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CTTY OF ALBU UER UE

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

NM 87103

www,cabq.gov

CTVILIAN POLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

November 18,2024

Via Email

Re: CPC # 192-24

COMEIdINL

OrOT ll5/2024, A  submitted a complaint onlhe to the Civilian Police
Oversight Agency (CPOA) staff regarding an incident that occurred, on 06127 124 at ll30
hours. Ms. A  reportcd that she was involved in a traffic accident at the intersection
of Comanche Rd. NE and Pan American Fwy, NE. She reported that the driver of
Vchicle 03 ran the rcd light and collided with her vehicle. Ms. A  advised that she
has a video ofthe entire accident. She reported that the driver of Vehicle 03 rolled his
vchicle and totaled hcr vchicle. Ms. A  advised that the officer did not cite him for
not having currcnt registration, not having insurance, and/or for running the red light.

TYIDENCEBEYIEWEDi

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

Complainant Interviewed: Yes Witness(es) tnterviewed: Yes

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: PSA S

Other Materials: citation

Date Investigation Completed: Novembet ll, 2024

Albugucrqrc - Mdking Htutory 1706)0O6
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EINIUNCI.:

l. Unfounded. lnvestigation classification ivhen rhe investigato(s) detemines, by clear and convincing
evide[ce, that alleged misconductdid not occur or did not involve the subjectofficer.

: 2. Sustai[ed. Investigation classification !]teo the iovestigator(s) detemioes, by a preponderance oftie
: evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject oflicer.

PoliciesReviewed: l.78.6.A,.l.a.iPSAProgram

4, Exonerated. Investigation classification where the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, that alleged conduct in lhe unde.lying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies,
procedurcs, or lraining.

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Original Complaint. Investigation classification where the
investigator(s) determines, by a prcpondemncc 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 classi{icatioo rvhere the investigato. determines: The policy
violations ofa minor nature and do not constitute a pattem of hisconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7
sanction, -the allegations are duplicative; -the allegations, even ifhue, do not constitute misconduct: or -the
investigation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complaint, and further
invesligalion would be futile.

AddinqlcLcqEEcilri
1.78.6.A.1 .a.i- The investigation found that PSA S did not violate the SOP requiring
discontinuation and potential transfcr of investigations to an officer when criminal elements
or contributing factors are identified. PSA S's role was to address the immediate situation,
gather facts, and write the traffic report. The PSA documented the accident details, noting
"driver inattention" as the cause for Vehicle 3's driver within the incident report. Importantly,
PSA S did not act in violation of the SOP by not transferring the investigation to an ofTicer
due to the perceived criminal nature ofthe offense. The involved traffrc violations were
misdemeanors and not criminal in nature.

It was determined that PSA S was aware a sworn officer had taken the lead on gathering

information from all parties involved in the accident, including Vehicle 3's driver. Relying on
consultation with this sworn offrcer, PSA S understood that appropriate citations would be
issued. Therefore, PSA S's actions were found to be in compliance with SOP.

2192.24 PSA S

3. Not Susttined. Investigation classification $'hen the invesrigato(s) is uDable lo determine one rvay or the .;-.1
other, by a preponderance oftie evidence, wfiether the alleged misconduct either occurred or did not occur. L_l
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satislied with the Iindings 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 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 modify the Directorrs
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more ofthe following:

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

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

ofdiscretion; or

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

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

listed above.

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

The Civilian Police Oversi ght Agency by

txl
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(s0s) 924-3770

---<-
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cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chiefof Police

Sincerely,
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Cnrr,ux PolrcE O!'ERSTGHT AcENCY

November 18,2024

Via Email

 

P.e: CPC# 192-24

IJIDI.NCEIEXIEI{EDr

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

Complainant Interviewed: les Witness(es) Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Officer E

Other Materials: citation, sop 2-40

Date Investigation Completed: Novemb er l1 , 2024

COMEI,AINL

On 07 /15/2024, A  submitted a complaint online to the Civilian Police
Oversight Agency (CPOA) staffregarding an incident that occuned, onO6127l24 at ll30
hours. Ms. A  reported that she was involved in a traffic accident at the intersection
of Comanche Rd. NE and Pan American Fwy, NE. She reported that the driver of
Vehicle 03 ran the red light and collided with her vehicle. Ms. A  advised that she
has a video ofthe entire accident. She reported that the driver of Vehicle 03 rolled his
vehicle and totaled her vehicle. Ms. A  advised that the officer did not cite him for
not having curent registration, not having insurance, and/or for running the red light.

I



EINDINGI

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

Policies Reviewed: 2.46.4.A.1.i Response to Tralfic Crashes

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

I 4. Exonerrted. Investigatio[ classification where lhe investigato(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
, evidene, that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occu. but did not violate APD policies,

, procedures, or training.

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

6. Administrstively Closed. Investigation classification rvhere the investigator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor nature and do not constitute a pattem of misconducl (i.e. a violatiorl subject to a class 7
sanction, -lhe allegations are duplicative; -the allegations, even iftrue, do nol constitute misconducl; or.the
investigalion calnot bc conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complaint, and further
investigation would be futile.

Addilio.uel'lCqnrcllei
Officer discretion does apply to Officer E s decision not to issue a citation for no proofof
insurance, given the disoriented stated of driver of Vehicle 3 after the crash and was a
reasonable exercise of discretion.

Officer E's decision not to cite the driver of Vehicle 3 for running the red Iight, despite the
dash cam video evidence he viewed at the scene was not a reasonable exercise ofdiscretion.
Running a red light is a more severe violation with greater safety implications, especially
given that it caused a three-car collision resulting in severe damage. It is essential that the
officer takes enforcement action to hold the at-fault driver accountable and to deter similar
behavior in the future,

Based on the guidance provided within APD SOP 3-46 the CPOA recommends a written
reprimand.

