,
disparaging, and unprofessional. Sergeant B yelled at Mr. S  mocked him, and made

sarcastic comments regarding Mr. S  rubbing the hood of his patrol car, even though
Sergeant B directed him to place his hands on the hood ofhis patrol vehicle. Sergeant B did
tell Mr. S  he was high however, there was no evidence that Sergeant B gave Mr. S  a

dirty look as he drove by, which in itself would not rise to the level of unprofessionalism.

2.71 .4.A.1: It was determined that Sergeant B made a lawful trallic stop on Mr. S  for a

moving violation. He observed signs of impairment he described as cannabis absorption.
Cannabis was located inside of Mr. S 'vehicle. Sergeant B established probable cause to
anest Mr. S  for being under the influence of an intoxicating substance.

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

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

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

ofdiscretion; or

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

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

listed above.

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

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

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversi ght Agency by

Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(sls) 924-3770

3
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cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chiefof Police



CTTY OF AIBU UER UE

PO Box l29l

Albuquerquc

NNI 87101

www.ca\.gov

Cn,ILIAN POLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

August 26, 2024

Via Email

Re:CPC#ll3-24

COIAIAINL
On 0410812024,  V  submitted a complaint via telephone to the CPOA staff
regarding an incident that occurred on 0311812024. Mr. V  reported that he had been
trying to obtain crash report 24-0022802 every day since 0311912024, but a supervisor
had not approved it.

EYIDENCF.BEYIEWEDT

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

Complainant Interviewed: !65 Witness(es) lnterviewed: N/A

APD Employee lnterviewed: Yes

APD Employee lnvolved: Sergeant B

Other Materials: Email Communications & TraCS Materials

Date lnvestigation Complaed: August 9, 2024

I

Albaqactquc - lvlaling Hittory 1706206



F INDII'\'iGS

l. Unfounded. lnvesigation classification $ten the investigato.(s) determinei by clear and convincing
evidence, that alleged misconductdid not occur or did not involve lhe subjectofficer.

PoliciesReviewed: 2.16.5.A.I (ReportProcedures)

2. Susteined- Investigation classificstio[ when the invesiigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence. the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject oflicer.

3. Not Sustaincd. Investigation classilication llhen the investigato(s) is unable to delermine one rva1. or the
other. b) a preponderance ofthe evidence, rvhether the alleged misconduct either occurred or did not occur.

5. Sustained Violrtion Not Bas€d otl Originsl Complaint. Investigation classificarion rvhere rhe
inlestigator(s) determines, b, a prcponderance ofthe evidence. misconduct did occur that was not alleged in
the original complainl (rvhether CPC or intemal complaint) but that other miscorduct was discovered during
the investigalion. and by a preponderance ofthe evidence. ihat misconduct did occur.

6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classification *here the in\estigator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor nature and do not constitute a patlem ofmisconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7
sanction. -the allegations are duplicati!e: -the allegations, even iftrue, do not constitute misconduct: or.the
investigation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complaint, and lirrlher
in\esligation \ould be fulile.

Addilialalrcoercltr
It was determined that Sergeant B approved report 24-0022802 in a timely manner but
without properly reviewing it before doing so. The report was repeatedly rejected, and the
reasons provided for the rejections were clear on what needed to be corrected.
Understandably, a supervisor could not check every detail of a report for accuracy, but after
repeated rejections for the same reasons, a supervisor should check those specific details for
accuracy before approving it again. In the end, the report was processed with the incorrect
information, which would require future changes and additional delays for those utilizing the
report for insurance or other purposes.
The CPOA recommends a verbal reprimand.

'lll3-24 Sergeant B

4. Exoncrsted. Invesiigation classification where the invesligato(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies,
procedurcs, or training.

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

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

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversi ght Agency by

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

3

You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satislied with the frndings and/or
recommendations ofthe CPOA Erecutive I)irector within 30 catendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter, communicate your desire to have an
appeal hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.O. Bor 1293, Albuquerque, NM E7103, or
by email to CPoA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Boardrs nert regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt ofthe
request and the trext meetinB. In order for the Advisory Board to modify the Directorrs
findiugs, your appeal must demotrstrate one or more ofthe following:

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

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

ofdiscretion; or

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

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

listed above.

44?'

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chiefof Police



CTTY OF AIBU UER UE

CruluN Por,rcr OwnsrcHT AcENCy

Avg[st26,2024

Via Email

 

Re:CPC# 113-24

COIEI.AINL
On O410812024,  V  submitted a complaint via telephone to the CPOA staff
regarding an incident that occurred on 0311812024. Mr. V  reported that he had been
trying to obtain cnsh report 24-0022802 every day since 03119/2024, but a supervisor
had not approved it.

