
CITY OF ALBU UER UE

Civilian Police Oversight Agency

Findine Letters of the CPOA

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

June 2024:
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Crvrr,LtN PoI, cr OvERSTGHT AGENCy

\ne 14,2024

Via Certified Mail

7017 2680 0000 5951 9938

Rle: CPC # 02'7 -24

COMEIAINL

On 0210512024, R  M reported that he was not satisfied with the female officers
who had responded to his residence regarding report 22-0061872. Mr. M  reported
that his wife, H M witnessed the incident, yet the responding officers did not
speak to her. Mr. M reported that the responding officers did not contact the
individual who reportedly assaulted him.

PO Box 1293

Albuquerquc

NM 87103

www,cabq.gov

EYIDENCI.BEYIUWIDI

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

Complainant Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Officer D

Other Materials: Email Communications

Date Investigation Completed: June 10,2024

CAD Report(s): Yes

Witness(es) Interviewed: N/A

Albuqucrquc - Mahing History 1706-2006

CITY OF AIBU



FINDIN(;S

l. Unfounded. lnlestigation cl&ssification rlten the invcstigator(s) determines. b)'clear and convincing
elidence. that alleged misconducl did not occur or did not involve the subject officcr.

PoliciesReviewed: 2.60.4.A.1(Proliminarylnvestigatioos)

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

inresligato(s) is unable to determine one rva) or the

leged misconduct either occurred or did not occur.

4. Exonerated. Investigation classification where the investigato(s) determines. by a prepondemnce ofthe
er'idence. that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violale APD policies.
procedures. or training.

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Originsl Complsint. Investigation classilication where the
investigator(s) determines. by a prepondemnce ofthe evidence. misconduct did occur lhal was not alleged in
the original complaint (whether CPC or intemal complainl) but that other misconduct rvas discovered during
the investiSation, and by a preponderance ofthe evidence. that misconduct did occur.

6. Administrstively Closed. Investigation classification whc.e the investigator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor natuae and do not constitute a pattem of misconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7

sanction. -the allegations are duplicalivei -the allegations. even iftrue. do not constitute misconduct: or -the

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

Addiliqlalconnelsi
It was determined Officer D failed to aftempt to interview a reported witness and failed to
secure the video evidence that had been reviewed. Officer D did attempt to contact the
alleged perpetrator. Officer D did not file charges regarding the incident but did not collect
the appropriate evidence to support that decision.
The CPOA recommends a Non Disciplinary Corrective Action due to the officer having been

a recruit officer at the time and in training.

')027-24 Officer D
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfred with the findings and/or
recommendations of the CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter, communicate your desire to have an
appeal hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103, or
by email to CPoA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Board's next regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt ofthe
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modi$ the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

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

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

of discretion; or

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

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

listed above.

If you are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision of the Office of Police Reform or
arry 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
Office of Police Reform letter. Include your CPC number. The review by the Chief
Administrative Offrcer will not be 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://*-sl.cabcl.sov/cpoa/survet'. 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 Poli Oversight Agency by

C

Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(sls) 924-1770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CTTY OF ALBU UER UE

Crtllnx PoLrcE, O\TnsrcHT AcENCy

Jlune 14,2024

Via Certified Mail

7017 2680 0000 5951 9938

Rle: CPC # 027 -24

COMPI,AINT:

On 0210512024, R  M  reported that he was not satisfied with the female officers
who had responded to his residence regarding report 22-0061872. Mr. M  reported
that his wife, H M , witnessed the incident, yet the responding officers did not
speak to her. Mr. M reported that the responding oflicers did not contact the
individual who reportedly assaulted him.

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

NM 87103

www.cabq.gov

EYIDENCF-BEYII,$EDi

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

Complainant Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee lnvolved: Officer M

Other Marerials: Email Communications

Date Investigation Completed: June 10, 2024

CAD Report(s): Yes

Witness(es) lnterviewed: N/A

Albxqxcrquc - Mahing Histoty 1706-2006
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FINDIN(;S

l. Unfounded. lnvesligation classification when the invesiigator(s) determines. by clear and convincing
evidence. that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subject olficer.

PoliciesReviewed: 2.60.4.A.1(Preliminarylnvestigations)

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

3. Not Sustained. Invesligation classification when the invesligato(s) is unable io determine one way or the
other. b1 a preponderance oIthe evidence, $hethcr the alleged misconduct either occurred or did not occur.

4. Exonerated. Inlestigation classification utere the investigato(s) determines, by a p.eponderanc€ ofthe
evidence. that alleged conduct in the underlying complainl did occur but did nol violate APD policies.
procedures, or training.

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Originol Complaint. Investigation classilica(ion where the
invesligator(s) determines. by a preponderance ofthe evidence. misconduct did occur lhat was not alleged in
the original complaint (uhether CPC or intemal complaint) but that olher misconducl rvas discoveEd during
the invesligalion. and bt a preponderance ofthe evidence. that misconduct did occur-

6. Administrstively Closed. Investigation classilicalion lvhere the investigator determines: The polic)
violations ofa minor nalurc and do not constilute a pattem ofmisconduct (i.e. a violalion subject to a class 7

sanction. -the allegations ale duplicativet -the allegations. cven iftrue. do not constitule misconduct: or -lhe
investigation carnot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complaint. and llrther
investigation would be lutile.

Addiliqelc4eseilri
It was determined Officer D failed to attempt to interview a reported witness and failed to
secure the video evidence that had been reviewed. Officer D did attempt to contact the
alleged perpetrator. Officer D did not file charges regarding the incident but did not collect
the appropriate evidence to support that decision. Officer D was a recruit, and Officer M was
her training o{ficer. Officer M was on the scene to assist Officer D and had a responsibility
to ensure that Officer D completed all ofthe tasks required for the incident and to complete
them accurately. The CPOA recommends a Non Disciplinary Corrective Action.

?.
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If you 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 Offrcer 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. Include your CPC number. The review by the Chief
Administrative Officer will not be 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 l.rttp://urvvr'.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 Polic Oversight Agency by

,lri\ C

Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(sls) 924-3770

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

You have the right to appeal this decision. If you are not satisfred with the fmdings 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, llM 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 next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modify the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

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

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

of discretion; or

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

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

listed above.
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CITY OF ALBU UER UE

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

NM 87103

www.cabq.gov

Crulrax Polrcn Ownsrcnt Acr,xcy

lune 28,2024

Via Email

 

R;e: CPC # 032-24

COMEIAINT

A  C  submitted a complaint on 0211312024 regarding a citation he had received
during the evening of02/12 /2024. The citation was for an expired registration issued by
PSA D. Mr. C  identified himself as an attorney who had filed a lawsuit on behalf of a
client whose private information was exposed on a YouTube channel being run by former
APD officer. Mr. C  believed because of the timing of the citation, PSA D may have
targeted his scrutiny on him at the behest ofthe former officer.

EYIDENCE BEYIEEEDi

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: PSA D

Other Marerials: Email Communications & Detailed History Reports.

Date Investigation Completed: June 5, 2024
I

412/q/.'9u.



