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Findins Letters of the CPOA

The findings of the CPOA Executive Director in each case are listed below. The citizens
were notified of the findings in October 2024. These findings will become part ofthe
officer's file, if applicable.



CITY OF AIBU UER UE

Cnrnrx POLICE OVERSIGHT AcENCy

Oclober 29,2024

Via Certified Mail

  

 

Re: CPC # 056-24

COMPI,AINT:

Ms. T  submitted a complaint regarding a report taken by Lieutenant Y. Ms. T
reported she checked with the DA's office and was told they could not pull up the report
and that insufficient information was reported.

I'O Box 1293

Albuquerque

www.cabq.gov

EYIDENCE.BEYIE.WEI}.

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

Complainant Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Lieutenant Y

Other Materials: Email Communications

Date lnvestigation Completed: June 10,2024

CAD Repo*(s): Yes

Witness(es) Interviewed: N/A
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l. Unfounded. Investigation classification when the investigato.(s) determines, by clear and convincing
evidence, that alleged misconducl did not occur or did not involve the subject officer.

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

3. Not Sustained. Investigation classification nhen the investigato(s) is unable to determile one way or the
other, by a prepondemnce ofthe evidence, $,hether the alleged misconduct eilher occurred or did not occur.

Policies Reviewed: 2.60.4.C. l.e (Preliminary lnvestigations)

4. Exonergted. Investigation classification where the investigato(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, that alleged conduct h the underlying complaidt did occur but did not violate APD policies,
procedures, or kaining.

5. Sustaincd Violation Not Based on Original Complairrt. Investigation classification where the
investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in
the original complaint ($,helher CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misconduct $'as discovered during
the investigalion, and by a preponde.ance oflhe evidence, thal misconduct did occur.

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

Addiliqelrcaprcilri
It was determined that Lieutenant Y had conducted a proper investigation into Ms. T
allegations and had completed an accurate report. However, Ms. T  did not provide
enough information to Lieutenant Y to move forward with the investigation or establish
enough probable cause to file a summons. Lieutenant Y had communicated the Iack of
probable cause to Ms. T  which she indicated she understood.

2056-24 Lieutenant Y
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findiugs 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 sigued writing addrqssed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103, or
by email to CPOA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Board's next regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt ofthe
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modify the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

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

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

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

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

listed above.

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

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

Sincerely,
The ilian Police Overs t Agency by

4Diane McD
Executive Director
(sDs) 924-3770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF AIBU UER

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

NM 87103

www.cabq.gov

CTUIIAN PoITCE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

October 30, 2024

 

Re: CPC # 085-24

C&I4EI.AINL

Ms.  K  submitted a complaint that detailed an interaction she had with a
locksmith named  A  Ms. K  reported she requested a locksmith to
unlock her house. She called Mr. A  and was told by him he was in Old Town. Ms.
K  reported she contacted Justin Time locksmith and canceled the Mr. A  who
arrived anyway. Ms. K  reported Mr. A  arrived anyway and was on her
property blocking her. She reported she told Mr. A  she had another locksmith on
the way and told him several times to get off her property. Ms. K  admitted to
pushing Mr. A  offofher property, and he went across the street. She reported
Officer A kept demanding for her to step away from her son so she could speak to her
separately.

DYIDENCE-BEYILUEDT

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

Complainant Interviewed: Yes Witness(es) Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Ofhcer A

Other Materials: Email communications and report history.

Date Investigation Completed: July 12,2024
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Via Email
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FINI)INGS

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

2. Sustrined. Investigation classificalion when the investigator(s) determines, by a p.eponderance ofthe
evidence, thc alleged misconduct did occur by the subject oflice..

3. Not Sustai[ed. Investigation classilication when the investigato(s) is unable to determine one way or the
other, by a preponderance oithe evidence, whether the alleged misconduct either occu.red or did not occur.

PoliciesReviewed: 1.1.5.A.1 (Conduct)

4. Exon€rated. Investigation classification where the investigato(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe i

evidence, that atleged cohduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies, i

procedures. or training.

5. Sustained Violation Not Bascd on Original Complaint. Investigation classification where the
investigator(s) determines, by a prepondemnce ofthe evidence, misconduct did occul thal was not alleged in
the o ginal complaint (whether CPC or intemal complaino but that other misconduct was discovercd during
the investigation, and by a prepondemnce ofthe evidence, that misconduct did occur.

6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classification where the investigator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor naturc aod do not constitute a pattem ofmisconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7
sanction, -the allegations arc duplicative; -the allegations, even iftnre, do not constitute misconduct; or -the
investigalio[ cannot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complaint, and further
investigatior would be futile.

AddiliqdrcrErcilli
l.l.5.A.l: It was determined that, Officer A was the assisting officer and assisted by
interviewing the complainant, Ms. K  Officer A was not persistent in her attempts to
separate Ms. K  from her son because Ms. K  was yelling, but it appeared she
wanted to separate them in order to interview her son alone. OfficerN was the primary
officer who determined that no charges would be pursued against the locksmith.

a
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You have the right to appeal this decision.Ifyou are not satisfied with the frndings andior
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 emait to CPOA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Board's next regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 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 furdings or recommendations were arbitrary, capricious or constituted an abuse of
discretion; or

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

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

listed above.

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

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

Sincerely,
The ilian Police Oversi ht Agency by

Diane McDermllt
Executive Director
(50s) 924-3770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBU UER

PO Box 1293

Albuqucrque

N Ir,1 871 03

ww.cabq.gov

October 30, 2024

Via Email

Re: CPC # 085-24

COIAI.AINL
Ms.  K  submitted a complaint that detailed an interaction she had with a
locksmith named  A  Ms. K  reported she requested a locksmith to
unlock her house. She called Mr. A  and was told by him he was in Old Town. Ms.
K  reported she contacted Justin Time locksmith and canceled the Mr. A  who
arrived anyway. Ms. K  reported Mr. A  arived any,rvay and was on her
property blocking her. She reported she told Mr. A  she had another locksmith on
the way and told him several times to get offher property. Ms. K  admitted to
pushing Mr. A  offof her property, and he went across the street. She reported she
later received a call from Officer N and was told by him that he did not deem the incident
as report worthy.

EYIDENCE BEYIE$EDT

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

Complainant Interviewed: Yes Witness(es) Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Offtcer N.

Other Materials: Email communications and report history,

Date lnvestigation Completed: July 12,2024

UE
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EINDINCS

Policies Reviewed: 2.60.4.C.1 -e (Preliminary Investigations)

, l. Unfounded. Investigation classification \,\ten the investigator(s) dete.mines, by clear aad convincing
. evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not iavolve lhe subject offrcer.

2. Sustailred. tnvestigation classification when the inlestigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
. evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject officer-

I 3. Not Sustained. Investigation classification when the investigato(s) is unable to determine one $"y orthe
other, by a prepondeidnce ofthe evidence, $hether the alleged misconduct either occurred or did not occur.

4. Exonerated. Investigation classilicalion where the investigato(s) determines, by 8 preponderancr ofthe
evidence, that alleged coflduct irt the unde.lying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies,
procedures, or training.

5. Sustrined Violation Not Based oll Originsl Complaint. lnvestigation classilication $here rhe
investigator(s) determines, by a prEponderdnce ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur that \\as not alleged in
the original complaint (whether CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovered during
the invcstigation, and by a preponderance ofthe evidence, that misconduct did occur.

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

AddiliqlelrC0[u![$i
2.60.4.C.1.e: It was determined that based on the review of the evidence in this matter,
Officer N investigation relied primarily upon the statements from both Mr. A  and Ms.
K  and determined that no criminal charges would be filed against the locksmith, Mr.
A  but possibly against Ms. K  who admitted to having pushed Mr. A  off
her property. Officer N explained in his interview, report, and OBRD to Ms. K  that Mr.
A  was under the impression he was responding to a locksmith's job when he arrived
on Ms. Killian's property, who canceled the job without Mr. A  knowing.