PO Box 129,1

Albuquerque

NM 8710.t

wrrw.cabq.gov

EYIDENCI..BDYIE}4EDI

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

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

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee lnvolved: Officer K

Other Materials: Email Communications, TraCS Materials, & SOP 2.82

Date Investigation Completed: August 9, 2O24

Albuqurquz - iltabing Hitton 1706-2006

I



FI NNINGS

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

2. Sustaitred. Investigalion classification when the investigalo(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence. the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject oflicer.

4. Exonerated. lnvestigation classification rfiere 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 haining.

poticies Reviewed: 2.8.5.D,2.42.4.A.1,2.46.4.A.1,2.71 .4.A.1,2.73.5.A.1

5. Sustrined Violrtion Not Based on Originrl Complsint. lnvestigation classilicatioo where thc
invesligator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe evidence. misconduct did occur that lras not alleged in
the original mmplaint (*'hethe. CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misconduct rras discovered during
the investigation. and by a prcpoodemnce ofthe evidence. that misconduct did occur.

6. Administrstively Closed. In!estigation classification where the invesligator determines: 1'he policy
\ iolations 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 iftlue, do not constitute miscooduct: or -the
investigation c$not be conducted because ofthc lack ofinformation in the complaint and further
iovestigation uould be futile.

AddiliqelCqneqlsi
2.8.5.D: It was determined that Officer K failed to record the incident entirely.

2.42.4.A.1: lt was determined that Officer K failed to conduct a DWI investigation.

2.46.4.A.1: It was determined that Officer K failed to request EMS. Officer K also did not
take appropriate enforcement action.

2.71.4.A.1: It was determined that Officer K conducted an improper search & seizure.

2.73.5.A.1: It was determined that Officer K misplaced items removed from an individual.

The CPOA recommends a 64 hour suspension and a written reprimand for the multiple
policy infractions of the different categories.

V

2ll3-24 Officer K

3. Not Sustsined. lnvestigation classificalion when lhe investigato(s) is unable to determine one way or the
other, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, whether the alleged misconduct eithet occufied or did nol occur.
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings and/or
recommendations of the CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter, communicate your desire to have an
appeal hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103, or
by email to CPoA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communicatiotr, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Board's nert regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt of the
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modi$ the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

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

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

ofdiscretion; or

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

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

listed above.

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

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

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Overs ight Agency by

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

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

PO Box 129,1

Albrrqrrcrquc

NM 8710.1

wuw. cebq.gov

Cn'rLhN PoLrcE O!'ERsrcHT AcENCy

August 26,2024

Via Email

 

Re:CPC# ll3-24

COIAIAINL
Oa 0410812024,  V  submitted a complaint via telephone to the CPOA staff
regarding an incident that occurred on 0111812024. Mr. V  reported that he had been
trying to obtain crash report24-0022802 every day since 03/19/2024. but a supervisor
had not approved it.

EYIDENCE.BECIEYEDI

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

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

APD Employee lnterviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: PSA M

Other Materials: Email Communications, TraCS Materials, & SOP 1-78.

Date lnvestigation Completed: Augusr 9,2024

Albuqucrqut - Maling Hittory 1706-2006

I



FINDINGS

l. Unfounded. Investigation classification when the iovestigator(s) determines, by clear and convincing
evidence, that alleged miscolduct did not occur or did not involve the subj€cl oflicer.

PoliciesReviewed: 2.16.5.8.4(ReportProcedures)

2. Sustained. Investigatio[ classification when the inlestigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence. the allegcd misconduct did occur by the subject officer.

3. Not Sustrined. Investigation classification when $e investigato(s) is unable to determine one way or the
other, by a preponderance ofthe evidence. whether the alleged misconduct eithe. occurrcd or did not occu..

4. Exotrer8ted. Investigalion classification where the investigato(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did oc-cur but did not violate APD policies.
procedures. oa traioing.

Policies Reviewed: 2.48.4.B. Lc (Towing Procedures) & 2.60.4.C.1 .e (Preliminary Investigations)

5, Sustained Violation Not Bsscd ort Originel Compleint. Investigation classification where the
investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe evidence. misconduct did occur that ilas not alleged in
the original complaint ($hether CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misconduct $as discovered during
the investigatiorL and by a preponderanct ofthe evidence, that misconduct did occur.

a

a

6. Administrstivcly Closed. Inlestigation classification where the in!'estigator deterfiines: The policy
violations ofa minor nature and do not constitute a pattem ofmisconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7
sanction. -the allegations are duplicative; -the allegations. even iftrue. do nol constitute misconducti or -the
investigation cannol be conducted because ofthe lack ofinlbrmation in the complaint and furlher
investigation would be futile.