2192-24 Officer E

. 3. Not Sustsined. lnvestigation classilication lvhen the investigato(s) is unable to determine one way or the

, other, by a preponderancc ofthe evidence, whether the alleged misconduct either occurred or did not occur.
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are uot 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.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103, or
by email to CPOA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number, Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearitrg 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 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.

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 forn at httD://s u rl.cabq.eor /cpoa/sun er . Thank you for participating in the process of
civilian oversight ofthe police, ensuring officers and personnel ofthe APD are held
accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Overs ight Agency by

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

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

CrvrluN PoncE OVERSIGHT AcENcY

November 18,2024

Via Certified Mail

Re: CPC # 193-24

COMPI.AINT:

On 0711212024,  F  submitted a complaint to the (CPOA) staff for an incident
on 07112D024 at approximately 0030 hours. Ms. F  repo(ed she was the victim of an

aggravated assault with a deadly weapon when her neighbor, M  pointed his black
9mm handgun at her face. She reported that the responding officers did not provide her
with case information, any resources, or information on how to file a restraining order.
The officers did not care, were unprofessional, and did not provide their names or badge
numbers after she asked for them. She reported that the gun oflicers found did not have a

sight on it so they did not allow her to press charges against M  Ms. F  reported
that her boyfriend, Tyler Siebenborn, and roommate, J   B  witnessed the
incident.

EYIDEIICE.BEYIEUEDI

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

Complainant Interviewed: Yes Witness(es) Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Officer M

Other Materials: E-mail communications, info. relating to restraining orders, 9l I calls

Date lnvestigation Completed: November 5, 2024

I
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EINDING:

l. Unfounded. Investigation classification Nhen the inlestigator(s) determines, by clear a,Id convincing
evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve lhe subject officer.

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

PoliciesReviewed: 2.60.4.C.1.e

3. Not Sustsined. IDvestigation classification wheo the investigato(s) is unable to determine one way or fhe
other, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, tvhether lhe alleged misconduct eilher occurred or did not occur.

4. Exonerated. Investigation classificatio[ where the investigato(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, that alleged conduct in the u.lderlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies,
procedurcs, or training.

PoliciesReviewed: 2.60.4.C.1.b

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

V

Z
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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 10 a class 7
sanction, -the allegations are duplicative; .the allegations, even iftrue, do not constitute misconduct: or -lhe
investigation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complaint, and further
investigation uould be futile.

Addi$qelcennfrfri
2.60.4.C.1 .b: It was determined Officer M did not, either personally or tkough assistance of
another offlcer, identifu M  the individual alleged to have pointed a firearm at Ms.
F  Officer M did not have his information to properly list him in the incident report.
2.60.4.C.1.e: It was determined Officer M may not have ensured all preliminary
investigative tasks were complete by not reviewing potentially inculpatory evidence in the
9l I calls which may have raised more questions although calls themselves are not typically
part of the standard investigative review.
2.60.4.C.1 .f.iii: It was determined Officer M did not provide Ms. F  with case
information, his name or badge number, resources, or restraining order information and Ms.
F  did not ask for such information. Ms. F  cursed at and flipped ofhcers offas she

walked away before they cleared the call. Ms. F  was not an alleged victim of domestic
violence so a restraining order and other relevant resources did not apply.
The CPOA recommends a written reprimand.

2193-24 Officer M

PoliciesReviewed: 2.60.4.C.1.tiii
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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 I)irector within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter, communicate your desire to have an
appeal hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103, or
by email to CPOA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Board's next regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 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 of the following:

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

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

of discretion; or

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

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

listed above.

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

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

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Overs ight Agency by

txl
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(s1s) 924-37?0

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police
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CTVILIAN PoLICE OVERSIGHT Acexcy

November 18,2024

Via Certified Mail

 

Re: CPC # 193-24

EYIDENCT.BEYIIiWED

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: Sgl W

Other Materials: E-mail communications, restrailing orders info, & SOP 2-60, 9l I calls

Date Investigation Completed: Novemb er 5 , 2024

I

Albuque,que - l'lahing Hi*ort 1706-2006

CITY OF ALBU

COMEIAINT,

On0711212024,  F  submitted a complaint to the (CPOA) staff for an incident
on 0711212024 at approximately 0030 hours. Ms. F  reported she was the victim of an
aggravated assault with a deadly weapon when her neighbor, M  pointed his black
9mm handgun at her face. She reported that the responding officers did not provide her
with case information, any resources, or information on how to file a restraining order.
The officers did not care, were unprofessional, and did not provide their names or badge
numbers after she asked for them. She reported that the gun officers found did not have a

sight on it so they did not allow her to press charges against M  Ms. F  reported
that her boyfriend,  S n, and roommate,  B , witnessed the
incident.



EINDINGS

PoliciesReviewed: 1.1.6.A.2

l. Unfou[ded. Iovestigation classification rvhen the investigator(s) determines, by clear and convincing
evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subject omcer.

PoliciesReviewed: 1.1.5.A.I

2. Sustained. Investigation classification when the int€stigator(s) determines, by a preponderancc ofthe
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject officer.

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

4. Exotreratcd. Investigation classilication where the investigator(s) determines, by I preponderance ofthe
evidencr, that alleged corduct h the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies,
procedures, or training.

5. Sustailled Violation Not Based on Original Complsint. Investigation classification *,here the
investigator(s) determines, by I preponderance ofthe evidenc€, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in
the original complaint (Methcr CPC or intemal complaint) but that olher misconduct rvas discovered during
the investigation, and by a prcponderance ofthe evidence, that miscolduct did occur.