2085-24 Officer N
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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 adalressed 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 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 Directorrs
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

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

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

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

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

listed above.

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

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

Sincerely,
Oversi ht Agency by

"#"; t

Executive Director
(s0s) 924-3770

3

cc: Albuquerque Poliee Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBU UER

l'O Box 129,3

Albuquerquc

NI!'{ 87103

wvw.cabq.gov

Cn,ILhN POLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

October 25, 2024

Via Certified Mail

and Via Email

 
 

Re: CPC# 116-24

COMEI.AINI,

Mr. S  reported that Officer T violated his due process rights during the court
proceeding. Mr. S  reported that Officer T targeted Mr. S  because Mr. S  was a
brown man. Mr. S  reported that during court, Officer T spoke to a witness, and Officer
T told Mr. S  that Mr. S  did not have the right to talk to the witness because he was
not an attomey. Mr. S  reported that he wanted to know why the officer got to dismiss
the case, and he was not a Judge. Mr. S  reported that the officer went into a break
room with the witness without him and Mr. S  was not provided with any witness
information ahead of time. Mr. S  reported that he was the victim, and Officer T listed
the other person as the victim.

EYIDENCLBEYII.WEDi

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

Complainant Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Officer T

Other Materials: nmra rule 6-108

Date Investigation Completed: July 26,2024

CAD Report(s): Yes

Witness(es) Interiewed: Yes
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2. Sustained. Investigation classification \rten the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject omcer.

4. Exonerated. Investigation classific.tion \ {rere thc investigato(s) determines, by a p.epondemnce ofthe
evidence, that alleged conduct h the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies,
procedures, oa taaining-

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Original Complai]lt. Invcstigation classilication wherc the
investigator(s) determines, by a prcponderance ofthe evidence, misconducl did occurthat was not alleged in
the original complaint (whether CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misconduct \\as discovered during
the investigation, and by a preponderdnce ofthe evidence, that misconduct did occur.

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

Additiolalcanor.rlsi
1.4.4.A.2.a- After completing interviews and reviewing the OBRD Videos, there was no
evidence to suggest that Officer T targeted Mr. S  because Mr. S  was a brown man or
treated anyone differently on the scene based on the other parties being Anglo.
1.1.5.A.1-After completing the interviews and reviewing the OBRD videos, it was confirmed
that there was nothing Officer T said or did that violated the policy in question.
2.71.4A.1-After reviewing the OBRD Videos, it was confirmed that the Officers asked Mr.
S  if he could hang around while Officer T finished talking to the others and worked on
completing the Criminal Trespass Notice, which Mr. S  told the officers, "Okay." At no
point during the interaction between Officer T and Mr. S  did Officer T advise Mr. S
that he was detained and could not leave.
1.1.5.C.3-A review of the OBRD Videos confirmed that Officer T did not advise Mr. S
that he would go tojail if he did not sign the criminal trespass notice.

Per NMRA Rule 6-108, Law Enforcement Officers may prosecute misdemeanor criminal
complaints they have filed in Magistrate Court.

2116-24 Officer T

FINNINGS

Policies Reviewed: General orders 1.4.4.A.2.a ;1.1.5.A.1 & 1.1.5.C.3 Procedural Order 2.71.4.A.1

l. Unfoutrded. Investigation classification $,hen the investigator(s) determioes, by clear and convincing
evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subjeci officer. a

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

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

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

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

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

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

listed above.

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

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

Sincerely,
The ilian Police Oversi ht Agency by

Diane McD EITNilt
Executive Director
(50s) 924-3770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chiefof Police



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

October 29,2024

Via Certified Mail

 

Re: CPC # 150-24

COMELAINf,,

Mr. L  reported that on 05108/2024, he received a citation (8-5-l-8), which noted
close to the curb headed forward. Mr. L  reported that he and his neighbor across the
street received the same citation. Mr. L  reported that his camera showed PSA R
stopping and placing citations on their vehicles but failing to issue a citation to two other
vehicles PSA R drove by that were two houses down and parked as Mr. L  was. Mr.
L  reported that he felt he and his neighbor (l ) were targeted and were being
harassed. Mr. L  reported that later that evening, his spouse drove around the block
and took pictures ofseven other vehicles parked the same as Mr. L  Mr. L
reported that none ofthe other vehicles had citations.

AlbLrquerque

NM 87103

www.cabq.gov

EYIDDNCI..BEYIE]IEDI

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

Complainant Inlerviewed: Yes Witness(es) Interviewed:

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: PSA R

Other Materials: Video and Pictures provided by the complainants

Date lnvestigation Completed: September 6, 2024

CTVILIAN POLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

PO Box 1293

I
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Policies Reviewed: General Order 1.1.5.C.3

l. Unfounded. Investigation classilication lvhen the investigator(s) determines, by clea! and convincing
evidence, that alleged misconduct did rlot occur or did not involve the subject officer.

2- Sustsined. Investigation classilication when the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderalce ofthe
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject olficer.

3. Not Sustained. lnvestigation classification when thc investigato(s) is unable to determine one rvay or the
other, b)' a prepondcrance ofthe evidence, Nhether the alleged misconduct either occurred or did not occur-

Policies Reviewed: General Order l.l.6.C.l

4. Exonersted. lnvestigation classification lvhere the investigato(s) determines, by a prepronderance ofthe
evidence, that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occurbut did not violate APD policies,
procedurcs, or training.

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Original Complaint. lnvestigation classification where the
inv€stigator(s) determines, by a preponderancc ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in
the original complaint (*,hether CPC or iniemal complaint) but that other misconduct $as discovered during
the investigation, and by a prcpond€mnce oflhe evidencc, that misconduct did occur.

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

Addiliolst.Caunsllri
l.l.6.C.l- A review ofthe OBRD Videos and the video provided by the complainants
confirmed that both ofthe complainant's vehicles were parked in violation ofthe city
ordinance, headed in the direction of lawful traffic movement. During the interview, PSA R
advised that he only went down the street where he cited the complainants' vehicles and did
not patrol the entire neighborhood/subdivision. Based on the video and the pictures provided
by the complainants, it was only able to be verified that PSA R passed by one other vehicle
(gray car), which appeared to be parked on the curb but was facing the correct direction.
PSA R advised he did not recall seeing that vehicle as the vehicles he cited stood out as they
were parked facing against traffic.
1.1.5.C.3-After reviewing CAD it was confirmed that PSA R was not responding to a call for
service when he cited the complainant's vehicles.
There was no evidence located or provided that could corroborate the allegations that PSA R
knew one ofthe complainant's neighbors and targeted the complainants.

)I5O-24 PSA R
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You have the right to appeal this decisiou. 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 ou the matter will be scheduled at the Boardrs next regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at Ieast 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 furdings and recommendations were not consistent with the record evidence.

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

listed above.

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

Sincerely,
The ilian Police Overs t Agency by

4Diane McD
Executive Director
(505') 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://www.cabq.gov/cpoa/survey. There was a delay in the issuance offindings
due to the resignation ofthe Executive Director, another not being appointed by City Council
until some months later, and a high volume of reviews to process. Thank you for your patience
and participation in the process of civilian oversight of the police, ensuring officers and
personnel ofthe APD are held accountable, and improving the process.



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

PO Box 129.1

AlbLrquerquc

NM 87103

www.cebq.gov

CTUIT,IN PoI,TcE OVERSIGHT AGE,NCY

Oclober 29,2O24

Via Email

Re: CPC# 150-24

CAMEI.AINL

 reported thar on 0510812024, a PSA drove into his residential neighborhood
(two-way street), got out ofhis vehicle with pre-prepared tickets, and placed them on his
and his neighbors' vehicles.  reported that the PSA failed to cite seven other vehicles
that he claimed not to have seen (as he drove past them.)  reported that when he
spoke with the PSA, the PSA stated he was not sure how he missed the other vehicles.

 stated one ofthose vehicles was within 30 feet of Ivan's vehicle.

 reported that it was believed that PSA R was friends with the neighbor across the
street who harassed the neighborhood.  reported that if that was the same PSA who
was friends with that neighbor that was harassment.