AddinolllCqnnr,rlri
2.16.5.8.4: [t was determined that PSA M submitted report 24-0022802 in a timely manner
but without accurate information. The report was repeatedly rejected, and the reasons
provided for the rejections were clear on what needed to be corrected. PSA M had the correct
information available to him in the CAD. In the end, the report was processed with the
incorrect information, which would require future changes and additional delays for those
utilizing the report for insurance or other purposes.

2.48.4.8.1 .c: It was determined that PSA M did not conduct the required inventory search of
the towed vehicles.
2.60.4.C.1 .e: It was determined that PSA M did identify the evidence but did not ensure that
it was secured. The recording reviewed by PSA M was not captured on his OBRD and the
witness information and statement was not documented in the report.
The CPOA recommends two written reprimands for the different categories of policy
infractions.

2113.24 PSA M
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings aud/or
recommendations of the CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter, communicate your desire to have an
appeal hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103, or
by email to CPOA@cabq.gov.Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter wiII be scheduled at the Boardrs nert regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt ofthe
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modify the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate otre or more ofthe following:

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

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

ofdiscretion; or

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

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

listed above.

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

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

accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversi ght Agency by

un )q _+-

Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(sls) 924-3770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chiefof Police



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

I'O Box l29l

Albuquerque

NN,l ri7l03

www.cabq.gov

August 12,2024

Via Email

Re:CPC#l14-24

COMEIAINL

On 0411212024,  R  submitted a hand-delivered complaint to CPOA staff
regarding an incident that occurred on 1012812023. He reported officers were dispatched
to Party City regarding theft. and while creating trespass forms, Officer E asked an
individual, "is this afitcking game? " "So if you guys don'twant to goto jail lonight, ctl
the shil." "l'm not gonna have you sign il 'cause I don't u,ant lo deol with you guys
anymore. " Mr. R  reported that the behavior and language were unprofessional and
that the incident was associated with 23-0086910.

EYIDENCI-BEYIIYEDi

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

Complainant lnterviewed: Yes

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Emptoyee lnvolved: Oflicer E

Other Materials: Email Communications

Date lnvestigation Completed: July 23, 2024

CAD Report(s): Yes

Witness(es) Interviewed: N/A

l

Crvrt,r,lr,r PoLIcE OvERsrcHT AcENCy



FINNINGS

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

policies Reviewed: L 1.5.C.2 (Conduct) & 2.103.4.A.1.c (Criminal Trespass Notifications)

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

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

4. Exonereled. lnvestigation classification where the investigato(s) determines. by a prepondemnce ofthe
evidence. that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did nor violate A?D policies.
procedures, or training.

Policies Reviewed: 2. t6.5.C.1 (Reports)

5. Sustained Violetion Not Based on Original Complsint. Investigalion classification \tfiere the
investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in
the original complaint (rvhethc. CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovered during
the investigation, and b) a preponderance ofthe evidence. that misconduct did occu..

a

a

6. Admiflistratively Closed. Investigation classification $here the investigator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor naturc and do oot constitute a pattem ofmisconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7

sanction. .the allegations arc duplicalive; -the allegations. even ifrue. do not conslitute misconduct; or -the
investigation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complainl and further
investigation lvould be futile.

Addiliqlllcqe.Elllsi
1.1.5.C.2: It was determined that Officer E had cursed and admonished a group of
individuals, in particular, a female.
2.16.5.C. I : lt was determined that Officer E did not submit the required report in the
mandated time-frame.
2.103.4.A.t.c: lt was determined that Officer E had signed 'Refused' on a criminal trespass

notification in lieu ofthe involved individuals, which were not asked and did not refuse to
sign the form.
The CPOA recommends a written reprimand and an 8 hour suspension for the various policy
infractions due to different categories and progressive discipline.

2ll4-24 Officer E
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the lindings and/or
recommendations of the CPOA Erecutive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter, commutricate your desire to have atr
appeal hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing rddressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.0. Box 1293, Atbuquerque, NM 87103, or
by email to CPOA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. UpoD receipt of the
communication, a heariug on tbe matter will be scheduled at the Boardrs trert regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt ofthe
reque,st atrd the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modify the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

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

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

ofdiscretion; or

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

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

listed above.