EINDING.I

PoliciesReviewed: 1.1.5.C.3(Misconduct)

L Unfounded. Investigation classification when the investigalor(s) determines. by clear and convincing
evidence, thal alleged misconduct did not occur or did oot involve the subject officer-

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

3. Not Sustsirted. lnvestigation classification when the investiSato(s) is unable to determine one rval or the
other. by a preponderance ofthe evidence. rvhether the alleged misconducl either occurred or did not occur.

4. Exoneraled. lnvestigation classification whe.e the investigato(s) determines. by a prepooderance olthe
evidence. thal alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies.
procedures, or training.

5. Sustrined Violation Not Based on Originsl Complsint. Investigation classification where the
invesligator(s) determines. by a prepondemnce ofthc evidence. misconduct did occur that was not alleged in
the original complaint (whether CPC or intemal complaint) but lhat other misconduct was discovered during
the investigation, and by a preponderance ofthe evidence, that misconduct did occur.

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

sallction. -the allegations are duplicativei "the allegalions. eren iftruc. do not constitute misconducti or -the
invesligation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complainl and fnnher
invesligalion uould be futile.

Addinblllrcopprr5i
It was determined that PSA D did not target Mr. C  for expired registration and records
showed he had issued eighteen additional citations for expired registration violations on the
same night in his designated area. ln his interview. PSA D said he did not know either Mr.
C  or the former officer until he received the complaint.

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

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

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

of discretion; or

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

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

listed above.

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

14\c
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(s}s) 924-3770

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chieiof Police
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CITY OF ALBU UER UE

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

NM 87103

www.cabq.gov

lune 21,2024

Via Email

Re: CPC # 037-24

C!}MEII.[NL
Mr. C S , acknowledged that he did not know first-hand the incident between
Lieutenant I and J  F , who recorded the encounter, and posted it on his
YouTube channel. Mr. F  recorded his encounter with the counter staffand Lt. I at
a police substation. He thought Lt. I and the staff at the counter needed to be more
educated about the New Mexico Sunshine law concerning public records requests. Mr.
S  claimed that Lt. I violated the Federal Freedom of Information Act, which
requires that a citizen can turn in a request for public records to any public servant. They
had to take the request to the appropriate person where the record was held. Lt. I
attempted to break the law, even when notified of the law.

EYIDINCI.BEYII,]4EDI

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

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

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Deputy Commander I (Lt. at the time)

Other Materials: YouTube video

Date Investigation Completed: June 13,2024

Ahuquerque - Making Hittory 1706-2006

Cn,ILIAN POLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

I



EINDINGI

l. Unfou[ded. Investigation classification when lhe investigator(s) determines, by clear and convincing
evidence. thal alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subject olficer-

PoliciesReviewed: I.l.5.A.l

2. Sustained. Investigalion classification *hen the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderunce ofthe
evidence. the alleged misconduct did occur by the subjecl omcer.

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

4. Exonertted. lnvestigation classification \ltere the investigato(s) determines, by a preponderance ofihe
evidence. that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies.
procedures. or training.

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

The investigation determined that Deputy Commander I did not violate APD policy and
ultimately complied with IPRA law l4-2-8-E. He submitted the IPRA request on behalf of
the requester.
The investigation determined, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, that Deputy Commander
I, (a Lieutenant at the time), violated policy during his second interaction with Mr. F .
Deputy Commander I incorrectly and unprofessionally told Mr. F  that his first name
was "Lieutenant" and used his rank as a supervisor tojustify his response. The CPOA
recommends a Non Disciplinary Corrective Action due to mitigating circumstances and
refresher training on I PltA requirements.

a

1

{

037 -24 Dcputy Commander I (Lt. at the time)

Policies Reviewed: L l.4.A.l.b

6. Administratively Closed. Inrestigation classification irhere the investigator determinesr The policy
violations ofa minor natuE and do not constitute a pattem of misconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7
sanction. -the allegalions are duplicativei -the allegations. even if true. do not constitute misconduct: or -the
investigation cannol be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complainl, and further
investigation would be fulile.

AddiliqelConnrrhi
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You have the right to eppeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings and/or
recommendations of the CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt 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, I\lM 87103, or
by email to CPOA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, r hearirg on the matter will be scheduled at the Board's next regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt ofthe
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modify the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

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 of the Office of Police Reform or
any matter relating to the Office of Police Reform's handling of the complaint you may
request a review of the complaint by the City's Chief Administrative Officer by sending a letter
to the Offrce of the Mayor, P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103. Your request must be in
writing and within 30 calendar days (inclusive ofholidays and weekends) of receipt of the
Offrce of Police Reform letter. Include your CPC number. The review by the Chief
Administrative Offrcer will not be 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://urwv.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 Polic Oversight Agency by

l,fl c

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

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



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

PO Box 1293

Albuquerquc

NM 87103

www. cabq.gov

Cmrux POLICE OwRsrcHT AGENCY

lune 21,2024

Via Email

 

Re: CPC # 037-24

COMEIAINL

Mr. G  C  complained about Lieutenant I's attitude, which was described as

egocentric. There was a greater expectation as a police lieutenant than what was
displayed during his interaction with J  F  Mr. G  C continued that
Lieutenant I had a duty, not ajob, to be responsible for his behavior. Mr. G  C
complained about Lieutenant I's demeanor and refusal to identify himself when asked. In
addition, he did not do whatever he could to assist the citizens at that moment. Further,
Mr. G  C complained about the Lieutenant's facial expressions, which were not
helpful, positive, or reassuring. Mr. G  C  acknowledged that he was a third
-party witness to the incident on 711812023, an encounter between Lieutenant I and Mr.
J F .

EYIDENCE-BEYtrI{EDi

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

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

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Deputy Commander I (Lt. at the time)

Other Materials: YouTube video

Date Investigation Completed: hne L3,2024

Albrqucrquc - Mahing Hittory 17062006

I



EINDINGS

L Unfounded. Investigation classification \}hen the investigalor(s) determines, by clcar and convincing
evidence. that alleged misconduct did nol occur or did not inlolve lhe subjecl officer.

PoliciesReviewed: l.l.5.A.l

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

PoliciesReviewed: l.l.4.A.1.b

4. Exoner8ted. Investigalion classification where the investigato(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
eyidence. that alleged conduct in the underlying complainl did occur but did not violale APD policies.
procedures. or training.

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Originsl Complaint. Investigation classification where the
investigalor(s) dclermines. b.v a preponderance offtc evidence. misconduct did occur that was not alleged in
the original complaint (lvhelher CPC or intemal complainl) bul that other misconducl was discovercd during
the investigation. and by a preponderance ofthc ef idcnce. that misconduct did occur.

6. Administratively Closcd. Investigation classilication rvhere the investigator delermines: The policy
violations oIa minor naturc and do not constitute a pattem of misconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7
sanction. -the allegations are duplicative: -the allegations. even iftrue. do not constitute misconduct: or -the
investigation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinlormation in the complainl. and fuflher
investigation would be futile.