DVIDENCT.-BEYIEWEDT

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 R

Other Materials: Video and Pictures provided by the complainants

Date Investigation Completed: September 6, 2024

Albqurquc - Making Hirrory l7062006
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EINDINGS

Policies Reviewed: General Order 1.1.5.C.3

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

2. SustaiIled. tnvestigation classification rvhen the inlestigator(s) determines, by a pr€ponderance ofthe
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject officer.

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

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

Policies Reviewed: General Order 1.1.6.C.1

4. Exonerated. Investigation classification lvhere the investigato(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidencc, tha( alleged conduct in the underlying camplaint did occur but did not violate APD policics,
procedures, or training.

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

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

AddilioulCooueilri
l-1.6.C.1-A review ofthe OBRD Videos and the video provided by the complainants
confirmed that both ofthe complainant's vehicles were parked in violation ofthe city
ordinance, headed in the direction of lawful traffic movement. During the interview, PSA R
advised that he only went down the street where he cited the complainant's vehicles and did
not patrol the entire neighborhood/subdivision. Based on the video and the pictures provided
by the complainants, it was only able to be verified that PSA R passed by one other vehicle
(gray car), which appeared to be parked on the curb but was facing the correct direction. PSA
R advised he did not recall seeing that vehicle as the vehicles he cited stood out as they were
parked facing against traffic.
1.1.5.C.3-After reviewing CAD it was confirmed that PSA R was not responding to a call for
service when he cited the complainant's vehicles.
There was no evidence located or provided that could coroborate the allegations that PSA R
knew one ofthe complainant's neighbors and targeted the complainants.

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

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

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

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

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

listed above.

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

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

The ilian Police Oversi ht Agency by

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

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Depa(ment Chief of Police

Sincerely,



CITY OF ALBU UER
CTVILIAN POLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

October 10, 2024

Via Certified Mail

 

Re: CPC # 154-24

COMEI.AINL

On 5ll4/2024, Ms.  R  hand-delivered a complaint to the Civilian Police
Oversight Agency (CPOA) staff regarding an incident that occuned on 5/10/2024 at 0830
hours. Ms. R  reported that police had detained her daughter during a raid at her
daughter's boyfriend's residence. When she arrived at the residence to recover her
daughter's phone, the police had it and would not release it to her because it was
considered evidence. When questioned if the officer had a warrant to keep her daughter's
phone, Ms. R  said the officer said a warant was not needed.

Albuquerque

NN,l 87103

w*w. cabq. gov

In addition, Ms. R  accused the officers ofdestroying her daughter's cosmetology
supplies inside the residence and laughing and commenting about her daughter's
mismatched socks.

EYIDENCT.BEYIEICI,DI

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

Complainant Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Offrcer C.

Other Materials: Search Warrant

Date Investigation Completed: October 8,2024

CAD Report(s): Yes

Witness(es) Interviewed: No

I
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EINDINGI

l. Unfoundcd. Investigation classification when the in\€stigator(s) determines, by clear and convincing
I evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subject omcer.

PoliciesReviewed: l.l.5.A.l

2. Sustained. Investigation classification \yhen the investiSalor(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
cvidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject omce..

' 3. Not Susteined. Investigation classitication when the investigato(s) is unable to determine one way orlhe
other, by a preponderance ofthe evidcnce, rvhether the alleged misconduct either occurred or did not occur.

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

PoliciesReviewed: 2.8.5.A

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

a

6. AdmiDist18tively Closed. Investigation classification whcr€ the investigalor determhes: The policy
violations ofa minor natuE and do not constitute a pattem ofmisconduct (i.e. a violation subjecl to a class 7
s8nction, -the allegations arc duplicative; -the allegations, even iftrue, do not constitute misconduct; or -the
investigation calnot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinfomration in the complaint, ald further
investigation would be futile.

AddiliqrrlCqprullli
The investigation determined that Officer C failed to activate her OBITD and record her
interaction with three individuals toward the end of the oflicer's contact with them. One of
the officers on the scene, believed the encounter was significant enough to activate his
OBRD. He recorded part ofthe encounter between Officer C and the three individuals.
Officer C advised that the individuals were far away across the street screaming at her. The
OBRD showed differently and that she was right there with them.
The investigation determined that Officer C's "Get your daughter matching socks" comment
was an unnecessary jab at Ms. R  and her daughter, who cursed and yelled at her
because she wanled her phone retumed to her. Officer C unnecessarily escalated an already
tense incident as the daughter continued cursing.
The CPOA recommends a written reprimand and an 8 hour suspension. Final discipline is

imposed by the Department and may change based within a discipline range as prescribed by
policy.

2154-24 Oflicer C.
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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 l)irector within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter, communicate your desire to have an
appeal hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writiug addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.O. Bor 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103, or
by email to CP0A@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 demotrstrate one or more ofthe following:

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

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

ofdiscretion; or

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

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

listed above.

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

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

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

txl
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(s0s) 924-3770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF AIBU UER

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

NM 87103

www.cabq.gov

Crvrl,rAr{ PoLrcE OvERsrcHT AcENCy

October 10, 2024

Via Certified Mail

Re: CPC # 154-24

COMEI.AINL

On 511412024, Ms.  R  hand-delivered a complaint to the Civilian Police
Oversight Agency (CPOA) staffregarding an incident that occuned on 5/10/2024 at 0830
hours. Ms. R  reported that police had detained her daughter during a raid at her
daughter's boyfriend's residence. When she arrived at the residence to recover her
daughter's phone, the police had it and would not release it to her because it was
considered evidence. When questioned if the officer had a warant to keep her daughter's
phone, Ms. R  said the officer said a warant was not needed.

In addition, Ms. R  accused the officers of destroying her daughter's cosmetology
supplies inside the residence and laughing and commenting about her daughter's
mismatched socks.

rJIDENCE"BEYIEIYED

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

Complainant Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Detective G.

Other Materials: Search Warrant

Date Investigation Completed: October 8,2024

CAD Report(s): Yes

Witness(es) Interviewed: N/A

Albx4ucr1uc - Making H*tor1 1706-2006
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PoliciesReviewed; 2.7.4.8.1

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

2. Sustaitred. Investigation classification when the investigator(s) dete.mines, by a preponderanca ofthe
, evidence, the alleged mironduct did occur by lhe subject omcer.

PoliciesReviewed: 2.71.4.A,.1

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

a

a

5, Sustained Violation Not Brsed on Original Complaint. Investigation classification where the
investigator(s) determines, by a prcpondemnce ofthe evidence, misconduct did occurthat was not alleged in
the original complaint (whether CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misconduct $as discovercd during
the investigation, and by a prcpooderance ofthe evidence, lhat misconduct did occur.

6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classification \r,herc the investigator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor naturc and do not constitute a pattem ofmisconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class ?
sanction, -the allegations are duplicative; -the allegations, eveo iftrue, do not constitute misconduct; or -the
investigatioo cannot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complain! and furthe.
investigalion would be fulile.

AddiliqlelCglraersi
The complainant's daughter's cell phone had been seized without a warrant and taken as

evidence of a crime. The search warrant was served at the apartment ofher boyfriend's
mother where she was staying and was present during the execution of the warrant. The
complainant's daughter's boyfriend was a suspect in a homicide and was in jail for an

unrelated incident. The search warrant was various items to include firearms, narcotics and a

phone. Her phone would have been included in the original warrant had officers known she

had residency there. The OBRD showed during her brief conversation with Detective G, Ms.
R  disagreed that Detective G had a right to take her daughter's phone. Detective G
told Ms. R  that her daughter's phone was being seized to preserve evidence on the
phone and that she would later get a warrant for the phone. The search wanant was obtained
for the additional phone. Ms. R provided no evidence that Detective G destroyed nail
powder and cosmetology products. The OBRD videos did not show intentional damage
during the search warrant service although rooms were crowded so during the entry
unintentional may have been possible. Those items were not seen in videos or photos where
both before and after were photographed.