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

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

accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversi ght Agency by

)xl

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(sos) 924-3770



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

CruLr,c,N Por,rcr OwnsrcHr AcENCy

Augtst27,2024

To File

No address or email provided

Re:CPC#ll8-24

COMEIAINL

In her complaint, Ms. C  described a bad experience with an officer on a traffic
stop on 3/2112024. She alleged that OIIicer T's first question was whether she was the
owner ofher vehicle. Next, Ms. C  alleged that Oflicer T pulled her over because
she was a black woman driving. Ms. C was issued a citation for not having
insurance on her vehicle, and her vehicle was towed. When she retrieved her vehicle from
the tow yard, she noticed that her tire was flat and accused Officer T of slashing her tire.

PO llox 129-1

N lr,1 87103

*ura.cabq.gov

EYIDENCEaEYIEYEDT

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

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

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Offrcer T.

Other Materials: APD Citation NMURTC 7387106

Date lnvestigation Completed: August 6,2024
1

Albr.rqtrcrquc



FINNINGS

policies Reviewed: 1.4.4.B.1.a (biased based) &2.7.4.8 (damage to property)

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

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

3. Not Sustained. lnvestigation classification wheo the investigato(s) is unable to determine one way or the
othe( by a preponderance ofthe evidence. \rhether the alleged misconduct eilher occurred or did not occur.

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

5. Sustained Violstion Not Based on Originsl Complaint. In\cstigation classification rvhcre the
investigator(s) determincs. by a preponderance ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in
thlr original complaint (whether CPC or intemal complaint) but thai olher misconduct rvas discovered during
the investigation. and by a preponderance ofthe evidence. thal misconduct did occua.

6, Administratively Closed. Investigatiol classification !!fiere the investigator detemines: The policy
violations ofa minor nature and do not conslitute a pattem ofmisconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7

sanction. -the allegations are duplicative; -the allegatioos, even iftrue, do not constilutc misconduct; or -the
investigation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack of inf'ormation ifl fie complaint. and firrther
investigation uould be futile.

Addi$slalCanrylsi
After review, the investigation determined that Officer T committed no policy violations
during his interaction with Ms. C . Reviewing Officer T' OBRD video conoborated
what he said, what happened, and what occurred during the traffic stop. No evidence
suggested that Officer T pulled over Mr. C  because ofher skin color. Mr. Chenault
did not interview with the investigator to possibly provide the proofto support her
allegations.
The lapel videos ended before the tow truck arrived for Ms. C  vehicle. The tires
were inflated and the vehicle operational at the conclusion. Since Ms. C  was

unavailable for an interview, no evidence was provided from her or supplied in the complaint
that suggested that Officer T slashed her tire. She did not offer any bill or statement
indicating her tire had been intentionally damaged rather than flat from normal means if it
was, in fact, flat. In assessing Ms. C  credibility, it has been determined that an

analysis ofplausibility favors the officeCs statement given the information stated above.

V

.',

I I 8-24 Officer T.

I
tr

tr

tr

tr



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

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

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

ofdiscretion; or

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

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

listed above.

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

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

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversi ght Agency by

]x/

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chiefof Police

Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(50s) 924-3770

3



UER UE

PO Box l29l

NM 87103

wl,vw.cabq.gov

Cn'ILIAN PoLICE OvERsIGHT AGENCY

A,.gttst 26,2024

Via Certified Mail

7021 09s0 0002 0443 596s

Re: CPC # 123-24

C.OMEI.AINL

Ms.  C  submitted a complaint to the Civilian Police Oversight Agency on
behalfofher daughter, Impala C  An APD officer had pulled her over during a
traffic stop. After speaking with her daughter, Ms. C  alleged there was no
communication on why she got stopped, and she could not communicate with the officer
due to her being deaf. The officer told her something was pending and on hold, then
handed her a ticket and left. Impala C  was scared and confused because she did
not know why she was pulled over. Ms.  C  felt offended because the
officer did not attempt to communicate with a deaf individual and wondered ifthe police
knew how to communicate with deaf individuals.

CAD Report(s): Yes

Witness(es) Interviewed: N/A

I

CITY OF ALBU

Albuquerque

IJIDENCI.BEYIf.WEDI

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

Complainant Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Offrcer R

Other Materials: Notepad notes

Date Investigation Completed: August 15,2024



FTNNINGS

PoliciesReviewed: 1.4.4.A.2.a

l. UDfounded. Investigation classificatio[ when the investigaro(s) determines, by clea, and convincing
evidence, that alleged misconduct did rct occur or did rlot involve fte subjectomcer.

2. Sustained. Investigation classification yhen the investigator(s) delermines, by a p.eponderance ofthe
evidencc, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject oflicer.

3. Not Sustsined. lnvestigation classificatioo when the investigato(s) is unable to determine one rvay or thc
other, b1 a preponderance ofthe evidence, whether the alleged misconduct either occufted or did not occur.