Addiliqrlcqua$tsi
The investigation determined that Deputy Commander I did not violate APD policy and
ultimately complied with IPRA law l4-2-8-E. He submitted the IPRA request on behalf of
the requester.
The investigation determined, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, that Deputy Commander
I, (a Lieutenant at the time), violated policy during his second interaction with Mr. F
Deputy Commander I incorrectly and unprofessionally told Mr. F  that his first name
was "Lieutenant" and used his rank as a supervisor tojustify his response. The CPOA
recommends a Non Disciplinary Corrective Action due to mitigating circumstances and
relresher training on IPRA requirements.

a

')
037 -24 Deputy Commandcr I (Lt. at thc time)

2. Sustritted. Investigation classification when the invesligalor(s) determines. by a preponderance ofrhe
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject oflicer.
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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, IIM 87103, or
by email to CPOA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Board's next regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt ofthe
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modify the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

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

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

of discretion; or

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

Administratively closed complaints 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 Oflicer by sending a letter
to the Office of the Mayor, P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103. Your request must be in
writing and within 30 calendar days (inclusive of holidays and weekends) of receipt of the
Office of Police Reform letter. Include your CPC number. The review by the Chief
Administrative Officer will not be 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://urrrv.cabq.gor,/cpoa/surver'. 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 Polic pversight Agency by

l,fl c

Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(sls) 924-3770

)

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

PO Box 1293

AJbuqucrque

NM 87103

www.cabq.gov

CTVIL|AN Pol,tcE OvERsrcHT AGENCY

Jlune 27 ,2024

Via Email

Re: CPC # 044-24

CQMELAINL

On 0211412024, C C  submitted a complaint regarding an incident that occurred
on 02lllD024 at 0300 hours. Ms. C  reported that she submitted the complaint on
behalf of D D . Ms. C reported that her son was falsely arrested and his
vehicle impounded. Ms. C  reported that her son was detained because he was a Black
male and that he was nervous because numerous ofTicers were on the scene. Ms. C
reported that Officer G and Officer C-D were the arresting officers. Ms. C  reported
that her son's vehicle was sitting in a tow yard, a huge inconvenience due to work and

family. Ms. C  reported that the APD was negligent and unhelpful, treated her son like
another number, and gave him the runaround. Ms. C  reported that the incident was
once again an injustice against Black men.

EYIDENCE-BEYIEWEDT

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: Officer C-D

Other Materials: Email Communications, Court Records, Tow Reports, & Statutes

Date lnvestigation Completed: June 7, 2024

Albuqucryw - Making Hittory 1706-2006



EINDINCI

poticies Reviewed: I .4.4.B.1 .a(Bias-Based Policing)

l. Unfounded. Investigation classification $,hen the investigato.(s) determines, by clear and convincing
evidence. thal alleged misconduct did not occur or did nol involve the subiect oflicer. a
2. Sustrined. Investigation classification when the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderaoce ofthe
evidence. the alleged misconduct did occur by the subjecl orficer.

3. Not Sustai[ed. Investigation classification $hen the investigato(s) is unable io determine one way or the
other. by a prepondeaance ofthe evidence, whether the alleged misconduct either occurred or did not occur.

4. Exoncrrted. Investigation classification \r,here the investigato(s) dete.mines. by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, thal alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur bul did not violale APD policies.
procedures, or lraining.

policiesReviewed: 2.8.4.8.1.a &2.8.5.D.1 (OBRD)

5. Sustoined Violation Not Besed on Original Complaint. lnvestigation classification where the
inlesligalor(s) determines. by a preponderance ofthe evidence. misconduct did occur that was nol alleged in
the original complaint (uhether CPC or inlemal complaint) but thai other misconduct $as discovered during
the investigation. and b1 a preponderance ofthe evidence. lhat misconducl 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 arc duplicative: -the allegations. even ifhue. do not constitute misconduct: or -the
investigation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complaint. ard further
inrestigation uould be futile.

Addiliqelcseer,Illi
I .4.4.8.1 .a: It was determined that the allegations of misconduct were false. No evidence
was provided, located, or reviewed that would indicate any legitimacy to the allegations of
misconduct alleged by C  C  or D D . The allegations of misconduct
alleged by Ms. C  or Mr. D  were all made a part of this SOP because it was alluded
to that all ofthe misconduct allegations occurred because ofbias-based policing.

2.8.4.8.1.a & 2.8.5.D.1: It was determined that Officer C-D violated the listed SOP's
regarding OBRD usage.

Ms. C  and Mr. D  did not take part in the investigative interview process.

The CPOA recommends a written reprimand.

,)

044-24 Officer C-D
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Ifyou are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision ofthe Offrce ofPolice Reform or
any matter relating to the Office of Police Reform's handling of the complaint you may
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 will not be delayed as it is not dependent upon the Advisory Board.

If you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at http://u'u"w'.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 Polic Oversight Agency by

],fl c

Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(s0s) 924-3770

3

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

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

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

of discretion; or

3) that the findings and recorrunendations 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.

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF AIBU UER UE

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

NM 87103

www.cabq.gov

CIVILIAN POLICE OvERSIGHT AGENCY

June 27 ,2024

Via Email

Re: CPC # 044-24

CAICIAINI.
On 02/14/2024, C  C  submitted a complaint regarding an incident that occurred
on 02lll/2024 at 0300 hours. Ms. C  reported that she submitted the complaint on
behalfof D  D . Ms. C  reported that her son was falsely arrested and his
vehicle impounded. Ms. C  reported that her son was detained because he was a Black
male and that he was nervous because numerous olTicers were on the scene. Ms. C
reported that Officer G and Officer C-D were the arresting officers. Ms. C  reported
that her son's vehicle was sitting in a tow yard, a huge inconvenience due to work and
family. Ms. C  reported that the APD was negligent and unhelpful, treated her son like
another number, and gave him the runaround. Ms. C  reported that the incident was

once again an injustice against Black men.

DCIDDNCLBEYIEUEDi

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

Complainant lnterviewed: No Witness(es) Interviewed: No

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee lnvolved: Oflicer G

Other Materials: Email Communications, Court Records, Tow Reports, & Statutes.

Date Investigation Completed: June 7, 2024

Albuquoquc - Making Hittory 1706-2006
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FINDINGS

poticies Reviewed: I .4.4.B.1 .a(Bias-Based Policing)

t. Utrfouoded. Investigation classificalion nten the investigator(s) delermines. by clear and convincing
evidence. that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subject ollicer.

2. Sustained. Investigalion classification \r'hen the investigator(s) determines. by a preponderance of lhe
evidence. lhe alleged misconduct did occur by the subject omcer.

3. Not Sustained. Investigation classilication r!fien the investigato(s) is unable to determine one way or the
other. by a preponderance ofthe evidence. glrcther the alleged misconduct either occurred or did not occur.

4. f,ronerrted. Investigation classification *tere the investigato(s) determines. by a prepondemnce ofthe
evide[ce. that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies,
paocedurcs. or training.

poticies Reviewed: 2.80.4.L.2.d.vi (Arrest & Booking Procedures)

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Original Complaint. Inrestigation classilication irhere the
investigator(s) determines. b, a prcponderance 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 in\estigation. and by a preponderance ofthe evidence. lhat misconducl did occur.