6. Admi[istratively Closed. Investigation classification where the ir\Gstigator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor naturc 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 cons(itute misconduct; or -the
investigation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complaint, and further
investigatioo would be futile.

AddilioleJ:ceners$i
1.1.5.A.1: lt was determined Sgt. W said, "lf it's not afircking u)eapon with an oplic, she's a
lyin sack of shit," talking about the statements and description of the firearm made by Ms.
F  to other officers, not Ms. F  directly. Sgt. W's statements and behavior towards Ms.
F  observed on OBRD can be characterized as unprofessional or disrespectful.

1.1.6.A.2: It was determined that Sgt W did provide his name and the substation where he

worked to J  when she asked for his name and phone number. Because Ms. F  never
requested his name or badge number, he did not provide his official information. Because

Ms. F  walked away before ollicers could officiatly clear the call, and Sgt W was not the
primary officer, he did not need to provide her with the case number.

The CPOA recommends a written reprimand.

2193-24 SgtW
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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 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.0. Bor 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103, or
by email to CP0A@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearing ou the matter will be scheduled at the Board's next regular$
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt ofthe
request and lhe next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modifu the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate ore or more ofthe following:

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

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

ofdiscretion; or

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

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

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

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

tx/
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(s0s) 924-3770

-e"

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

If you have a computer available, we would $eatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at http://ll rr.cabtl.Aor /cpoa/surr 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.



CITY OF ALBU UER

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

Nl\{ 87103

www.cabq.gov

Crvrnan PoLICE OvERsrcHT AGENCy

November 18,2024

Via Certified Mail

Re: CPC # 193-24

IYIDINCE.BEYIEYEDT

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

Complainant Interviewed: Yes Witness(es) Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Officer S

Other Materials: E-mail communications, info. relating to restraining orders, & SOP 2-60

Date lnvestigation Completed: November 5, 2024

I

Albuluerqrc ll'laking Hutorl 1:06-2006

UE

COMELAIMT

On0711212024,  F  submitted a complaint to the (CPOA) staff for an incident
on 0711212024 at approximately 0030 hours. Ms. F  reported she was the victim of an
aggravated assault with a deadly weapon when her neighbor, M  pointed his black
9mm handgun at her face. She reported that the responding officers did not provide her
with case information, any resources, or information on how to file a restraining order.
The oflicers did not care, were unprofessional, and did not provide their names or badge
numbers after she asked for them. She reported that the gun officers found did not have a
sight on it so they did not allow her to press charges against M  Ms. F  reported
that her boyfriend,  S , and roommate, J   B , witnessed the
incident.



F'INI)INGS

PoliciesReviewed: 1.1.6.A.2

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

2. Sustaioed. Investigation classification when the invesligator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
' evidence, the alleged misconduct did occu by thc subject oflicer.

3. Not Sustained. Investigation classification rvhen 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-

4. Exonerated. 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 policies,
procedurcs, or traiDing.

5. Sustained Violation Not Bascd on Originsl Complsint. Investigation classification where the
in!estigator(s) determineg by a prepondemnce ofthe evidcnce, misconducl did occur that was not alleged in
the original complailt (*'hether CPC or intemal complaint) but that otler miscond!ct was discove.ed during
the investigation, and by a prcponderance ofthe evidence, that misconduct did occur.

6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classification where the investigator detcrmines: The policy
violations ofa minor nature arld do not constitute a patlem of misconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7
saoction, -the allegations are duplicalive; -the allegations, even iftrue, do nol constitute misconduct; or -the

investigation cannot be conducted because oflhe lack ofinformation in the complainl, and further
investigation would be futile.

AddifiglelJcengr,firi
1.1.6.A.2: It was determined that Officer S's interaction with Ms. F  was brief, and he was

professional with her during that time. Because Ms. F  never requested his name or badge

number, he did not provide his official information. Because Ms. F  walked away before
officers could officially clear the call, and Officer S was not the primary officer, he did not

need to provide her with the case number.

193-24 Officer S
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findiugs 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
commutrication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Board's next regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 businqss 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 Office of Police Reform or
any matter relating to the Ofhce of Police Reform's handling of the complaint you may
request a review of the complaint by the City's Chief Administrative Officer by sending a letter
to the Offrce of the Mayor, P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103. Your request must be in
writing and within 30 calendar days (inclusive ofholidays and weekends) of receipt ofthe
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 lrr.cabq.gor'/cpoa/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 Oversi ght Agency by

un )y
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(sls) 924-3770

-_.4

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chiefof Police



CTTY OF ALBU UER UE

PO Box 1293

Albuquerquc

NM 87103

www.cabq.gov

CTv'ILIAN P0LICE O!'ERSIGHT AGENCY

November 25, 2024

Via Email

Re: CPC# 195-24

COMELAINL

On7ll512024, Mr.  T  on behalf of Chief Medical Investigator Dr. H
J  submitted a complaint to the Civilian Police Oversight Agency (CPOA) staff
regarding an incident on 7/1312024 at 0900 hours. Mr. T  reported that Detective H
arrived atthe Office of the Medical Investigator (OMI) to view an autopsy he was
investigating. Detective H signed in two family members to view the autopsy with him.
An OMI staff member inquired why two family members were entering the autopsy
room.