PoliciesReviewed: 2.18.4.C.2

4. Exonerated. lnvestigation classilication where the investigato(s) determines. by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did octurbut did nol violate APD policies.
procedures. or training.

5. Sustai[ed Violstion Not Based on Originll Complsint. Investigation classification $here thc
investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe evidence. misconduct did occur that rvas not alleged in
the original complaint (whether CPC or intemal complaint) bu1 that other misconduct was discovered during
the investigation. and by a preponderance ofthe evidehce, thal misconducl did occur.

6. Administratively Closed. Invesligation classification where the investigator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor nature alld do not constitute a pattem of misconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7

sanction, -the allegations a.e duplicalii€: -the allegations, even ift ue. do not cooslitute misconduct: or -the
investigatioo cattnot b€ conduct€d because ofthe lack ofinformation in lhe cornplainl" and further
investigation would be fulile.

AdditiqlllCsnnr,$si
The investigation determined that Ms. C  allegations were not supported by the video
evidence during his traffic stop with Ms. Impala C  Officer R conducted a traffic stop

and when Ms. I C  gestured she was deaf, Officer R began a handwritten conversation
with her. The notepad was passed back and forth with Ms. Impala's written replies. A
summation ofthe notepad conversation was included in this investigation. Based on the
written notes and facial expressions Ms. I C  understood what was being asked ofher
and the reason for the stop.
The policy regarding writing a report and tagging the written notes is not clear whether it
applies to traffic stop situations rather than calls for service. A policy recommendation is

being made to clarify ifthat level ofdocumentation is needed for a traffic stop, but it is
encouraged to better preserve the communication when the lapel videos do not have the
usual auditory element.
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123-24 Officer R



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

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

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

ofdiscretion; or

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

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

listed above.

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

lf you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at httD://$T rr.cabq.sor'/cpoa/sutret . Thank you for participating in the process of
civilian oversight ofthe police, ensuring officers and personnel ofthe APD are held

accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversi ght Agency by

)q _=:>

Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(505) 924-3770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

CrvllrAN PoLrcr OVERSTGHT AGENCY

August 28,2024

Via Certified Mail

7021 09s0 00020443 5934

Re: CPC # 127 -24

COMPJiAINT,

Ms. M  reported that shc was assaulted by her neighbor on the evening of 1210512023,
whcre she incurred physical injury, including a detached rctina in her left eye and a vision
issue in her right eye. Ms. M  reported that she called for assistance from APD and
was told officers would be coming, but she could not get assistance from medical
personnel until the scene was cleared. Ms. M  reported that she had to call at least five
times for officers to come to her home as they were also dispatched by the assailant, and
the call was closed. Ms. M  reported that her calls were ignored until she insisted on
the responding officer to come to see her. Ms. M  reported that she had left several
messages for the officer and and had only received one call back.

PO Box 129J

Albuquerque

N N,l 8710J

rvww.cebq.gov

fJIDENCI.EEYIEIEDi

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

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

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Offtcer P

Other Materials: email communications, evidence.com screenshot

Date lnvestigation Completed: Augusl 9, 2024
I



FINDI NGS

3. Not sustained. Investigation classification rvhen the investigato(s) is unable to determine one way or the
other. b) a preponderance ofthe evidence. whether the alleged misconducl either occurred or did not occur.

4. Exonerated. lnvcstigation classification where the investigato(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence. lhat alleged conducl in the underl).ing complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies.
procedurcs. or training.

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

6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classification lr'here the investigator determines: Thc policy
violations ofa minor nature and do not constitute a pattem ofmisconduct (i-e. a violation subject to a class ?
sanction. -the allegations are duplicative: -the allegations, even ifkue, do not constitute misconduct: or -the
investigation canoot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinlorrhation in lhc complai'll and fudher
investigation rvould be fulile.

AdditillrlCg[rcllri
l.l.6.C.l-A review of the CAD in question confirmed that there was ample documentation
on the CAD referencing Ms. M  request to talk to officers about the incident and also
requesting medical attention before officers actually arrived in the vicinity to speak with Ms.
N  and while officers were in the vicinity speaking to Ms. N  The CAD also
confirmed that AFR was waiting to be advised for the scene to be secured. Therefore, due to
Officer P not reading the CAD in its entirety, Ms. M  had to wait even longer to be

assessed by AFR and speak to officers about the incident. I .l .6.D.2.b-After a review of
emails sent between Assistant District Attorney S and Officer P, it was confirmed that on
05107 12024 ADA S noted that Officer P was free to extend that original plea officer with
screening for counseling. ADA S noted that he informed Ms. M  and while she was not
in favor of the plea, her approval was not necessary. 2.8.4.G.A: A review of Evidence.com
confirmed the videos under CAD 233 391583(Ofncer P's interaction with Ms. N  had

been deleted as they were not categorized correctly. The CPOA recommends verbal and

written reprimands for the various policy infractions based on their category.