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

sanction. -the allegations are duplicative: -the allegations. even ifrue. do not constitute misconducl: or -the
inrestigation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complaint. and further
investigalion $ould be futile.

AddiliqlelCryesllu
1.4.4.B.1.a: It was determined that the allegations of misconduct were false. No evidence
was provided, located, or reviewed that would indicate any legitimacy to the allegations of
misconduct alleged by C  C  or D  D . The allegations of misconduct
alleged by Ms. Cl  or Mr. D were all made a part of this SOP because it was alluded
to that all of the misconduct allegations occurred because of bias-based policing.

2.80.4.L.2.d.vi: It was determined that Officer G violated the listed SOP regarding arrest and
booking procedures.

Ms. C and Mr. D  did not take part in the investigative interview process.

The CPOA recommends a 40 hour suspension

/

044-24 Officer G
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Ifyou are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision of the Office ofPolice Reform or
any matter relating to the Office of Police Reform's handling of the complaint you may
request a review of the complaint by the City's Chief Administrative Offrcer by sending a letter
to the Offrce of the Mayor, P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103. Your request must be in
writing and within 30 calendar days (inclusive ofholidays and weekends) of receipt of the
Office of Police Reform letter. Include your CPC number. The review by the Chief
Administrative Officer will not be 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://*rrr.cabq.sov/cpoa/survey. 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 Polic Oversight Agency by

14\c
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(50s) 924-3770

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings and/or
recommendations of the CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) ofreceipt of this letter, communicate your desire to have an
appeal hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, I{M 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 deys between the receipt ofthe
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modify the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrete one or more of the following:

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

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

of discretion; or

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

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

listed above.

3



UER UE

CN'rLIAN PoLICE Ovrnsrcur Acrxcv

June 27 ,2024

Via Certified Mail

7021 0950 0002 0443 5'.774

 
   

   

Re: CPC # 049-24

PO Box 1293

COMEIAINL

Ms. M  reported that her daughter was jumped, and Officer W took the report. Ms.
M  provided Officer W with a statement and the "correct names" ofthe involved
individuals. Ms. M  reported that the report was inaccurate and never updated by
Officer W. Ms. M  reported that she "felt" like Officer W did not "want to be
there." Ms. M  reported that she ran into OfIcer W in the hospital parking lot, and
he told her, "Ms. M  just to let you know, these types of incident's don't get
solved".

Albuquerque

NM 87r03

www.ca\.gov

EYIDENCI-BEYIEICI,Di

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

Complainant lnterviewed: Yes

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee lnvolved: Officer W

Other Materials: EmaiI Communications.

Date Investigation Completed: June 18,2024

CAD Report(s): Yes

Witness(es) Interviewed: No

Alb*qrcrqae - Making Historl 1706-2006
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EINDINGI

PoliciesReviewed: 1.1.5.A.4(Conduct)

l. Unfounded. lnvestigation classification ivhen the investigator(s) determines. by clear and conr incing
evidence. thal alleged misconduct did not occur or did nol involve lhe subject officer.

2. Sustained. Investigation classification when the in\estigator(s) determines, by a preponderance 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. wheiher the alleged misconducl either occurred or did nol occur.

4. Exonerated. Investigation classification where the investigato(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence. lhat alleged conduct in the unde.lying complaint did occur bul did not violale APD policies.
procedures. or training.

Policies Reviewed: 2.8.5.A (OBRD)

5. Sustaioed Violation Not Based on Original Comphint. ln\esrigarion classification $here the
investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe evidence- misconduct did occur thal was nol alleged in
the original complainl (rvhether CPC or intemal complaint) but thal other misconduct \ras discovered during
the investigalion. and by a preponderance oflhe evidence. that misconduct did occur.

6. Administrrtively Closed. lnvestigation classification udere the investigator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor nature and do not constitute a pattem ofmisconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7

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

Addiliqelcoeef,rtri
1.1.5.A.4: It was determined that Officer W completed a total of three reports regarding the
incident associated with this complaint investigation. The reports were consistent with the

known information provided to Officer W. Officer W's initial interaction with Ms. M
and her daughter was professional and cordial. with no indications that Officer W didn't want
to be at the location or thought the incident wasn't a big deal. No evidence was located,
provided, or reviewed which would indicate that Officer W made any improper or
unprofessional comments during his interactions with Ms. M

2.8.5.A: lt was determined that O{ficer W violated this policy by failing to activate his

OBRD as required for his intended encounter with Ms. M  in the parking lot of the
Albuquerque ER & Hospital.
The CPOA recommends a written reprimand.

V
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You have the right to appeal this decision, Ifyou are not satisfred 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, I\M 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 modift the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

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

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

of discretion; or

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

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

listed above.

Ifyou are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision of the Offrce of Police Reform or
any matter relating to the Office of Police Reform's handling of the complaint you may
request a review of the complaint by the City's Chief Administrative Offrcer 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 tlle
Office of Police Reform letter. Include your CPC number. The review by the Chief
Administative Officer will not be 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://*url'.cabq .sor'/cooa/survct'. Thank you for participaling in the process of
civilian oversight ofthe police, ensuring officers and personnel ofthe APD are held
accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Polic Oversight Agency by

1,fl c

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

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

3



CITY OF AIBU UER UE

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

NM 87103

wvw.cebq.gov

Cmllrx Polrcr Ownsrcnr Acrxcy

llune 28,2024

Via Email

  

 # 051-24

COMEI.AINL

Mr. J  M was involved in a traffic crash accident and claimed that the other
driver, caused the accident when she ran the red light and crashed into his vehicle. Mr.
M alleged that Ofc R and U failed to investigate the traffic accident properly, left
out important details on the report, and did not find fault that the other driver caused the
accident. In addition, Mr. M  complained about the availability of the accident report
and complained about Lieutenant F, who did not call him back when he said he would
and had yet to receive a call from him. Mr. M  believed that Lt. F tried to make
excuses for the lack ofeffort on the accident report, suggesting a rookie officer was
investi gating the accident.

EYIDINCLBEYIEICEDT

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

Complainant Intewiewed: Yes

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Lieutenant F

Other Materials: N/A

Date Investigation Completed: June 18,2024

CAD Report(s): Yes

Witness(es) Interviewed: N/A

Albryutqre - Making History 1706-2006



EINDITiGS

l. Unfounded. 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.

PoliciesReviewed: 1.1.5.A.4

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

3. Not Sustailred. 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. Exonertted. lnvestigation classification where lhe investigato(s) dete.mines. by a preponderance ofthe
evidence. that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies.
procedures. or training.

5. Sustained Violrtion Not Based on Original Comphint. In\estigation classification lvhere the
investigator(s) determines. by a prepondcrancc ofthe cvidence. misconduct did occur that was not alleged in
thc original complaint (lvhether CPC or intemal complaint) but thai other misconduct \r'as discovered during
the in\estigation. and by a preponderance ofthe evidence. that misconduct did occur.