2154-24 Detective G.

FINI)INGS

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

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

I



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

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

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Ov-ersight Agency by

txl
Diane McDermoft
Executive Director
(s0s) 924-3770

4=<".
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cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chiefof Police



CTTY OF ALBU UER

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

NM 87103

wrvw. cabq.gov

CIVILIAN POLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

October 10, 2024

Via Certified Mail

  

Re: CPC # 154-24

In addition, Ms. R  accused the olTicers ofdestroying her daughteCs cosmetology
supplies inside the residence and laughing and commenting about her daughter's
mismatched socks.

EYIDENCF.BEYIEWEIII

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

Complainant Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Offrcer K.

Other Materials: Search Warrant

Date Investigation Completed: October 8,2024

Albuqucrquc - Makiry Hittory 1706-2006

UE

COMEIAINT,

On 511412024, Ms.  R  hand-delivered a complaint to the Civilian Police
Oversight Agency (CPOA) staffregarding an incident that occurred on 5/10/2024 at 0830
hours. Ms. R  reported that police had detained her daughter during a raid at her
daughter's boyfriend's residence. When she arrived at the residence to recover her
daughter's phone, the police had it and would not release it to her because it was
considered evidence. When questioned if the officer had a warrant to keep her daughter's
phone, Ms. R  said the officer said a warrant was not needed.

CAD Report(s): Yes

Witness(es) Interviewed : N/A

I



EINDINCI

PoliciesReviewed: 2.7.4.8.1

l. Unfounded. lnvestigation classitication when the investigator(s) determines, by clear and convincing
evidence, that alleged misconducl did rlol occur or did not involve the subject omcer.

3. Not Sustained. Investigation classification when the investigato(s) is unable to determine one tray or the
other, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, $tether the alleged misconduct eilher occuned or did not occur.

policiesReviewed: 2-71.4.4.1

4. Exonersted. Investigation classilication whete the investigato(s) determiDes, by a prepondemnce ofthe
evidence, that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did 

'lot 
violate APD policies,

I procedurcs,ortrai[ing.

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

6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classificalion $fiere the investigator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor nature and do not constitule a pattem ofmisconduct (i.e. a violation subject to I class 7
sanction, -the allegations are duplicative; -the allegations, even iftrue, do not constitule mismnduct; or -the
investigation calnot be cooducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complaint, and fuflher
invesligalion would bc fulile.

AddillgldJcorur,rtri
The complainant's daughter's cell phone had been seized without a warrant and taken as

evidence of a crime. The search warrant was served at the apartment of her boyfriend's
mother where she was staying and was present during the execution ofthe warrant. The
search warrant was various items to include firearms, narcotics and a phone. Officer K did
not tell Ms. R  a warrant was unnecessary for her daughter's cell phone. Officer K
overheard Detective G tell Ms. R  she did not need a warrant to seize the phone.
Through his knowledge, Officer K noted Detective G could seize the phone to prevent the
destruction of evidence until a search warrant for the phone was obtained.
Officer K did not search the complainant's daughter, but performed a standard pat down for
weapons before placing her unhand cuffed in his police vehicle.
Regarding the destruction ofnail products inside the apartment, Officer K never entered the
apartment to cause any damage.

2154-24 Officer K.

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

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

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

ofdiscretion; or

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

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

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

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

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

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

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

t'O Box 1293

Albuquerque

NM 87103

wvrw.ca\.gov

Cn,ILIAN PoLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

October 24,2024

Via Email

Re: CPC # 160-24

CAIAIJAINf,,

 G  submifted a complaint on 05124/2024, reporting he had been injured in a
two-vehicle crash investigated by PSA L on0510512024. He reported the crash report was
poorly written, did not accurately reflect the crash, and was not factual. Mr. G  also
reported a false statement in the report that indicated a supervisor was on the scene.

EYIDENCf.BEYIEICEDi

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

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

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: PSA L

Other Materials: Email Communications & APD Policy 2.46.

Date Investigation Completed: September 23, 2024

Albxqacrquc - I ating Hit,ory 1706-206
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FTNDINGS

PoliciesReviewed: 1.1.6.A.6(Conduct)

. I . Unfounded. Investigation classilication when the investigator(s) determines, by clea! and convincing
, evidence, thal alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subject officer.

2. Sustained. Investigation classification when the investigator(s) dete.mines, by a preponderance ofthe
i evidence, the alleged mis.onduct did occur by the subject omcer.

4. Exonerated. lnvestigation classificatiofl where the ilvestigato(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did oc.ur but did not violate APD policies,
procedures, or training.

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Original Complaint. lnvesrigation classification u,here the
investigalor(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe evidcnce, misconduct did occur thai \as not alleged in
the original complaint (N,hether CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misconduct $as discovered during
the invcstigation, and by a preponderance ofthe evidence, that misconduct did occur.

6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classification where the investigato. determines: The policy
violations ofa minor nature and do mt constitute a pattem ofmisconduct (i.e. a violation subjcct to a class 7
sanction, -the allegalions are duplicative; -the allegations, even iftrue, do not mnstitute misco.duct; or -the
inrestigation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complaint, and fu her
investigation would be futile.

Additialetcauutll&r
t.1.6.,{.6: It was determined that based on OBRD evidence, witness interviews, and the
corroboration of the crash report to the evidence, PSA L conducted a crash investigation that
was approved by Sergeant G, who was on the scene pursuant to 2.46 Traffic Crashes. PSA L
did not make a false statement in the crash report. Sergeant G reported that he saw no
deficiencies and that the report contained all the investigative details. A supervisor was not
required to be notified because no one was transported, meaning ifthere were injuries, they
were not severe enough to require thal a supervisor be notified or swom personnel be on the
scene.

Z

2160.24 PSA L

3. Not Sustai[ed. Investigalion classification lvhen the investigato(s) is unable to determine one way or the ]

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

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

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

ofdiscretion; or

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

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

listed above.

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

If you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at httrr://s* s.cabcl .eov/cooa/sun cr . Thank you for participating in the process of
civilian oversight ofthe police, ensuring officers and personnel ofthe APD are held
accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversi ght Agency by

txl

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(s0s) 924-3770



CTTY OF ALBU UER UE

PO Box 129-l

Albuqucrquc

NN,I 8710.1

w\rw.cabq. gov

Cvrlrar PoIICE O\aERSIGHT AcENCy

October 21,2024

Via Certified Mail

Ple: CPC# 17 4-24

COMPJ.AINT

Mr. P  reported while traveling on the sidewalk on a scooter, he was hit by an SUV.
Mr. P  reported that the officer took his statement, and when the officer filled out the
police report, he incorrectly noted that Mr. P  said that Mr. P  "did not see the
driver." Mr. P  reported that despite the driver ofthe vehicle hitting a pedestrian on the
sidewalk with his vehicle, the driver of the vehicle made "no error," per the report. Mr.
P  reported that in the report under Mr. P "apparent contributing factors," it said
"driver inattention," but in a later section called "Actions at time of Crash," it noted Mr.
P  "no improper action." Mr. P  reported those were contradictory. Mr. P
reported that the report also inconectly noted the location ofthe harmful event.

EYIDENCT.BEYIEYED

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

Complainant Inte iewed: Yes

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Officer R

Other Materials: n/a

Date Investigation Completed: October 8,2024

CAD Report(s): Yes

Witness(es) lntewiewed: No

Albtqucrqw - Ma*ing Histoty 1706-20O6

I



FINDINGS

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

PoliciesReviewed: ProceduralOrder2.60.4.A.5.f

2, Sustailed. Investigation classification $,hen the in!€stigator(s) determines, by a preponderance oflhe
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject officer.