2127-24 Officer P

Policies Reviewed: General Order t.t.6.D.2.b

l. unfounded. lnvestigation classification \,!ten the inv€stigator(s) determines, by clear and convincins fv
evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subject ollicer. - htl

Policies Reviewed: General Order L 1.6.C. t & procedural Order 2.8.4.G

2. sustritred. tnvestigation classification u{ren the investigalo.(s) dere'nines, by a preponderance ofthe fv
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject ollicer. llZ.J
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lf you are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision of the Office of Police Reform or
any matter relating to the Office of Police Reform's handling of the complaint you may
request a review of the complaint by the City's Chief Administrative Officer by sending a letter
to the Office of the Mayor, P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103. Your request must be in
writing and within 30 calendar days (inclusive ofholidays and weekends) of receipt of the
Offrce of Police Reform letter. lnclude your CPC number. The review by the Chief
Administrative Officer is independent of the Advisory Board.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversi ght Agency by

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

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

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

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

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

ofdiscretion; or

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

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

listed above.

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

accountable, and improving the process.



CITY OF ALBU UER

Cnrlux Poncp Olrnsrcnr Acrxcy

August 28, 2024

Via Ccrtified Mail

 
  

  

Re: CPC # 127-24

IrO Box I29-l

COMEI.AINL

During the interview with Ms. M  she stated that she heard from someone through the
courts that the reason the case may be pushed back was that the defense attorney was
looking for the OBRD videos between the interaction ofthe officers and Ms. N  and
they had not located them. Ms. M  confirmed she did have concerns that the OBRD
Video of the officers talking to Ms. N  was missing, as that was key evidence.

NN{ 8710-3

www.ca\.gov

EYIDENCF.BEYIE$EDT

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

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

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Oflicer D

Other Materials: email communications, evidence.com screenshot

Date Investigation Completed: Augusf 9,2024

UE

Albuquerque

I

Albuquoqttc ' Ma*ing Hir,otf 1706-2006



FTNDTNGS

l. Unfounded. Investigation classilication $ten the investigator(s) determines, by clear and convincing
evidence, thal alleged misconduct did not occur o. did not involve fte subject officer-

Policies Reviewed: Procedural Order 2.8.4.G

2. Sustrincd. Investigation classification rvhen fie investigator(s) detemines, by I preponderance ofthe
evidence, the alleged mironduct did occur by lhe subject omcer.

3. Not Sustained. Investigation classification lvhen the investigato(s) is unable to determine one way or the
other. by a preponderance ofthe evidcnce, 1\hether thc alleged misconduct either occurred oa did not occur.

4. Exoncrrtcd. Investigation classification where the investigato(s) dete.mines, by a prepondemnce ofthe
e\idence. that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies.
procedures, or training.

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Original Complaint. Investigation classification \there the
investigator(s) detcrmines. by a pGponderance ofthe evidence. misconduct did occur thal was not alleged in
the original complaini ($hethe. CPC or intemal complaint) but thal other misconduct rvas discolered during
the investigation, and by a prcpondemnce ofthc evidence. that misconduct did occur.

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

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

investigation cannot be conducted bccause ofthe lack ofinformation in the conplaint, and furthcr
investigation \aould be futile.

Additiqralcoerclsi
A review ofEvidence.com confirmed that the videos under CAD 233391583 (Officer D's

interaction with Ms. N  had already been deleted as they were not cateSorized correctly
and saved as evidence per the policy guidclines.

The CPOA recommends a verbal reprimand

2127-24 Officer D
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satislied with the findings and/or
recommendations of the CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) 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. Bot 1293, Albuquerque, NM t7103, or
by email to CPoA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, I hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Board's next regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt ofthe
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modiff the Directorrs
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more ofthe following:

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

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

of discretion; or

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

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

listed above.

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

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

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

accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversi ght Agency by

Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(sls) 924-3770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

)xl
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August 30, 2024

Via Certified Mail

7021 0950 00020443 5972

 

Re: CPC # 134-24

PO Box l29l

COMEIAINI.

Ms. H  reported she wanted an invcstigation into Oflicer G's behavior and that she
wanted no fiuther harassment from Officer G. Ms. H  reported that upon her first
known/recalled encounter with Officer G, he was very overly assertive, and when Ms.
H  inquired as to what factors were taken into consideration that led Officer G to
decide to arrest her, Officer G advised Ms. H  "we had some history" which he also
refused to claborate on. Ms. H  reported that she felt Officer G was harassing her, and
upon every encounter she has had with him, Ms. H  felt Officer G has acted in ways
she found to be highly excessive and inappropriate.