6. Administrrtively Closed. Investigation classification where the investigator detemines: The policy
violations ofa minor nafur€ and do not constitute a paltem ofmisconduct (i.e. a violation subject lo a class 7

sirnction. -the allegations are duplicative: -the allegations. even iftrue. do not constitute misconduct: or -the

investigalion cannot be conducted because olthe lack ofinformation in the complaint. and further
invcstigation rould be futile.

Addillqelcospqlri
After review, the investigation determined that Lieutenant F violated policy when he said
that he would speak to Officer U and R about the accident investigation and would call Mr.
M  back the following day, and he did neither. Officers U and R did not recall contact
with Lieutenant F regarding the accident. Lieutenant F did not provide proofofcontact to
either Mr. M  or the officers, such as phone logs and emails. Lieutenant F had the

option to contact the officers' supervisor for citizen follow-up, but he did not. Since
Lieutenant F advised he would take specific actions and then failed to do so, it reinforced
Mr. M  perception that Lieutenant F did not take his call seriously. Ifthe lieutenant had

not made an express commitment, there might not have been an issue, but once Lieutenant F

advised Mr. M  he would take specific actions, follow through on the commitments was

needed.
The CPOA recommends a written reprimand.

a

2051-24 Lieutenant F
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings and/or
recommendations of the CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) ofreceipt of this leffer, communicate your desire to have an
appeal herring 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 n.mber. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Board's next regularly
scheduled meetirg provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt ofthe
request and the nert meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modify the Director's
findings, your apperl must demonstrate one or more of the foltowing:

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 have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at http://*rur'.cabq.sory'cpoa/survet'. 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 Poli Oversight Agency by

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

3

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

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBU UER

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

NM 87103

www.crbq.gov

CN,rLIAN PoLrcE Olrcnsrcnr Acrxcy

June 28, 2024

Via Email

Re: CPC # 051-24

COIEIAINL
Mr. J  M  was involved in a traffic crash accident and claimed that the other
driver, caused the accident when she ran the red light and crashed into his vehicle. Mr.
M  alleged that Ofc R and U failed to investigate the traffic accident properly, left
out important details on the report, and did not find fault that the other driver caused the
accident. In addition, Mr. M complained about the availability of the accident report
and complained about Lieutenant F, who did not call him back when he said he would
and had yet to receive a call from him. Mr. M  believed that Lt. F tried to make
excuses for the lack ofeffort on the accident report, suggesting a rookie officer was
investigating the accident.

EYIDENCI-BEYII,]4EDi

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

Complainant Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee lnterviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Ofc. R

Q1trg1 N'tsls xls; N/A

Date Investigation Completed: June 18,2024

Albuqucrqu - Mahing Hi ory 1706-2006
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CAD Report(s): Yes

Witness(es) Interviewed: N/A

1



T'I NDINCIS

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

PoliciesReviewed: 2.16-5.C.1

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

PoliciesReviewed: 1.1.5.A.4

4. f,xon€r&ted. Investigation classification where the invesiigato(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 Complaint. Investigation classification ivhere the
investigator(s) determines. by a preponderance ofthe evidence. misconduct did occur that was nol alleged in
$e original complaint (whether CPC or inlemal complainl) bul that other mismnduct $as discovered du.ing
the investigation. and by a preponderance oflhe evidence. that miscooduct did occur.

6. Administrrtively Closed. Inrestigation classification rvhere 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

sanction. -the allegations are duplicative; -the allegations, even iftrue. do not constitule misconduct: or -the
investigation cannot be conducted becausc olthe lack ofinformation in the complaint. and further
investigation \aould be futile.

Addi$nlElConurllsi
After review, the investigation determined, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, that Ofc. R
did not violate policy during the accident investigation and encounter with Mr. M . The
investigation was determined to have been appropriately conducted using the information
available during the accident. SOP 2.46 Response to Traffic Crashes, specifically
2.46.4.A.1.g, states that department personnel "be responsible for conducting the
investigation." However, the policy does not specify rou'the investigation should be

conducted, nor does it require the officer to find fault. In addition, any officer can complete
an accident report.
After review, the investigation determined, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, that Ofc. R
violated policy when he submitted the accident report for approval beyond the end of his
shift on 1212012023 without a supervisor's approval. The accident report was submitted for
approval to a supervisor on 11412024. Mr. M  had complained about the availability of
the the accident report.
The CPOA recommends a 8 hour suspension for the violation.

051-24 Ofc. R

3. Not Sustrined. Investigation classification \r'hen the investigato(s) is unable lo determine one uay or the
other. b! a prepondeaance ofthe evidence. whether the alleged misconducl either occurred or did not occur. tr
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the lindings and/or
recommendations of the CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter, communicate your desire to have an
appeal hearfurg before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, I\M 87103, or
by email to CPOA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearhg 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 next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modify the Director's
findings, your eppeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

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

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

of discretion; or

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

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

listed above.

Ifyou are not satisfied with the hnal 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. Include your CPC number. The review by the Chief
Administrative Officer will not be 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://uqu'.cabq.gov/cpoa/survey. 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 Polic Oversight Agency by

1,i\ c
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(sls) 924-3770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF AIBU UER UE

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

NM 87103

www.cabq.gov

CIVILIAN PoLICE O\TRSIGHT AGENCY

Jrne 28,2024

Via Email

  

Re: CPC # 05 I -24

COMEI.AINL

Mr. J  M  was involved in a traffic crash accident and claimed that the other
driver, caused the accident when she ran the red light and crashed into his vehicle. Mr.
M  alleged that Ofc R and U failed to investigate the traffic accident properly, left
out important details on the report, and did not find fault that the other driver caused the
accident. In addition, Mr. M complained about the availability of the accident report
and complained about Lieutenant F, who did not call him back when he said he would
and had yet to receive a call from him. Mr. M  believed that Lt. F tried to make
excuses for the lack of effort on the accident report, suggesting a rookie officer was
investigating the accident.

EYIDENCf.BDYIEWEDI

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

Complainant lnterviewed: Yes

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Ofc. U

Other Materials: N/A

Date Investigation Completed: June 18,2024

CAD Report(s): Yes

Witness(es) lnterviewed: N/A

Albrqacrqac - Making Hntorl 1706-2006
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EINDIITGI

2. Sustsined. Investigation classification \afien the investigator(s) delermines. by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, lhe alleged misconduct did occur by the subject omcer.

PoliciesReviewed: 1.1.5.A.4

4. f,xoneraled. In\estigation classification where the invesligato(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence. that alleged conduct in lhe underlying complaint did occur but did not violale APD policies.
procedures. or training.

5. Sustsined Violation Not Bascd on Origiltal Comploint. Investigation classificalion where the
invesiigalor(s) determines. by a preponderance ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur thar was not alleged in
the original complaint (whether CPC or intemal complainl) bul that other misconducl was discovered during
the investigation. and b) a preponderance ofthe evidence. thal misconduct did occur.