EYIDETJCESEiEI.EED:

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

Complainant Interviewed: Yes Witness(es) Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Detective H

Other Materials: SigP- in log

Date Investigation C.ompleted: Novemb et 12, 2024

I

Albuquerqut - l4ahing Hittory 17062006



EINDING:

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

Policies Reviewed: l.l.6.A.l & l.l.6.El.l

2, Sustailed. Investigation clsssificatio[ $,hen the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, the alleged miscorduct did oc.ur by the subject officer.

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

| 4. Exonerited. Investigation classification where the investigato(s) deterrnines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, that alleged conduct in the uoderlying complaint did occurbut did not violate APD policies,

' procedures,orlraining.

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Original Complaint. Investigation classilication tyhere the
investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, misconduct did occurthat rvas not allcged in
lhe original complaint (\,\,hether CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovercd during
the investigation, and by a preponderancr ofthe evidence, thal miscoflducl did occur.

6. Administrativcly Closed. Investigation classification where the investigator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor natue and do not constitute a paftem 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
iovestigation callrct be conducted bccause ofthe lack ofinformation in the complaint, and furthcr
invesligalion would bc fulile.

AddiliqrelC4nrussi
Detective H, by his own account, had admitted wrongdoing by bringing his brother and
sister-inlaw to the OMI with the intent to view an autopsy. He also admitted not knowing
OMI's policy regarding viewing autopsies and access, which he should have known about.
While no APD SOP specifically addresses viewing autopsies, access, and family members,
other APD policies are associated with Detective H's actions that occuned on 7/1312024. His
actions cast doubt on his integrity and honesty, brought discredit to the Department and
impaired the Department's efficient and effective operation. In addition, a homicide
investigation, including viewing an autopsy, is confidential information as well as the official
business ofthe Department, and is not intended nor suitable for release to the general public.
Detective H also violated the ride along policy by having unapproved individuals with him
during his official duties in his vehicle.
The CPOA recommends an 88 hour suspension and a written reprimand for the combined
violations of policy.

2195-24 Detective H

tr

a

policiesReviewed: 1.6.4.8.1

,I

tr

a



You have the right to appeal this decision, Ifyou are not satislied with the findings and/or
recommendations ofthe 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 writiug addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, I{M 87103, or
by email to CPoA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Board's next regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt ofthe
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modify the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more of the following:

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

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

of discretion; or

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

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

listed above.

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

Ifyou have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
suwey form at http://s*rv.cabq.eol/cpoa/surlet'. 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 Chiefof Police



CITY OF ALBU UER

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

www.cabq.gov

CTULIAN PoLICE O!'ERSIGHT AGENCY

November 25, 2024

Re: CPC # 195-24

CAMELdTINL

On7ll512024,Mr.  T  on behalf of Chief Medical Investigator Dr. 
J  submitted a complaint to the Civilian Police Oversight Agency (CPOA) staff
regarding an incident on 711312024 at 0900 hours. Mr. T  reported that Detective H
arrived at the Office of the Medical Investigator (OMI) to view an autopsy he was
investigating. Detective H signed in two family members to view the autopsy with him.
An OMI staff member inquired why two family members, M and J H, were entering the
autopsy room.

DJIDENCE.BEYII,I{EDi

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

Complainant Interviewed: Yes Witness(es) Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Sgt. S

Other Materials: Sign- in log

Date lnvestigation Completed: Novembet 72, 2024

UE

Via Email

NM 87103

I
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EINDINGI

: I . Unfounded. Investigation classification when the investigator(s) determines, by clear and conviocing

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

PoliciesReviewed: 3.41.4.B.3

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

I 3. Not Sustailed. Investigation classilicalion lrten the investigato(s) is unable to determine one *ay or the
: other, by a preponderance ofthe evidenc€, whether the alleged misconduct either occured or did not occur.

4. Exoncrated. Investigation classificationwhere the investigato(s) determin€s, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies,
p.ocedures, or t.aining.

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Origi[al Complaint. Investigation classilication $here 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 classification tthere the investigator determines: The policy
violations ofa mi[or 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 ifuue, do not constitute misconduct; or -the
investigation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complaint, and further
investigation would be futile.

AdditiqlrlrcqEaf,illi
Sergeant S violated APD policy by failing to complete an Intemal Affairs Request, a formal,
written request for an Intemal Affairs investigation. Dr. J  directly complained to
Sergeant S about what Detective H did onill3l24, the same day ofthe incident. SOP
3.41 .4.B.3 directs department personnel who have, or reasonably should have, knowledge of
potential policy violation (s) sftall complete an IAR no later lhan twenty-four (24) hours
after obtaining that knowledge. However, Sergeant S and did not consider whether
Detective H's actions were "potential policy violalions" as lhe SOP directed him to. In
addition, Sergeant S, a supervisor, should have know about OMI's policy regarding access

and viewing ofautopsies. This was sustained due to the investigation request from the
commander rather than sustained not based on original complaint.
The CPOA recommends a written reprimand.

2195-24 Sgt. S
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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, commuuicate your desire to have an
appeal hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.O. Bor 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103, or
by email to CPOA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Board's next regularly
scheduletl meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt ofthe
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modify the Directorts
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more ofthe following:

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 Offtce 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 ofPolice Reform lefter. Include your CPC number. The review by the Chief
Administrative Officer is independent of the Advisory Board.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversi ght Agency by

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

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

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



CTTY OF ALBU UER

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

NM 87103

www.cabq.gov

Crvrr,nn Por,rcE OtrRSrcHT AcENCy

November 25, 2024

Via Email

Re: CPC # 195-24

fOMEI.AINT

On7ll5/2024, Mr.  T  on behalf of Chief Medical Investigator Dr. H
J  submitted a complaint to the Civilian Police Oversight Agency (CPOA) staff
regarding an incident on 711312024 a10900 hours. Mr. T  reported that Detective H
arrived at the Office of the Medical Investigator (OMI) to view an autopsy he was
investigating. Detective H signed in two family members to view the autopsy with him.
An OMI staff member inquired why two family members, M and J H, were entering the
autopsy room.