Albuquerque

NI!,i 87103

www.cabq.gov

DYIDENCE.BEYTEIIEDI

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

Complainant Interviewed: No Witness(es) Interviewed: No

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Offrcer G

Other Materials: Property and Evidence Case Jacket

Date lnvestigation Completed: Augusl 21, 2024

Albryuoqac - Maling Hitory 1706-2006

CITY OF ALBU

Cn,ILIAN POLICE OI,ERSIGHT AGENCY

I



FINDI NGS

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

3. Not Susteiled. Investigation classification when lhe investigato(s) is unable to determine one way or the
other, by a preponderancr ofthe evidence, whether the alleged misconduct eithe. occufted or did not occur.

Policies Reviewed: General Order 1.1.5.C.3 & General Order l.l.5.A.l

4. Exoner8ted. tnvestigation classification wherc the investigato(s) determines, by a prepondeonce ofthe
evidence, that alleged conduct il the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies,
procedures, or training.

5. Sustained Violrtion Not Based on Originrl Complrint. lovestigation classification $.here the
investigator(s) determines, by a prepondemnce ofthe evidence, misconduct did occurlhat was not alleged in
the otiginal complaint (whether CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misc{nduct was disc.vered during
the investigatiorl and by a preponderance ofthe evidence, that misconduct did occur.

6. Administrrtively Closed. Investigation classificatior where the investigator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor nafure and do not constitute a pattem ofmiscorduct (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 carnot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complaint and further
investigation r+ould be futile.

AddiliqdrCsn&r$i
1.1.5.C.3-A review of the OBRD Vidcos confirmed that when Ms. H  asked about officer
discretion regarding her arrest, Officer G mentioned that it had to do with her history and that
it was not his first time talking to Ms. H  Officer G also mentioned that it also had to do
with the amount of drug paraphernalia in the vehicle that was in plain view.
OBRD Video also confirmed that when Ms. H  was initially arrested, Officer G advised
her that she was under arest because there was drug paraphemalia where she was sitting
Ms H  arrest was based on her known involvement in criminal activity.
1.1.5.A.1-A review of the OBRD Videos confirmed that when Mr. Pierce exited the vehicle,
an object (which Officer G identified as a tutor) fell out of Mr. Pierce's lap and hit the
ground. As Mr. Pierce continued to walk, Mr. Pierce was pulling at his pants when Officer G
told him to stop fucking with his pants and to sit on the curb. A review of the OBRD Videos
confirmed that when Officer G made the following comment to Ms. H  "l'm sure the

dope didn't help, right?" in reference to Ms. Hyder's son's father taking her son from her, Ms.
H  agreed and stated, "No it never does." Officer G's comment was blunt, but not a
violation of policy.

134-24 Officer G 2

l. unfounded. Ihvestigation classification when the investigator(s) determines, by clea! and convincing
evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur o. did not involve tie subject o fticer. - Ll
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings and/or
recommetrdstions of the CPOA Elecutive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt ofthis letter, communicate your desire to have an
appeal hearing before tbe CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.0. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103, or
by email to CPoA@cabq.gov, Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Board's nert regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt ofthe
request and the next meeting. Itr order for the Advisory Board to modify the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more ofthe following:

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

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

ofdiscretion; or

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

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

listed above.

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

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

If you have a computer available, we would $eatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at http://s'lu.cabq.gor /cpoa/surver . Thank you for participating in the process of
civilian oversight ofthe police, ensuring officers and personneI ofthe APD are held

accountable, and improving the process.

The Civilian Police Oversi ght Agency by

txl =./+'
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(s0s) 924-3770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

Srncerely,



UER UE

CIvILIAN PoLIcE OvERSIGHT AGENCY

August 30, 2024

Via Email

Re: CPC # l4l-24

EA@iAINL
On 0510412024,  B  submitted a complaint via email to the CPOA regarding
multiple incidents at the Union 505 Apartments. Mr. B  reported that an individual
moved in and was a menace to him and the neighbors because ofnoise issues. Mr. B
reported calling the police multiple times but was never contacted.

PO Box 1293

Albuquerquc

NM 87 r03

*rrv.cebq.gov

DYIDDNII.BEYIEUEDT

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

Complainant Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Officer A

Other Materials: Email Communications.