After review, the investigation determined, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, that Ofc. U
did not violate policy during the accident investigation and encounter with Mr. M . The
investigation was determined to have been appropriately conducted using the information
available during the accident. SOP 2.46 Response to Traffic Crashes, specifically
2.46.4.A.1 .g, states that department personnel "be responsible for conducting the
investigation." However, the policy does not specify y'row the investigation should be

conducted, nor does it require the officer to find fault. Ofc U got Ms. U  driver's license,
attempted to get insurance and registration, got the owner's name and phone number,
determined the vehicle was not stolen and had insurance, and checked whether there was a
traffic camera at the accident intersection. Without video evidence (which was discovered
later) or eyewitnesses, Ofc U could not determine who was at fault since both drivers
reported they had the green light. ln addition. Officer U had no evidence of DUl. the odor of
alcohol. or open cans and bottles that suggested the other driver was operating the vehicle
under the influence.

2051-24 Ofc. U

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

3. Not Sustsined. Inlestigation classificalion uhen the investigato(s) is unable to determine one uay or rhe

olher. by a prepondemnce ofthe evidence. whether the alleged misconduci either occurred or did not occur.

6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classificalion where the investigator determines: The policl
violations ofa minor nature and do nol constitute a patlem of misconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7

sanction. -the allegations are duplicalivet -the allegations. even iftrue. do not constitute misconductl or -the
investigation cannot be conducted because oflhe lack ofinlbrmation in the complainl. and further
investigation $ould be futile.

AddinqlEl'lcapusllli
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You have the right to appeal this decision. If you 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 sigtred writirg addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.O. Bor 1293, Albuquerque, I\M 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 Boardts 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 l)irector's
findings, your appeal must demonstrete one or more of the following:

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

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

of discretion; or

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

Administratively closed complaints maybe re-opened if additional information becomes
available. Please provide yow 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 Offrce of Police Reform's handling of the complaint you may
request a review of the complaint by the City's Chief Administrative Offrcer by sending a letter
to the Offrce of the Mayor, P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103. Your request must be in
writing and within 30 calendar days (inclusive ofholidays and weekends) of receipt of the
Office of Police Reform letter. Include your CPC number. The review by the Chief
Administrative Officer will not be delayed as it is not dependent upon the Advisory Board.

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

Sincerely,
The Civilian Polic Overs ight Agency by

)[c

l

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(s0s) 924-3770



CTTY OF AIBU UER UE

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

NM 87103

wu,w. cabq,gov

CI,ILIAN POLICE Ownsrcnr Acrxcv

June 28,2024

Via Email

Re: CPC # 057-24

COMEI.AINL

On 0212712024, L  P  submitted an online complaint to the CPOA regarding an
incident that occurred on an unknown date and time at .
L reported that Officer E had an affair with R A  and advised her how
to have her husband, M  P  removed from a residence with a protection order.
Linda reported that M  "v,as removed due to falsifying police report." L
reported that text messages and telephone records showed Officer E's wife or partner
contacted M  to inform him ofthe relationship and that he "got picked up and put
in a jail" the following day. L  reported that M  had been in jail since
07103t2023.

EYIDENCE.BEYIE]4ED

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

Complainant lnterviewed: Yes Witness(es) Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Officer E

Other Materials: Email Communications, Court Records, MDC Records, & Google Results

Date Investigation Completed: Jnne 24,2024
I

Albaquerque - Mahing History 1706-2006



EINIUNG.I

PoliciesReviewed: l.l.5.C.l

L Unfounded. In\€stigalion classification uhen the investigator(s) determines. b, clear and convincing
evidence. thal alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subject officer.

2. Sustaincd. Investigalion classification when the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance oflhe
evidence. the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject oflicer.

3. Not Sustaincd. Investigalion classification $hen the in\esligato(s) is unable to determine one rlay or the
other. by a preponderance ofthe evidence. rvhether lhe alleged misconducl either occurred or did not occur.

PoliciesReviewed: L1.7.D.3

4. Exonerated. lnvestigalion classification $fiere the in!estigato(s) determines. b] a preponderance ofthe
evidence. that alleged conducl in the underlying complaint did occur bur did nol violate APD policies.
procedures. or training.

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Original Comphint. Investigation classification where the
invcsligator(s) determines, by a prepondemnce ofthe evidence. misconduct did occur lhat was not alleged in
the original complaint (whelher CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovered during
the invesligation. and by a preponderance ofthe evidence. that misconduct did occur.

6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classilication where the investigator determines: The policy
!iolalions ofa minor nature ard do not constitute a pattem of misconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7

sanction. -the allegations arc duplicalive: -the allegations, even iftrue. do not conslilute misconduct: or -the
invesligalion cannot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complaint. and further
invesligalion $ould be lirtile.

Addi[qlelcqEDrll$
It was determined that Oflcer E was not involved in a relationship with R A
and did not assist her with the restraining order filed against M  P or participate
in any arrest. Officer E maintained professionalism in his communication with Ms. Al

')
057 -24 Officcr E
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings and/or
recommendations of the CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter, communicate your desire to have an
appeal hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, l\[M 87103, or
by email to CPoA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Board's next regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt ofthe
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modify the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

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

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

of discretion; or

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

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

listed above.

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

Sincerely,
The Civilian Polic oversight Agency by

1,1c
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(sls) 924-3770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

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



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

CnT uax PorrcE OVERSTGHT AcENCy

lune 28,2024

Via Certified Mail

7021 0950 0002 0443 581l

 
 

Re: CPC # 082-24

COICIAINt,
Mr. R  B submitted a complaint over the phone to the CPOA. He said on
1211912023, he had been a victim ofan assault and battery by a hospital security officer.
He alleged the reporting officer did not conduct a full investigation or review video
footage ofthe incident he was involved in.

NM 87103

Mr. B  expected Officer S to review the video footage that showed when the
security officer, R , threw him out ofthe wheelchair, knocking him to the ground
and bruising his arm. Mr. B  claimed the security o{ficer took his wheelchair and
oxygen tank away from him and prevented him from entering and checking into the
hospital. Mr. B , who had pneumonia, said he was supposed to be admitted to
the hospital, but the security officer denied and prevented his access inside.

www.cabq.gov

PO Box 1293

Albrlquerque

CAD Report(s): Yes

Witness(es) Intervicwed: N/A

Albuquerquc - Mahing Hittory 1706-2006

IJIDEIICT.BEYIEI{-EA;

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

Complainant Intervierved: Yes

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Officer S

Other Materials: Surveillance video

Date Investigation Completed: June 26,2024
I



EINDINGI

PoliciesReviewed: 2.60.4.C.1.e

l. Unfounded. Investigation classification when the investigator(s) determines, by clear and convincing
evidence. that alleged misconduct did oot occur or did nol involve dle subiect oflicer.

2. Susttined. Investigation classi[ication when the investigator(s) determines. by a preponderance ofthe
evidence. the alleged misconduct did occur b1'the subjecl officer.

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

4. Exonerated. Investigation classification \lhere the investigato(s) determines, by a preponderance oflhe
evidence. that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies,
procedures. or lraining.