TTIDENCT.EEYIESED

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

Complainant Interviewed: Yes Witness(es) Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Lt. P

Other Materials: Sip- in log

Date Investigation Completed: Novemb er 12,2024

UE
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! 2. Sustained. Investigation classification when the investigator(s) determhes, by a prepooderanc€ ofthe
i evidence, lhe alleged misconduct did occur by the subject oflice..

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

PoliciesReviewed: 3.41.4.8.1

I 4. Exonerated. Investigation classification lvtere the investigato(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
I evidence, that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occu. but did not violate APD policies,

proc€durcs, or training.

5. Sustrincd Violation Not Bas€d on Original Complaint. Investigation classification rtrcre the
investigator(s) determincs, by a preponderance ofthe evide[ce, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in
the original complaint (whether CPC or intemal complaint) but that other miscoDduct $as discovered during
the investigation, and by a preponderance ofthe evidenc€, that misconduct did occur.

6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classification wherc the investigator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor natur€ alld do not constitute a pattem ofmisconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7
sa[ction, -the allegations are duplicative; -the allegations, even iftrue, do not constitute misconduct; or -lhe
investigation ca[not be conducted because ofthe lack olinformation in the complaint, and further
investigalion would be futile.

AddiriqreLrcapuel$i
After review, the investigation determined Lt. P was not responsible for filing an Intemal
Affairs Request (lAP.) on7l1312024. Through APD payroll verification, the investigator
determined Lt. P was on vacation the day ofthe incident and during that week and could not
have known about Detective H's incident at the OMI. Nothing in APD policy required
Sergeant S to notify his supervisor, Lt. P, ofthe events of 7113124 thal day, either verbally or
in writing. When Lt. P returned from vacation more than a week later, he was notified of the
incident after the CPOA initiated its investigation. The investigation determined that
Sergeant S, by policy, should have initiated an IAR on the incident day, 711312024 when he

was notified of the complaint by Chief Medical Investigator Dr. H  J

2195-24 Lt. P

F'INNINGS

l Unfoulded. Investigation classificltioo wllen the investigator(s) determines, by clear and convincing
evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subjectomcer.
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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 (irclusive 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 tbe
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 modiff 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 furdings or recommendations were arbitrary, capricious or constituted an abuse

ofdiscretion; or

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

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

listed above.

lfyou 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 of the Advisory Board.

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

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversi ght Agency by

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

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chiefof Police

J



CITY OF AIBU UER

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

NM 87101

www.cabq.gov

CTyILIAN POLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

November 25, 2024

Re: CPC # 195-24

COMEI.AINL

On7ll512024,Mr.  T  on behalf of Chief Medical Investigator Dr. H
J  submitted a complaint to the Civilian Police Oversight Agency (CPOA) staff
regarding an incident on 711312024 at 0900 hours. Mr. T  reported that Detective H
arrived at the Office of the Medical Investigator (OMI) to view an autopsy he was
investigating. Detective H signed in two family members to view the autopsy with him.
An OMI staff member inquired why two family members, M and J H, were entering the
autopsy room.

EYIDENCLBEYIEUEDT

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

Complainant Interviewed: Yes Witness(es) Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Deputy Commander M

Other Materials: Sign- in log

Date lnvestigation Completed: November 72, 2024

Albaq*rquc - Makiag Hittorl 1706'2006

UE

Via Email
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F'INI)INGS

; I . Unfounded. lavestigation classification lvhen the investigator(s) determi[es, by clear and convincing

' evideDce, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve tie subject olficer.

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

PoliciesReviewed: 3,41.4.8.3

: 4. Exoncrated. tnvestigation classification where the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
, evidence, that alleged conduct in the underlying mmplaint did occur but did not violate APD policies,
, procedures, or trai[ing.

5, Sustained Violation Not Based on Original Complaint. Investigatior classification where the
investigato(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe evideDc€, misconduct did occurthat was not alleged in
the origioal complaint (ivhether CPC or internal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovered durilg
the investigation, and by a preponderance ofthe evidence, that misconduct did occur.

6. Administratively Closed. Investigatiolt classification rvher€ the investigator delermines: The policy
violations ofa minor naturc and do not constitute a pattem ofmisconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7
sanction, -the allegations arc duplicative; -the allegations, even iftrue, do not co.rstitute misconduct; or -the
investigation calnot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformalion in the complaint, ard furthe.
investigation lvould be futile.

AddiliqalCsunrilli
After review, the investigation determined Deputy Commander M was not responsible for
filing an Intemal Affairs Request (lAR) on 7/13/2024. Interviews with Detective H, Sergeant
S, and Lieutenant P did not implicate that Deputy Commander M knew or was notified ofthe
incident on 7ll3/2024. Detective H formally became the subject ofthis investigation on
7l2812024.lncidentally, Deputy Commander M said he was informed of the civilian
complaint on or after 712912024, the next day that Detective H formally became the subject
of the investigation.

The investigation determined that Sergeant S, by policy, should have initiated an IAR on the
incident day, 7 /1312024 whenhe was notified of the complaint by Chief Medical Investigator
Dr. H  J

2195-24 Deputy Commander M

:2.Sustained.lnvestigationclassificationwfientheinvestigator(s)determines,byapreponderanceofthe
, evidence, the alleged misconduct did occu. by the subject officer.

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

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 {indings and recommendations were not consistent with the record evidence.

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

listed above.