3. Not Sustairled. Investigation classification when the invesligator(s) is unable to determine one $ay or the
other, by a pr€ponderance ofthe evidence, rvhether the alleged misconduct either occurred or did not occur.

4. ExoIterated. Investigation classification where the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, that all€ged conduct in the underlying complaint did occurbut did not violate APD policies,
procedures, or lraining.

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

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

AddiliaralcatrDr,rlr
A review ofthe crash report confirmed that there was a contradiction under Mr. P
information in the report when Officer R noted under the Apparent contributing factors,
"Driver inattention," but in the same section under Actions at time of crash, Officer R noted,
"No improper action." When asked about the contradiction during the interview, Officer R
confirmed it was contradictory and did not have ample explanation for it.
Mr. Plew's main concern ofreport accuracy was not supported by the available evidence as

he had informed the officer he did not see the vehicle in time. However, the contradiction in
the report regarding Mr. P  being noted as "driver inattention" and "no improper action"
violated the policy in question as those two separate comments alluded to two separate

determinations from the o{ftcer therefore not being an accurate report. A review ofthe
OBRD videos confirmed that the APS Officer advised the APD Officers that he did not
witness the incident. The CPOA recommends a verbal reprimand.

2174-24 Officer R

V
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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 aud weekends) of receipt ofthis letter, commuDicate 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

ofdiscretion; or

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

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

listed above.

If you are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision 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 is independent of the Advisory Board.

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

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversi ght Agency by

v.t )X/
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(505\ 924-3770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



UE

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

CnTITax PoLICE OITRSIGHT AGENCY

October 25, 2024

Via Email

Re: CPC # 171-24

COMEITAINI,

On01/12D024,  C  submitted a complaint via telephone to the city of
Albuquerque 3l I staffregarding an incident that occurred on 0111212024 at 0835 hours.
Mr. C  reported that a city of Albuquerque Police Department (APD) vehicle was
weaving in and out of lanes, tailgating other vehicles, and almost hitting other vehicles
while traveling southbound on Unser Boulevard. Mr. C  reported that the vehicle
was a Ford bearinglD 249 and a license plate of051l7G. Mr. C  reported that he
had a forty-five-second video ofthe incident.
APD was not made aware of the complaint by 311 until 6llll24 and lhe CPOA received
the complaint on 6/12124

CITY OF ALBU UER

Nt!'l 87103

www.cabq.gov

EVTTItrNCE RRVIEWT'II:

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

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

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Offtcer C

Other Materials: Email Communications & Unit History Log

Date Investigation Completed: September 25, 2024

I

Albaqucrq* - lrlaking Hittory 1706'2006



l. Unfouoded. lnvestigation classification when the investigator(s) determi-des, by clear and convincing
evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occui or did not iovolve the subject offcet.

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

Policies Reviewed: I . t.5.8.4 (Departrnentlssued Property)

a

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

5. Sustained Violation Not Bssed on Originsl Complaint. Investigation classification where the
investigator(s) detcrmines, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in
the original complaint (tvhether CPC or intemal complaint) but that othe. misconduct was discovered during
the investigation, and by a prepondcrance ofthe evidence, that misconduct did occur.

6. Administratively Closcd. Investigation classification $'herc the investigator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor nature and do not coostitute a pattem ofmisconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7
salction, -the allegations sre duplicstive; -the allegations, everl iftrue, do not c.nstitute misconduct; or -the
investigation calnot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation ia the complaint, and firther
investigation would be futile.

AddiliqrLCsnrcilri
The investigation could not determine one way or the other, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, whether the reported misconduct occurred. Mr. C  did not respond to the
investigator's request for the reported evidence or an interview. The officer assigned to the
reported vehicle could not recall committing the repofled misconduct. The oflicer assigned to
the reported vehicle was on duty, assigned to an area in which a potion ofUnser Boulevard
was located, and was not on a call for service at the reported time ofoccurrence.

217l-24 Officer C

EINDINGT

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

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

:n
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tr

tr



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 weekeuds) of receipt of this letter, communicate your dqsire to have an
appeal hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103, or
by email to CPOA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Board's 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 otre or more ofthe following:

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

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

ofdiscretion; or

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

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

listed above.

Ifyou are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision ofthe 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 ofholidays and weekends) of receipt of the
Office of Police Reform letter. Include your CPC number. The review by the Chief
Administrative Officer is independent of the Advisory Board.

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

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversi ght Agency by

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

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

Albuquerque

NN{ 87103

www.cabq.gov

CIVILIAN POLICE OvERSIGHT AGENCY

Oclober 21,2024

Via Email

RLe: CPC # 177 -24

COMEI.AINL

Mr. B  reported that on 0513012024, he was arrested for aggravated assault with a
deadly weapon, and his vehicle was impounded for a search warrant. Mr. B  reported
that he was released from MDC on 0610612024. Mr. B  reported that he was told that
he needed to speak with Sergeant A to release his vehicle. Mr. B  reported he sent a
message via 242 Cops to Sergeant A on 06113/24 and still had no response. Mr. B
reported that on 0 6ll8l2024,he spoke with the tow yard, and APD had yet to come back
with a search warrant. Mr. B  reported that the vehicle that was impounded was his
work vehicle, and he had customers he needed to service. Mr. B  reported that it
should not be that difficult for someone to recover their property after being released.

T'.VINF'.NCR REVIEW[',II:

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

Complainant Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Detective G

Other Materials: Emails

Date lnvestigation Completed: October 9,2024

CAD Report(s): Yes

Witness(es) Interviewed: Yes

Albuqucrquc - Making'Hittory I 706'2006

PO Box 1293

I



EI.NI}IIl.il

I . Uofoundcd. lnrestig.lion cl.ssification \ hm thc inrtrlignlo.l s) &lcrmines, b, cl.a, and con\ iR-in8
e\idcnce. that Elleged misconduct did nor occur or did nol in!ohe the subject officer.

!. Sustrincd. lnrcligalion classification Nhcn the in\cstigato(s) detcrmines, b1 a prepondera[ce oflhc
eridcnce. thr'allqred misconduci did occur b) thc subjocr ofliccr.

Policics Reviewrd: GcncralOrdcr 1.59.4.D.1.a.i

-1. Nol Sustrilcd. lnrlni8ltion chssificalion $hcn fi. inrcstigalo(s) is unable Io determine one r\a) or lh.
ofirr. h) a ,lreftnderance of thc ct idenc€. \ hclhcr lhc allcged misconduct either occuned or did nol occur.

.1. Eronenlcd. lnresligrrion classir'ication $h.te th. inrcstiga()(s) determine! b) ! preponderance ofthc
criddnce. thal allcSed conduct in lhc undcrlting complaint did occur tru did not !iolale APD policics.
proccdurcs. or laaininS.

Policies Reriewed: Procedural Order 2.8.5.A

6. Admi[istrativcl) Closcd. Investigation classilication uhcrc thc invcsri8tror &te.mines: Thqnlic!
riolations of! minoa natuE ond do not alnstitutc a patlcm ofnrisconduct (i.e 6 riolrtion subject to a class ?
sanction. -lhe allcSations sre dlplicati\c: -thc ollcgatimr. crcn ifrue. do not constilue misconduct: or -lhe
inrcstigation cannot be conducted because ofthc lacl ofinftrrmation in thc complainl snd firnhdt
inrestigarion $ould be furilc.

Addiliolrfc0[rtlli
1.59.4.D.1 .a.i-Per the rcport and Detective G's intervier, Detective G reached out lo the tor\

)ard in time but uas reponedl) advised the vehicle was no longer there b! torr !ard
cmplolees. Detective G did not have a name ofthe emplolee and the tos vard emplolecs do

nol keep logs regarding calls or visits. More than one individual $'orks the front desk. The

vehicle sas there an additional ll da1's from the reported date that Detective G spoke sith
the torr')ard staff, but Detective G did not pursue obtaining a llalrant for the vehicle due to

the incorrect information he allegedll' received. There was insufficient evidence to dctermine
if l)!'tective C sas given the information or not.