5. Sustsined Violstion Not Based on Origin8l Complaint. Investigation classification where the
investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthc evidence. misconduct did occur that was not alleged in
lhe original complaint (whether CPC o. inlemal complaint) but that other misconducl was discovered during
lhe inrestigation. and b) a prepondemnce ofthe evidence. that misconduct did occur.

After reviewing the evidence, the investigation determined that Officer S did not violate
policy during the investigation ofwhether the hospital security officer battered Mr.
B . Officer S interviewed Mr. B , interviewed the security guard, and

reviewed surveillance video ofthe encounter between the security officer and Mr.
B . Officer S concluded that Mr. Be  version ofevents contradicted what he

and Officer V observed on video. Therefore. Officer S completed an incident report and did
not file any charges contrary to Mr. B  expectations.

082-24 Officer S
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6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classificalion \\here the invesligator determines: The polic)
violations ofa minor nature and do not constitute a pattem of misconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7

sanction. -the allegalions are duplicative: -lhe allegations. even ifttue. do nol constitule misconducl: or _the

investigation cannol be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformalion in the complaint. and funher
investigation would be futile.

Addilialllclaeflhi



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

l) A policy was misapplied in the evaluation of the complai-nt;

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

of discretion; or

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

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

listed above.

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

Sincerely,
The Civilian Polic Oversight Agency by

14\t
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(sos) 924-3770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

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



CITY OF ALBU UER

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

NM 87103

www.cabq,gov

Cnruqx Polrcr OvERSIGHT AcENCy

Jure 17 ,2024

Via Certified Mail

7021 0950 0002 0443 7099

    
 

Re: CPC # 105-24

CAW.AINL
On 04/03/2024, M H  submitted a complaint via telephone to the CPOA staff
regarding an incident that occurred on 0312312024 at 1200 hours at 8928 Holly Avenue
Northeast (Trader Joe's). Ms. H  reported that she called 242-COPS regarding
wanting to have a vehicle cited for a parking violation. Ms. H  reported that she
was upset because Sergeant S would not cite the individual. Sergeant S told Ms.
H  that the violator was a little old lady born in the 1930s, that enforcement was
discretionary, and that the interaction was being recorded.

DYIDENCF.BEYILUEDT,

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

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

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Officer S (Acting Sergeant)

Other Materials: Email Communications, Operator Recordings, Ordinance, & CASA

Date lnvestigation Completed: June 11,2024

Albuqucrquc - Making Hitory 1706-2006
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EINDINGS

PoliciesReviewed: L1.5.C.3(Misconducr)

l. Unfounded. In\estigation classification when lhe inrestigalor(s) dctermines, by clear and convincing
evidence. that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subject officer.

2. SustriDed. Investigation classification when the in!estigator(s) determines, by a preponderance oflhe
evidence. the alleged misconduct did occur by lhe subject olficer.

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

olher. by a preponderance ofthe evidence. rvhcther the alleged misconduct either occurred or did not occur.

4. Exonerated. lnvestigation classification where the i[vestigato(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence. thal alleged conduct in the underlying complainl did occur but did not violate APD policies.
procedures. or training.

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Original Complaint. lnvestigation classification $.here thc
in!estigator(s) determines. by a prepondemnce oIthc evidence. misconduct did occur that was not alleged in
the original complaint (u,hether CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovered during
thc investigation. and by a prepondemnce ofthe evidence. that misconducl did occur.

6. Administratively Closed. lnvestigation classification where the investigator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor naturc and do not conslitutc a patlem ol misconduct (i.e- a violation subject to a class 7

sanction. -the allegations are duplicative: -the allegations. cven iftrue. do not constitute misconduct: or -the

investigation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinlormation in the complainl. and further
in\estigation $ould be firtile.

AddilioElcqEefdri
1.1.5.C.3: It was determined that Acting Sgt. S made the correct decision in having the
citation voided and contacted Ms. H as requested. The citation was voided based on
Acting Sgt. S' interpretation ofthe ordinance associated with the alleged violation. While it
is recognized the parking was not done well the citation should not have been issued as the

alleged violator's vehicle had a properly displayed disabled placard and was parked "lr? r,

designated tlisabled parking space or any porlion thereof." Thete was no evidence or
indication that Acting Sgt. S'decision was based on any type ofofficiousness, bias, or
discrimination. Acting Sgt. S agreed he had made mention ofthe alleged violator's age, but

the reason for the voided citation was due to the valid placard.

105-24 Officer S (Acting Sergeant)

a

tr

tr

tr

tr

,)



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

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

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

of discretion; or

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

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

listed above.

Ifyou are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision ofthe Ofiice 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
Offrce of Police Reform letter. Include your CPC number. The review by the Chief
Administrative Officer will not be delayed as it is not dependent upon the Advisory Board.

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

Sincerely,
The Civilian Poli Oversight Agency by

],il c

Diane McDermoft
Executive Director
(s05) 924-3770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

NM 87103

wr,vw.cabq. gov

Cnruar POLICE OvERsrcHT AGENCY

Jlune 17 ,2024

Via Certified Mail

7021 0950 0002 0443 7099

 

Re: CPC # 105-24

COMEIAINL

On0410312024, M  H submifted a complaint via telephone to the CPOA staff
regarding an incident that occurred on 0312312024 at 1200 hours at 8928 Holly Avenue
Northeast (Trader Joe's). Ms. H  reported that she called 242-COPS regarding
wanting to have a vehicle cited for a parking violation. Ms. H  reported that the
operator was nit-picky and wanted the location address and the license plate ofthe
vehicle she was reporting.

EYIDENCI-BEYIEIEDT

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

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

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Operator L

Other Materials: Email Communications, Operator Recordings, Ordinance, & CASA.

Date Investigation Completed: June 11,2024

Albuqucrque - Mahhg Hntury 1706-2006



FINI)IN(;S

l. Unfo[nded. lnvestigation classification when lhe investigator(s) determines, by clear and convincing
evidence. that alleged misconduct did not occur or did no1 involve the subject omcer.

PoliciesReviewed: 2.100.4.8.8.g.vi(ECCD)

2. Sustgincd. lnvestigation classification when the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence. the alleged misconducl did occur by the subject oflicer. a
3. Not Sustaincd. lnvestigation classification \vhen the investigato(s) is unable to determine one way or the
other. b) a preponderance ofthe evidence. rvhether the alleged misconduct either occurred or did not occur.

4. Exonerrted. Investigalion classilicaiion whe.e 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 uaining.

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Original Complaint. lnvestigation classification wherc the
invesligalor(s) delermines. by a prepondcrance ofthe evidence. misconduct did occur that was nol alleged in
the original complaint (whethcr CPC or inlemal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovered during
the investigation. and by a preponderance ofthe evidence. thal misconduct did occur.

6. Administratively Closed. lnvestigation classification $here the investigator delermines: The policy
r iolations ofa minor nature and do not constitute a pattem of misconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7

sanction. -the allcgations are duplicative: -the allegations. even ifrue. do not constitute miscondud: or -the
inlesligation cannot be conducled because oflhe lack ofinformation in the complaint. and funher
investigation \rould be futile.