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

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

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

J

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chiefof Police



CITY OF AIBU UER UE

l'O Ilox 1293

Albuquerque

NM 87103

www. cabq.gov

Cn'rluN Por,rcE OvERsrcHT AcENCy

November 25, 2024

Via Email

Re: CPC # 195-24

EUIDENCE-BEYEEDT

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

Complainant Interviewed: Yes Witness(es) Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Commander B

Other Materials: Sign- in log

Date Investigation Completed: November 12, 2024

I

Albuqucrqac - lll&ing HitorT 1706-2006

COMEI,AINL

On711512024,Mr.  T  on behalf of Chief Medical Investigator Dr. H
J  submitted a complaint to the Civilian Police Oversight Agency (CPOA) staff
regarding an incident on 711312024 a10900 hours. Mr. T  reported that Detective H
anived at the Office of the Medical Investigator (OMI) to view an autopsy he was
investigating. Detective H signed in two family members to view the autopsy with him.
An OMI staff member inquired why two family members, M and J H, were entering the
autopsy room.



FINDINGS

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

2. S[strined. lnvestigation classification when the investigator(s) determineE by a prcponderance ofthe
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject oflicer.

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

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

I 4. Exonerated. Investigation classification where the investigato(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe

, evidence, that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies,

i procedures, or training.

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Original Complsint. In\"stigation classification \rfiere lhe
investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, misconduct did occurthat was not alleged in
the original complaint (whether CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misconduct was discovered during
the investigation, and by a prcponderance ofthe evidence, that misconduct did occu..

6. Admiflistrrtively Closed. Investigation classification where the investigator determires: Thc policy
violations ofa minor nature and do not constitute a panem ofmisconduct (i.e- a violation subject to a class ?

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

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

AdditioaalCqnre!$r
After review, the investigation determined that with his admission, it was reasonable to
believe that Commander B likely forgot to forward Dr. J  email to Sergeant S. Based

on Dr. J  response, he thought it was a moot point that she had already spoken to
Sergeant S when he asked if she needed follow-up from his supervisor and proceeding with
the Intemal Affairs process. Commander B was found credible during his interview, with no

avoidance ofquestioning by the investigator. Commander B was not responsible for failing
to file an IAR, as Sergeant S was notified on the day ofthe incident on 711312024. As such,

the sergeant was responsible for filing the IAR, according to policy' Commander B replied
to Dr. J  email on 7/l5l2024,the date the CPOA received the civilian complaint.

2195-24 Commander B
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PoliciesReviewed: 3.41.4.8.3
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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 I)irector within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter, communicate your desire to have an
appeal hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103, or
by email to CPOA@cabq.gov, Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of tbe
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 rereipt ofthe
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modify the Ilirector's
Iindings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more ofthe following:

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

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

of dismetion; or

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

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

listed above.

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

Ifyou have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at http://s* rv.cabq.gov/cpoa/surl 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

J

cc: Albuquerque Police Depa(ment Chiefof Police

Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(sos) 924-3770



UER

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

NM 87103

wraw.cabq.gov

CnTIT,IT{ PoITCE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

November 18,2024

Via Email

Re: CPC # 196-24

COMEI/AINE

On'l11712024, Ms.  N C  submitted a complaint to the CPOA regarding
an incident on 0412612024.  reported she was in a motor vehicle accident and the
other driver went to her vehicle and threatened her. She said the paramedic and
firefighters asked PSA T to call an officer, and he refused twice.  said PSA T never
asked once for her version ofthe events.  said there were issues with the report,
saying page I contradicts page 5, and no insurance was listed for the other vehicle. She
believed PSA T knew the other driver. She said she asked for the other driver's
information, and he said it would be on the report, but it wasn't. She said PSA T took one
side ofthe story, wrote a false report and assigned fault, and his professionalism was
questionable.

CITY OF AIBU UE

EYIDENCF.BEYIEUEDT

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

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

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: PSA T

Other Materials: TraCS logs, in-tow report, NM uniform crash codes, & Emails

Date lnvestigation Completed: October 30, 2024
I

Albuqucrquc ' Makiag Hitorl 170G20O6



F'INDINGS

Policies Reviewed: 1.1.5.A.4 & 2.46.4.A.1j

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

PoliciesReviewed: 2.16.5.8.4

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

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

6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classification ivhcre the investigator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor nature and do not constitute a pattem of misconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7
sanction, -the allegations are duplicative; -the allegations, even iftrue, do not constitule misconduct; or -the
investigation caonot be conducted bccausc ofthe lack ofinformation in the complaint, and further
investigation rould be futile.

AtldilioulConuralu
l.l .5.A.4: PSA T obtained Ms. N C  information professionally, promptly, and

courteously and acted upon it properly andjudiciously within the scope ofhis duties. After a

review of the OBRD it was observed after being intemrpted by AFR PSA T went back and

asked Ms. N C  her version of events.

2.16.5.B.4: PSA T completed the Uniform Crash report but there were enough inaccuracies

in the report to warrant a sustained.

2.46.4.A.1j PSA T was the first department personnel to respond to the scene ofthe crash,

and he requested additional assistance from Officer P as an alleged crime had been

committed separately from the crash as obsBrved on the OBRD'

The CPOA recommends a verbal reprimand.

2196-24 PSAT

I 3. Not Sustained. Investigation classilication $'hen the invesligato(s) is unable to determine one $ay or the .J--1
; other, by a preponderance ofthe evidencr, whether the alleged misconduct eithe. occurred or did not occur. lll

; 4. Exo[e]sted. Investigatioo classification where the investigato(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidenc., that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies,
procedu.es, or lraioing.

a

a

tr

I



You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the lindings rnd/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 oD 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 furdings or recommendations were arbitrary, capricious or constituted an abuse

ofdiscretion; or

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

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

listed above.