2.8.5.A-After a review of Evidcnce.com using the case numhr as $ell as Detective G's
nam!'and the date (06/10/2024) he reportedly $'enl to Lobos Tor,r'ing, the CPOA lnvestigator
could not locate any video to corroborate that Detective G spoke rvirh anyone lrom l-obos

1'orr'ing. Such contacl rvas required to be documented on OBRD. The CPOA recommends a

u,ritten reprimand for the failure to record the contact.

a

l'17 -24 Dctcclive G

5, Sustrin.d Viol.tioo f{ot Brssd on Original ( omplrirrt. ln\ r:sliSation classification rrhcrc thc
it|r(rtiSrnrrlr) dctr.tnines. b1 a prcJxrnderancc r)fthc c\ rJ$l,ic. firi*_ondurl didoccurlhd $:rs nol i leScJ in
thc originxl conrplainl lNhelher CPC or intcmol complainl) but thal o$cr misconduct \ras disror ercrl during
lhc i lcslig.rlion. and b) a praponderrnc!'ol lhc crirlcncc. th nissrnduo dirl occur.

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 hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.O. Bor 1293, Albuquerque, NM E7103, or
by email to CPOA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Board's next regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt ofthe
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modi$ the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more ofthe following:

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 Olfice 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. lnclude your CPC number. The review by the Chief
Administrative Offrcer is independent of the Advisory Board.

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

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversi ght Agency by

)xl
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(505) 924-3770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

NNI 87r01

wvw.cabq.gov

C TLTAN PoT,Tcn OITnSIGHT AGENCY

Via Email

COMEI.AINL

Mr. B  reported that on 0513012024,he was arrested for aggravated assault with a
deadly weapon, and his vehicle was impounded for a search warrant. Mr. B  reported
that he was released from MDC on06/0612024. Mr. B  reported that he was told that
he needed to speak with Sergeant A to release his vehicle. Mr. B  reported he sent a
message via 242 Cops to Sergeant A on 06/13/24 and sti[[ had no response. Mr. B
reported that on 0611812024, he spoke with the tow yard, and APD had yet to come back
with a scarch warrant. Mr. B  reported that the vehicle that was impounded was his
work vehicle, and he had customers he needed to service. Mr. B  reported that it
should not be that difficult for someone to recover their property after being released.

EYIDENCI-BEYIEIYIDT

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

Complainant Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Sergeant A

Other Materials: Emails

Date Investigation Completed: October 9,2024
I

Albryucrqu - Making Hircory 1706-2006

October 21,2024

Re: CPC # 177-24

CAD Report(s): Yes

Witness(es) Interviewed: Yes



FINDIN(;S

l. Unfounded. Investigation classification when the investigator(s) determi[es, by clear arld convincing
evidence, that alleged misconduct did nol occirr or did 

'lot 
involve the subject oflicer.

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

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

Policies Reviewed: General Order l.l.6.C.l

4. Exonerated. Iovestigation classification rvhere the investigato(s) determines, by a preponderancs ofthe
evidence, that alleged conduct in the u[derlying complaint did occurbut did not violate APD policies,
procedurcs, or kaining.

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Original Complaint. Investigation classification whcre rhe
investigator(s) dctermines, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in
the original complaint ($,hether CPC or intemal complainl) but that other misconduct was discovered during
the investigalion, and by a prepondemnce ofthc evidence, thal misconduct did occur.

6. Administrstively Closed. Investigation classification where the investigator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor naturc and do not constitutc a pattem ofmisconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7
sanction, -thc allegations are duplicative; -th€ allegations, even iftue, do not constitute misconducti o, -lhe
investigation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complaint, and funher
investigation would be futile.

Addiliqelrf4troq$i
1.1.6.C.1-During the interview, Sergeant A confirmed that he never got a hold of Mr. B
after the incident when Mr. B  had requested contact. However, Sergeant A did notify the
On-call Impact Unit Detective, updated him about the case, and provided the case number
with the understanding that the Impact Unit would take the case and obtain the search
warrant.

a

177 -24 Sergeant A
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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 Erecutive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter, communicate your desire to have an
appeal hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.0. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103, or
by email to CPOA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Boardrs next regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt ofthe
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modifu the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more ofthe following:

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

2) That the fmdings 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 ofholidays and weekends) of receipt of the
Office of Police Reform letter. Include your CPC number. The review by the Chief
Administrative Ofhcer is independent of the Advisory Board.

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

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Overs ight Agency by

txl
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(s05) 924-3770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



UER UE

Cnrr,raN Por,rcE OVERSTGHT AGENCY

October 28,2024

Via Certified Mail

Re: CPC # l8l -24

COMEI.AINL

Mr. H  reported that two women (Uber passengers) started hitting Ms. K
(Uber driver) and pushed Ms. K  down on the seat. Mr. H  reported that the
repo( written by the officer was not factual as it left out names when the Officer found
one ofthe attackers' credit cards on the backseat, and the officer did not file assault and
battery charges. Mr. H  asked what the officer did with the credit card she got from
the car and whether she talked to the owner ofthe credit card. Mr. H  reported that
the primary oflicer advised Ms. K  that she did not have any further leads but had
the credit card ofone ofthe attackers, and she could have talked to an Uber dispatcher,
who could have given her the name and address who booked the trip.

A.lbuquerque

NN{ 8710-1

u'rvw.cabq.gov

ECIDENCE.BEIIIEYEDI

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

Complainant Interviewed: fgs Witness(es) Interviewed: No

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Oflicer A

Other Materials: da

Date Investigation Completed: October 18, 2024

I

CITY OF ALBU

I'O Box 1293



FINDTNGS

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

2. Sustained. Investigation classilicrtion when lhe investigator(s) determines, by a preponderalce ofthe
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occurby tie subject oflicer.

3. Not Sustained. I[vestigation classification lvhen the investigato(s) is unable to determine one way or the I

other, by 8 preponderance ofthe evidence, whether the alleged miscorduct eithe. occurred or did not occur. l

4. Exoner8ted. Investigation classification where the investigato(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, that alleged conduct in the underlying mmplaint did occur but did rlot violate APD policies,
p.ocedurcs, or training.

Policies Reviewed: Procedural Orders 2.73.5.A.1 & 2.16.5.8.1.k.a

5, Sustained Violation Not Based on Original Complaint. Irvestigation classification where the
investigator(s) dete.mines, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, misconduct did occurihat was not alleged in
the original complaint ($'hether CPC or internal complaint) but that other misconduct $"s discovered during
the investigation, and by a preponderance ofthe evidence, that misconduct did occur.

1.1.5.A.4-After a review ofthe interviews and evidence noted, O{Iicer A failed to act in a
judicious manner within the scope of her duties in regard to information Ms. K  had
provided her in reference to the assault. Officer A did not send Ms. K  the link to
upload the videos from Ms. K  vehicle after Officer A advised that she would send

Ms. K  the link. Officer A did not follow up with Uber after Ms. K  had

requested Officer A to do so.
2.73.5.A.1-After a review of the interviews and evidence noted, it was confirmed that Officer
A violated the SOP in question as she took responsibility for the credit card from the scene

and advised the CPOA Investigator that she had not tagged it into evidence as she did not
know where the card was currently located.
2.16.5.B.1 .k.a-Officer A violated the policy in question as she collected property from a

scene; however, she did not document what the property was or how it was obtained per the
policy.
The CPOA recommends a verbal reprimand and an 8 hour suspension.

2

{

l8l-24 Officer A

Policies Reviewed: General Order 1.1.5.A.4

6. Administratively Closed. Investigatior classification where the invcstigalor determhes: The policy
violatioos ofa minor nature and do not constitute a pattem ofmisconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7
sanction, -the allegations are duplicativei -the allegations, even iftrue, do not constitute misconduct; or -the
investigation cannot be corducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complainl and furthet
investigation rvould be futile.