Addiliolelcenpcrlri
It was determined that Operator L was resolute in gathering the information required and
needed to properly set up the call for service. Operator L had a responsibility to provide Ms.
H  with the opportunity to speak with a supervisor as requested and did so when
appropriate. However, the method by which Operator L communicated with Ms. H
went beyond being passive-aggressive and mirroring Ms. H  attitude when he

implied Ms. H was acting like a "Karen, " or in other words, an entitled, privileged,
or demanding individual. The use ofthe tefin "Koren" was used in a derogatory manner in
their conversation by Ms. H  multiple times, and Operator L responded in a way
indicating she was an example of such behavior. His obstinance and tone with Ms. H
were not professional
The CPOA recommends a written reprimand.

2105-24 Operator L
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings and/or
recommendations of the CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter, communicate your desire to have an
appeal hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103, or
by email to CPOA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Board's next regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt ofthe
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modify the Directorrs
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

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

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

of discretion; or

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

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

listed above.

Ifyou are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision ofthe Office of Police Reform or
any matter relating to the Oflice of Police Reform's handling of the complaint you may
request a review of the complaint by the City's Chief Administrative Offrcer by sending a letter
to the Office of the Mayor, P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103. Your request must be in
writing and within 30 calendar days (inclusive ofholidays and weekends) of receipt of the
Office of Police Reform letter. Include your CPC number. The review by the Chief
Administrative Offrcer will not be 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://uu.u'.cabq.gov/cDoa/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 Polic Oversight Agency by

i,f\ c

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(s0s) 924-3770



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

CNrLr,c,N Por,rcr OlunsIGHT AGENCY

lune 17 ,2024

Via Certified Mail

7021 0950 000204437099

Re: CPC# 105-24

CAMEIAINL

On 04/0312024, M H submitted a complaint via telephone to the CPOA staff
regarding an incident that occurred on 0312312024 at 1200 hours at 8928 Holly Avenue
Northeast (Trader Joe's). Ms. H  reported that she called 242-COPS regarding
wanting to have a vehicle cited for a parking violation. Ms. H reported that she
was upset because a sergeant would not cite the individual.

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

NM 87101

www.cabq.gov

Albuqucrquc - Mahiag History 1706-2006

EYIDENCEAEYIUWEDT

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

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

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: PSA C-G

Other Materials: Email Communications, Operator Recordings, Ordinance, & CASA.

Date Investigation Completed: June 11,2024



FINI)IN(:S

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

2. Sustained. lnvestigation classification rvhen the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
e!idence. the alleged misconduct did occur by lhe subject omce..

3. Not Sustai[ed. Investigation classification when the investigato(s) is unable to determine one *ay or the
other. hy a preponderance ofthe evidence. whether thc alleged misconducl either occurred or did not occur.

4. Exonerated. Investigation classification yhere the investigato(s) determines, by a p.eponderanc€ ofthe
evidence. that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur bul did not violate APD policies,
procedures, or training.

Policies Reviewed: 2.40.6.C.1 .a (Parking Enforcement)

5. Sustsined Violation Not Based on Origilal Complsint. Invesiigation classification where the
investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance oflhe 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 occu..

6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classificalion where the investigator determines: The policy
violations ola minor nature and do not conslitute a panem 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 canrDt be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformalion in the complaint and further
invesligation *ould be futile.

Addinolslrcaaner$i
2.40.6.C.1.a: lt was determined that the citation should never have been issued as the alleged
violator's vehicle had a properly displayed disabled placard and was parked "in a designaled
disabled parking space or any portion thereqf." The issuance ofthe citation was a combined
effort by PSA J and PSA C-G.
The CPOA recommends a verbal reprimand.

a
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Ifyou are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision ofthe Ofiice 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
Offrce of Police Reform letter. Include your CPC number. The review by the Chief
Administrative Officer will not be delayed as it is not dependent upon the Advisory Board.

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

The Civilian Polic Ove rsight Agency by

C

Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(s0s) 924-3770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the frndings and/or
recommendations of the CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter, communicate your desire to have an
appeal hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103, or
by 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
Iindings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

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

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

of discretion; or

3) that the hndings 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,
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Re: CPC # 105-24

COMEI.AINL

On 0410312024, M H  submitted a complaint via telephone to the CPOA staff
regarding an incident that occurred on 0312312024 at 1200 hours at 8928 Holly Avenue
Northeast (Trader Joe's). Ms. H reponed that she called 242-COPS regarding
wanting to have a vehicle cited for a parking violation. Ms. H  reported that she
was upset because a sergeant would not cite the individual.

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

NM 87103

wr,vw.cabq.gov

EYIDENCI..BEYIE]IEDT

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

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

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee lnvolved: PSA J

Other Materials: Email Communications, Operator Recordings, Ordinance, & CASA.

Date Investigation Completed: June 11,2024

Albuquerquc - Making Hittory 1706-2006
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EINDINI,iI

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

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

3. Not Sustsined. lnvestigation classification when the investigato(s) is unable to dete.mine one way or the

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

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

Policies Reviewed: 2.8.5.B (OBRD) & 2.40.6.C.l.a (Parking Enforcement)

5, Sustained Violation Not Brsed on Origiltl Comploint. Investigation classification $here the
investigator(s) determines. b) a preponderance ofthe e!idence. misconduct did occul thal $as nol alleged in
the original complainl (whedrer CPC or inlemal complainl) but that olher misconduct was discovered during
the investigation. and bl'a preponderance oflhe e\idence. thal misconducl did occur.

6. Administratively Closed. lnvestigation classification where the invesligator delermines: The policj
violations ofa minor naturc and do not constitute a pattem of misconduct (i.e- a violation subject to a class 7

sanction. -the allegations are duplicalivei -the allegations, even iftrue. do nol constitule misconducti or -the

investigation cannot te conducted because oflhe lack ofinformation in lhe complaint. and further
iovestigation would be futile.

AdrlilioutrCaEneEsr
2.8.5.8: It was determined that PSA J failed to activate her OBRD prior to the intended
contact with the alleged violator.

2.40.6.C.1.a: It was determined that the citation should never have been issued as the alleged
violator's vehicle had a properly displayed disabled placard and was parked "in a designated
disabled parking spoce or any portion thereof. " The issuance ofthe citation was a combined
effort by PSA J and PSA C-G.
The CPOA recommends written reprimands for the policy violations.

2105-24 PSA J
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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 sigaed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, l\lM 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 nert meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modify the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

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

2) That the findings or recommendations were arbihary, 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 no1 satisfied with the final disciplinary decision of the Office of Police Reform or
any matter relating to the Office of Police Reform's handling of the complaint you may
request a review of the complaint by the City's Chief Administrative Officer by sending a letter
to the Offrce of the Mayor, P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103. Your request must be in
writing and within 30 calendar days (inclusive ofholidays and weekends) of receipt of the
Office of Police Reform letter. Include your CPC number. The review by the Chief
Administrative Offrcer will not be delayed as it is not dependent upon the Advisory Board.

If you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at http://r.rrr'.cabq.gov/cpoa./survel'. 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 Polic Oversight Agency by

1,fi c
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(sls) 924-3770

J

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police
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