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

Ifyou have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at http://u l u.cabq.gov/cpoa/survey. Thank you for participating in the process of
civilian ovenight 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) 924-1770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

CN,ILIAN PoLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

November 18,2024

Via Certified Mail
 

Re: CPC# 197-24

PO Box l29l
COMEIAINL

Mr. E  reported that he had been going to APD records to get his report. Mr.
E  reported that he was seeking a copy ofhis accident report.

Albuquerque

NM 87103

www. cabq.gov

EYIDENCE.BEYIEEEDi

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

Complainant Interviewed: Yes Witness(es) Intewiewed: No

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: PSA N

Other Materials: TraCS

Date Investigation Completed: Octobet 29, 2024
I

Albuquoquc - Ma*ing Hntory 1706-2006



F'I NNI NGS

l. Unfounded. Investigalioo classilication whe[ the investigator(s) determines, by clear and co[vincing

: evid:nc1 that alle€ed miscotrduct did not occur or did not involve lhe subject omcer.

PoliciesReviewed: ProceduralOrder2.l6.5.C.3.a

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

3. Not Sust8ined. Invesligation classificatiol when the investigato(s) is unable to dete.mine one uay or the
other, by a preponderance oftie evidence, whelh€r the alleged rnisconduct either occuned or did not occur.

: 4. Exonereted. Investigation classification where the investigato(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
: evidenc€, that alleged conduct in the underlyirg complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies,
. procedures, or taainio8.

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Original Complai[t. Investigation classification \,!tere the
investigato(s) determines, by a prcponderance ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in
the original complaint (rvhether CPC or intemal complaint) but that olher misconduct was discovered during
the investigation, and by a preponderance ofthe evidence, that misconduct did occur.

6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classification rvhere the investigator delermines: The policy
violations ofa rninor nalue 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 oflhe lack ofinformation in the complain! afld further
investigation $ould be futile.

Atldilieulcauur,rl$
2.16.5.C.3.a-After a review of the evidence, it was confirmed that PSA N violated the policy
in question as he did not make the proper changes to the rejected report within five work
days as required by the policy.

2197.24 PSAN

T
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings and/or
recommendations of the CPOA Executive Director within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt 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 tbe
communicatiou, a hearing on tbe 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 findings or recommendations were arbitrary, capricious or constituted an abuse

of discretion; or

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

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

listed above.

Ifyou are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision ofthe Office ofPolice Reform or
any matter relating to the Office of Police Reform's handling of the complaint you may
request a review of the complaint by the City's Chief Administrative Officer by sending a letter
to the Office of the Mayor, P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerquo, 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.

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

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversi ght Agency by

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

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

CTVILIAN PoLIcn Ownsrcrrr AGENCY

November 25, 2024

Via Email

COMEL.AIN}.

J  reported that he identified himself to Officer W and told him he and his spouse
were the grandparents and previously licensed foster parents for the children. J  tried
to show Officer W his CYFD foster documents, but he refused to review them. Officer W
told J  that the children would be released to the mother and her mother. J

expressed serious concerns that the children were unsafe because the women were
intoxicated. Officer W asked J  about his impairment recognition training; J
advised he had no professional training but that the women had bloodshot eyes, slured
speech, and unsteady feet. Officer W insisted the women drive away with the children,
blatantly endangering and disregarding their safety.

Albuquerque

NM 87103

www. cabq.gov

EVIDENCE BEYIEEEDI

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

Complainant Interviewed: Yes Witness(es) Interviewed: Yss

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Oflicer W

Other Materials: Email Communications, Submitted Evidence, & Court Documents.

Date lnvestigation Completed: November 12, 2024

Albrqucrqrc - Making H*tory 1706-2005

PO Box 1293

Re: CPC # 200-24



FINDINGS

PoliciesReviewed: 1.1.5.A.1 (PublicWetfare)

I 1. Unfounded. Investigatio[ classilication $'hen the investigator(s) determines, by clear and convincing
' evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subject offic€r.

PoliciesReviewed: 2.104.4.A.1.c(CustodyDisputes)

2. Sust8i[ed. Investigation classification when the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subjeci officer.

,3.NotSustained.lnvestigationclassificatioowhentheinvestigato(s)isunabletodetermineonewayorthe

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

PoliciesReviewed: 1.1.5.A.4(PublicWelfare)

4. Exonerated. Investigation classification where the invcstigato(s) determin€s, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, that alleged condrjct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies,
procedurcs, or training.

Policies Reviewed: 2.16.5.C.1 (Reports) & 2.78.4.A.6.d (Domestic Viotence)

5. Sustaioed Violation Not Based on Original Comptaint. Investigation classificarion where the
investigator(s) determines, by a prcponderance ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in
the o.iginal complaint (whether CPC o. intemal complaint) but that other miscoDduct was discovered during
the investigation, and by a preponderance ofthe evidence, that misconduct did occur.

6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classification where the investigator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor nature and do not conslitute 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 -thc
investigation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complaint, and further
investigation rvould be futile.