AdditioulConnqsi

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

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

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

ofdiscretion; or

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

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

listed above.

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

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

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversi ght Agency by

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

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

)xl



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

PO Box '1293

Albuquerque

NM 87103

CnrLr,tN PoLrcE OvERSTGHT Acrxcy

Via Email

Re: CPC # 189-24

COMEIAINf,,

Onlll2l2024,  S  submitted a complaint to the CPOA regarding an incident that
occuned on 6/7/2024 at approximately 2100 hours at "Lomas/l5th Street." Mr. S
reported he was involved in a crash, and the associated rcpor|,240046328, had not been
created by PSA M.

EYIDENCEAE9EWDi

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

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

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: PSA M

Other Materials: Email Communications & TraCS Information.

Date Investigation Completed: October 16, 2O24

I

Albqucrquc - Maling Hirtory l7N-2006

October 28, 2024

www. cabq.gov



F'INDTNGS

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

PoliciesReviewed: 2.16.5.C.I (Reports)

2. Sustrined. Investigation classilication irfier the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject ollicer.

3. Not Sustailred. Investigation classification $'hen lhe investigato(s) is unable to determine one way or the

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

rated. Investigation slassification where the investigato(s) determines, by a preponderanc. ofthe
that alleged conduct in the underlyhg complaint did occur but did not violate A?D policies,
s, or trailliDg.

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

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

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

investigation cannot be cooducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complainl and further
investigation would be futile.

Addilia&.l,rcaEEr,ilri
2.16.5.C.1 : It was determined PSA M did not submit APD Crash Report 7l l 128462 by the
end oftheir shift on 610712024 as mandated. The report was created and submitted on

0711412024, after the complaint was received by PSA M.

The CPOA recommends a verbal reprimand.

2189-24 PSAM



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

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

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

ofdiscretion; or

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

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

listed above.

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

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

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Overs ight Agency by

)14

Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(s0s) 924-3770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

l'O Box 1293

Albuquerque

N t!'l 87103

srmv.ca\.gov

Cn,ILIAN POLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

October 28,2024

Via Email

Re: CPC # 190-24

CAMEIAIN&

On7lll/2024,  S  submitted a complaint to the CPOA regarding the timely
completion of report 240050178.

EYIDLIICI.BEYIEEDi

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

Complainant Interviewed: Yes Witness(es) Interviewed: No

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Olficer G

Other Materials: Email Communications & Mark43 Information

Date Investigation Completed: October 21, 2024

I



EINDINGS

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

PoliciesReviewed: 2,16.5.C.1 (Reports)

2. Sustained. Investigation classilication when the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderancr ofthe
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by lhe subject oIficer.

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

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

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

5. Suslained Violation Nol Based on Original Comphint. Investigation classificalion where the
investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in
the original complaint ($,hether CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misconduct $!s discovered during
the investigatiorL and by a prcponderance oflhe evidence, that misconduct did occur.

AddiriqaLrCpupq$i
2.16.5.C.1: It was determined Officer G did not submit APD Incident Report 240050178 as

mandated. The report was created and submitted after the complaint was received by Officer
G.
The CPOA recommends a verbal reprimand.

2190-24 Officer G

,/

i- ----'- --------- ''-i
j 6. Administretively Closed. lnvestigation classification uirere the iovestigator determines: The policy 

I

] violalions ofa minor nature and do not conslirute a pattem ofmisconduct (i.e. a violation subjecl to a class 7 il-"I
I sanction, -fie allegations are duplicative; -rhe allegations. even iftrue, do not constitute misconduct: or -$e iLlI investigation cannot be conducled because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complaint, and further 

I

I investigation would be futile. I



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

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.

Adminishatively 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 ofholidays and weekends) of receipt of the
Oflice of Police Reform letter. Include your CPC number. The review by the Chief
Administrative Offrcer is independent of the Advisory Board.

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

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversi ght Agency by

)xl -,4-'
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(s0s) 924-3770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



UER UE

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

NM 87103

www. cabq.gov

CrvrLrAN Por,rcE OvERSTcHT AGENCy

October 29,2024

To File

Re: CPC # 199-24

COMEIAINT,

On7/2212024,Ms. B  submitted an online complaint to the CPOA regarding an
incident on 7120/2024. Ms. B  reported she was robbed. Officer C responded and she
gave him a description of the robber and a statement. The officer found the suspect
outside of the apartment complex but did not locate the gun or her phone and let him go.
The officer accused her ofmaking up the story because her apartment didn't look
"ransacked." The officer blamed her rather than the perpetrator. The officer asked her if
she wanted to press charges, and she said yes. But in the end, he only told her to lock her
door and not let anyone in, then left.

DYIDENCF-BDYII.IXEDI

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

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

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Officer G

Other Materials: Email Communications.

Date Investigation Completed: October 25, 2O24

l

CITY OF AIBU



FINDINGS

PoliciesReviewed: 1.1.5.A.4

l. Unfounded. Investigation classification when the investigato(s) determines, by clear and convincing
evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve dre subject oflice.. a
2. Sustai[ed. Investigation classification ufierl the inrestigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, the alleged misconducl did occur by the subject officer.

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

othet b) a preponderanc€ ofthe evidence, whether the alleged misconduct eithe. occurred or did not occur.

4. Erolerated. Investigation classilication nfiere th€ investigato(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, that alleged condlct in the underlying complainl did occur but did not violate APD policies,
procedurEs, or training.

5. Sustained Violation Not B&sed on Original Complflint. Investigation classification wherc the
investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur that $as not alleged in
the original complaint ($hether CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misconduct r\as discovered during
the investigation, and by a preponderance ofthe evidence, ihat misconduct did occur.

6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classificalion where the invesligator dete.mines: The policy
violations ofa minor nature and do not constitute a pattem ofmisconduct (i.e. a violation subject lo a class 7
sanction, -the allegations are duplicativc; -the allegations, even iftrue, do nol constitute misconduct; or -the

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

Addi0aralc!trrc.ilt
l.l.5.A.4: It was determined that Officer G obtained statements from the alleged victim and

suspect, located the suspect, detained him, and consensually searched the suspect's backpack
for any evidence ofthe armed robbery. It did not appear that Officer G did not believe Ms.
Bono's statements because he continued his investigation even after Ms. B  changed her

story and based his decisions solely on the facts of his investigation. He continued his

investigation until he determined he was unable to make an arrest due to the lack of
evidence.

1199-24 Officer G

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

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

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

of discretion; or

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

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

listed above.

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

lf you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at http://nu s'.cabq.gov/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 Police Oversi ght Agency by

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

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



UER UE

PO Box l29f

Albuquerque

NM 87103

wr,vw cabq. gov

Crvrr,Hx Por,rcE OvERSTGHT AcENCY

October 31, 2024

To File

Re: CPC#266-24

COMEI,AINf,.

On 1010912024,  G -A contacted an on the scene sergeant and reported
that an officer had taken his telephone from where he had left it. E  was not
interviewed because no contact information was provided or located for him.

EYIDENCE-BIYIF.$EDr

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

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

APD Employee Interviewed: No

APD Employee Involved: Offtcer P

Other Materials: Email Communications.

Date lnvestigation Completed: Octob er 3l , 2O24

I

CITY OF ALBU

AlbuqurEtc - Making HittorJ 1706-2006



FINDINGS

PoliciesReviewed: 2.'13.5.A.1(Property&Evidence)

l. Urtfounded. Investigation classification *fien the investigator(s) determines, by clear and convincing
evidence, that alleged misconducl did not occur or did nol involve the subject oflicer.

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

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

other, by a preponderance ofthe evidenc€, \rfiether the alleged misco[duct eilher occured or did llot occur.