Date lnvestigation Completed: August 29, 2024

CAD Report(s): Yes

Witness(es) Interviewed: N/A

Albuqucrquc - lvtahing Hitory 1706'20o6

CITY OF ALBU

I



FINDII\GS

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

Policies Reviewed: I .l .6.C.1 (Conduct)

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

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

5. Sustrined Viohtion Not Bssed on Originrl Complai[t. Investigatioo classitication where the
investigator(s) determines. by a preponderance ofthe evidence. misconduct did occur that \r'as not alleged in
the original complaint (uhether CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misconduct \aas disco\ered during
the investigation. and by a preponderance ofthe evidence. thal misconduct did occur.

6. Admilistrrtively Closed. lnvestigation classification where the investigator determines: The policy
violations ofa miloa nature and do not constitute a patlem ofmisconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7

sanction. -the allegations are duplicativel -the allegations, even iftrue. do not constilute misconducti or -the
investigation cannot be corducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complaint, and furthet
investigation would be futile.

AddiliqrstcsE&Eri
I .l .6.C.1 : lt was determined that Officer A responded to the associated call for service but
did not contact Mr. B  as requested and as was indicated in the computer aided dispatch
paperwork. The CPOA recommends a written reprimand for the policy infraction.

a

2141-24 Officer A

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

I



You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings and/or
recommendations of the CPOA Executive I)irector within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter, communicate your desire to have an
appeal heariug 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 t7103, or
by email to CPOA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Board's ne regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days belween the receipt ofthe
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modify the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

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

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

of discretion; or

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

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

listed above.

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

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

accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Overs ight Agency by

Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(sls) 924-3770

l

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

)xl



UER

CrvTIr.Ix Por,rcr OwnSIGHT AGENCY

August 30, 2024

To File

Anonymous

Re: CPC # 155-24

COMPIAINX,

An anonymous complainant reported that they had been having issues getting a report
signed offby the Lieutenant. It had been a month, and there was no information about
when report#240029408 would be signed. The complainant reported that they wanted the
report ready for pickup.

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

NM 87103

www.cabq.gov

EYIDENCI.BEYIEWEDI

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

Complainant Interviewed: No

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Sergeant V

Other Materials: TRaCS Database, payroll

Date Investigation Completed: August 2l, 2024

CAD Report(s): Yes

Witness(es) Interviewed: N/A

I

Albaqrctquc - Maling Hit.ory 1706-2006

CITY OF ALBU UE



F NDINGS

l. Unfounded. lnvestigation classification ufien the invenigator(s) det€rmines, by clear aod convincing
evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve fie subject of;ficer.

PoliciesReviewed: ProcedunlOrder2.l6.5.C.l.b

2. Sustrined. Investigation classification whe[ the investigator(s) detemines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occw by the subjed omcer.

3. Not Sustailed. Invesligation classificatio[ when the investigato(s) is unable to determine one way or the
other, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, whether the alleged misconduct eithet occurred or did notoccur,

4. Eronerated. lnvestigation classification where the investigato(s) determioes, by a preponderatrce ofthe
evidene. that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did rlot violate APD policies,
procedures. or liaining.

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Originrl Complaint. Investigation classification where the
investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in
the original complaint (u'hether CPC or intemal complaint) but that other hisconduct uas discovered during
the investigatiorl and by a preponderance ofthe evidence. that misconduct did occur.

6. Administrttively Closed. Investigation classilication where the in\estigator dcterminesi The policy
violations ofa minor nature aid do not constitute a pattem of misconduct (i.e. a violation subjecl to a class ?

sanction. -lhe allegalions are duplicative: -the allegations, e!cn iIlrue, do not constitute misconduct; or -the
investigation cannot be conducled because ofthe lack ofinlormation in the complaint, and further
investigatiol would be futile.

AddiliqElcqEstri
2.16.5.C.1.b-APD Payroll confirmed that Sergeant V was Officer M's (the Officer who
completed the report) Sergeant at the time ofthe incident, and Sergeant V was on duty on
0411012024(the date ofthe incident), 04lll12024,0411212024, 

^nd 
0411312024, which gave

Sergeant V time to review the report within the three work days per policy.

Sergeant V confirmed it was her mistake and stated that she did not check TRaCS, as her
officers usually did not complete crash reports. Therefore, Sergeant V violated the policy in
question by not reviewing/approving the report within three work days.

The CPOA recommends a verbal reprimand for the policy infraction.

Z

2155-24 Sergeant V
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satislied with the findings and/or
recommendations of the cPoA Erecutive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter, communicate your desire to have an
appeal hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing addre*sed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.0. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM t7103, or
by email to CPOA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Board's next regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt ofthe
request and the next meeting, In order for the Advisory Board to modify the Directorts
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more ofthe following:

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

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

of discretion; or

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

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

listed above.

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

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

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

)xl
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(s1s) 924-3770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police
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