4. Exoncrtted. Investigation classification }rfiere the investigato(s) determioes, 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 Bssed on Original Complaint. Investigation classification where the
investigator(s) determines, by a prcponderance ofthe evidence, misco[duct did occu.that was not alleged in
the o.igioal complaint (whether CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovered during
the investigatiorL and by a prepondemnce ofthe evidence, that misconduct did occur.

6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classification where tle investigator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor nature and do nol constitute a pattem ofmisconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7

sanction, -the allegations are duplicative; -the allegations, even iftrue, do ilot constitute misconduct; or -the
investigation caonot be conducted b€cause ofthe lack ofinformation in lhe complaint, and further
investigation would be futile.

Addilialelrcanneilli
It was determined that an unknown individual had collected a telephone from a pile of items
left near the curb by  G -A .  was not in custody at the time the
telephone was taken.  had not been separated from the property by APD personnel. A
complete revievr' ofthe available evidence was completed and clearly closed out the
possibility ofa sustained violation and did not provide an indication ofany other violations
not related to the original complaint.

2266-24 Officer P



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

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

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

of discretion; or

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

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

listed above.

The Civilian Police Oversi ght Agency by

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

3

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

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

Sincerely,

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CTTY OF ALBU UER UE

CTyTLIAN PoLrcE OvERsrcHT AcENcy

October 31, 2024

To File

R:et CPC H 266-24

COMPJTAINL

On 10/0912024,  G -A contacted an on the scene sergeant and reported
that an officer had taken his telephone from where he had left it. Emesto was not
interviewed because no contact information was provided or located for him.

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

NM 87103

www.cabq.gov

EYIDENCE BEYIEICEDI

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

Complainant Interviewed: ]rfq Witness(es) Interviewed: N/A

APD Employee Interviewed: No

APD Employee Involved: Offrcer S

Other Materials: Email Comrntrnications.

Date Investigation Completed: Octobet 11, 2024
I

Albuqucrquc - lllahing Hirtor! 1706-2006



FINDINGS

PoliciesReviewed: 2.73.5.A.1(Property&Evidence)

Investigation classification when the investigator(s) det€rmin€s, by cleat and convincing Zleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subject officer.

2. Sustained. tnvestigation classificalion rvhen the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, the alleged mixonduct did occur by the subject oflicer.

3. Not Sustained. Investigation classification u.heo the investigator(s) is

other, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, whether the alleged misconduct

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

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Origilal Complsint. lnvestigation classification where the
investi8ator(s) determines, by a prcpondemnce ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur that vas not alleged in
the original complaint (whether CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovered during
the investigation, and by a preponderance ofthe evidence, that misconduct did occur.

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

sanction, -the allegations are duplicative; -the allegations, even iftrue, do not conslitute misconducl; or -the
investigation cannot b€ conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complaint, and further
investigation would be futile-

AddiliereLrceourrlsi
It was determined that an unknown individual had collected a telephone from a pile of items
left near the curb by  G -A .  was not in custody at the time the
telephone was taken. had not been separated from the property by APD personnel. A
complete review ofthe available evidence was completed and clearly closed out the
possibitity ofa sustained violation and did not provide an indication ofany other violations
not related to the original complaint.

2266-24 Officer S



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

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

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

ofdiscretion; or

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

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

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Overs ight Agency by

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

3

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

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

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBU UER

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

NM 87103

wli,'w.cabq.gov

Crvrr,rax Por,rcE OvERSTGHT AcENCy

To File

R.e: CPC#266-24

COMEIiAINE

On 10109/2024,  G -A  contacted an on the scene sergeant and reported
that an officer had taken his telephone from where he had left it.  was not
interviewed because no contact information was provided or located for him.

I'VIDRNCR Rf,"Vfi',WTD:

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

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

APD Employee Interviewed: No

APD Employee Involved: Commander B

Other Materials: Email Communications.

Date Investigation Completed: October 31, 2024

1

Albuqucrqrt - llakhq Hittoty 17o6-2006

UE

October 31, 2024



EINDINGS

PoliciesReviewed: 2.73.5.A.1(Property&Evidence)

l. Unfounded. Investigation classification when the investigator(s) determines, by clear and convincing
evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve 0re subjectoflicer.

2. Sustained. Investigaiion classilicatiol when the iovestigato.(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject oflicer.

4. Eronerated. lnvestigatio[ classification wfiere the investigato(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violste APD policies,
procedures, or training.

5. Sustrined Violation Not Based on OrigiDal Comphint. lovestigation classification where the
investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, misconduct did occu. that was not alleged in
the original complaint (whether CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovercd during
the investigation, and by a preponderance ofthe evidence, that misconduct did occur.

6. Administretively Closed. Investigation classificztioo wherc the investigator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor 

'laturc 
and do not coNtitute a panem ofmisconducl (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7

sanction, -the allegations ale duplicative; -the allegations, even iftue, do not constitute misconduct; or -lhe
investigation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinforrn.tion in the complaint, and furthe.
investigation would be futile.

Addiliaulcanur,$ri
It was determined that an unknown individual had collected a telephone from a pile of items
left near the curb by  G -A   was not in custody at the time the
telephone was taken. E  had not been separated from the property by APD personnel. A
complete review ofthe available evidence was completed and clearly closed out the
possibility ofa sustained violation and did not provide an indication ofany other violations
not related to the original complaint.

V

2

3. Not Sustrined. lnvesligation classification whe'l the investigato(s) is unable to determine one \ray or the

othet by a preponderanca ofthe evidence, whether the alleged miscolduct eiihe. occur.ed or did not occur.

266-24 Commander B



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

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

2) That the frndings or recornmendations 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 htto://nl rv.cabo. ov/cooa/survc . Thank you for paticipating in the process of
civilian oversight ofthe police, ensuring officers and personnel ofthe APD are held
accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversi ght Agency by

)xl
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(505) 924-3770
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cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

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



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

CN,ILIAN PoLICE O!'ERSIGHT AGENCY

October 31, 2024

To File

Re: CPC # 266-24

PO Box 1293

COMEIAINL

Qn 10109/2024, G -A contacted an on the scene sergeant and reported
that an officer had taken his telephone from where he had left it.  was not
interviewed because no contact information was provided or located for him.

Albuquerque

NM 87103

wvw.cabq.gov

EYIDENCI.-BEYIEEEDi

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

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

APD Employee Interviewed: No

APD Employee Involved: Officer A

Other Materials: Email Communications.

Date Investigation Completed: October 31, 2024
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{l. Unfounded. Investigation classificatiol *ten the ilvestigator(s) determines, by cleal snd convincing
evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subject ofticer.

FINDINGS

PoliciesReviewed: 2.73.5.A.1(Property&Evidence)

2. Sust!irred. Investigation classification when the investigator(s) determines, by a prcponderance ofthe
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject omcer.

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

4. Exonersted. Investigation classificatio[ ]rfiere the investigato(s) determi[es, by a preponderance ofthe
evideoce, that alleged conduct in the urderlying complaint did occur bui did rot violate APD policies,
procedurcs, or training.

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

6. Administrltively Closed. Investigation classification wherc 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 allegatio[s are duplicative; -the allegations, even iftrue, do not constitute misconduct; or -the
investigation csnnot be conducted because ofthe lack olinformation in the complaint, and further
investigation would be futile.

Addifglalcennlllri
It was determined that an unknown individual had collected a telephone from a pile of items
left near the curb by  G -A .  was not in custody at the time the
telephone was taken.  had not been separated from the property by APD personnel. A
complete review ofthe available evidence was completed and clearly closed out the
possibility of a sustained violation and did not provide an indication ofany other violations
not related to the original complaint.

2266-24 OfficerA



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 uumber. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Board's next regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt ofthe
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modi$ the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

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

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

of discretion; or

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

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

listed above.

Ifyou are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision ofthe 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 ofPolice Reform letter. Include your CPC number. The review by the Chief
Administrative Officer is independent of the Advisory Board.

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

accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

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