AddiliqralrCapef,illi
1.1.5.A.1: It was determined that Officer W did ask J  about his impairment recognition
training, but Officer Ws response was directed at J  in a matter-of-fact manner but he
was always respectful, courteous, and professional during his interaction with J
1.1.5.A.4: It was determined there was insufficient documentation shown that prevented the
mother from taking custody ofthe child, since the father was under arrest. Additionally, it
was determined there was insufficient evidence to undertake a DWI investigation.
2.16.5 C.1: It was determined that Officer W did not submit the associated incident report by

the end of his shift on7119/2024 as mandated.
2.78.4.A.6.d: It was determined that Officer W did not ensure the alleged victim was
provided with the domestic violence packet for this incident.
2.104.4.A.1.c: It was determined that Officer W had more than just reasonable suspicion of
child abuse or neglect in the home of the current custodial parent and should have called
CYFD to take custody ofthe child and decide the appropriate placement ofthe child based

on violence with the child present. The CPOA recommends a verbal reprimand, a written
reprimand, and a 16 hour suspension for the policy violations.

2OO-24 OfficerW 2
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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 I)irector withiu 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekenils) of receipt of this letter, communicate your desire to have an
appeal hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a sigued 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 tbe
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 ofthe following:

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

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

of discretion; or

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

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

listed above.

If you are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision of the Office 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.

Ifyou have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at http://n*s.cabq.eov/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 Oversight Agency by

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

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

NM 87103

www.cabq.gov

Cn,ILIAN PoLTCE O},ERSIGHT AGENCY

November 18,2024

To File

Rle: CPC # 202-24

f,.OMEI,AINf,

On 0712412024, a complaint was submitted online to the CPOA on behalf of 
J  regarding an incident that occurred on 0711012024.Ms. J  reported to the
submitter that a dental office security guard had battered a female who threw something
at him and was not arrested.

EYIDENCEAEYIEEDT

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

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

APD Employee lnterviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Officer M

Other Materials: Email Communications.

Date Investigation Completed: Novemb et 5 , 2024

I

Albuqrcrqrc - tulahing Hktort 1706-2006



EINDINGS

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

2, Sustailed. Investigation classification \yhen the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
, evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by ihe subject omcer.

3. Not Sustrined. I[vestigation classification when the investigato(s) is umble to determine one way or the

othet by a prepordera[ce ofthe evidence, rvhether the alleged misconduct either occurred or did not occur.

PoliciesReviewed: 2.60.4.C.1.e(ConductingthePreliminary[nvestigation)

4. Exoncrated. Investigation classification l,!fiere the investigato(s) determines, by a prepondemnce ofthe
evidence, ihat alleged conduct in thc underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies,
procedures, or t,aining.

5. Sustained Violatiol Not Based on Origi[al Complaint. Investigation classification where the
investigato(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in
thc origiral complaint (rvhether CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misconduct rvas discovered during
thc investigation, and by a prepondemnce ofthe evidence, that misconduct did occur.

Additia.utLCeEEeuhi
2.60.4.C.1.e: It was determined that Officer M did conduct a preliminary investigation by
attempting to locate the involved female for an interview but she had left and could not be

interviewed. An interview was done with the security guard and a surveillance video was

reviewed. Officer M found that a crime was not committed or could be established without a

statement from the female who had left. Officer M reported that there was no victim to a
crime, so no arrest or incident report was necessary. Officer M additionally could not reach

the original caller.

2202-24 Officer M

6. Administr&tively Closed. Investigation classification where the inlestigalor determines: The policy
violations ofa minor natu.e and do not constitute a paltem ofmisconduct (i.e. a violstion subject to a class ?

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

investigation cannot be corducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complaint, and further
investigation would be futile.
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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 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 modiff the Director's
lindings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more ofthe following:

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

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

of discretion; or

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

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

listed above.

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

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversi ght Agency by

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

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CTTY OF ALBU UER UE

Albuquerque

NM 87103

wwucabq.gov

November 25, 2024

Via Email

Re: CPC # 204-24

COMEIAINT.

Ms. T  reported that the PSA did not get details ofthe accident from Ms. T  or
her son, who was in the vehicle with her. Ms. T  reported that the repo( that the
PSA turned in was not true. Ms. T  reported that the PSA disregarded them
altogether. Ms. T  reported that what Ms. T  and her son had to say was
important as the other driver admitted to them that she was not paying atention, and that
was her 3'd or 4th accident that year. Ms. T  reported that they were stopped when
the other driver rear-ended them, and the PSA did not do her due diligence with them.

TJIDEICENEYIE,EEDT

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

Complainant Interviewed: Yes Witness(es) Interviewed: No

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: PSA C

Other Materials: Emails and TraCS

Date Investigation Completed: November 6, 2024
I

CryrIr,Ix Por,rCE OVf,RSIGHT AGENCY

PO Box 1293

Albuqucrquc - Mabing Hhtory 1706'2006



EINDINGI

Policies Reviewed: General Order 1.4.4.A.z.a

l. Unfounded. Investigation classification \rten the investigator(s) detemines, by clear and convincing
evidence, that alleged misco[duct did not occur or did not involve the subject omcer.

i 2. Sustained. InvestigarioD classification when the investigalor(s) dete.mines, by a preponderance ofthe
i evidence, th€ allesed miscoful di! 

1:cu1 
by-:h: subjTt.:ffcer

Policies Reviewed: General Order 1.1.5,A.1

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

Policies Reviewed: General Order I .1.5.A.4

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

. procedures,ortraining.

Policies Reviewed: Procedural Order 2.8.4.G

5. Susteined Violation Not Based on Original Complaint. Investigation classilication where the
investigator(s) determines, by a preponderaflce ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur that \\as not alleged in
the original complaint (whether CPC or intemal complaint) but that othe. misconduct was discovered during
the invesligation, and by a preponderance ofthe cvidence, that misconduct did occur.

Z

6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classification where the investigato. determines: The policy
violations ofa minor naturc and do not coostitule a pattem ofmisconduct (i.e. a violation subject io a class 7

sanction, -the allegations arc duplicative; -the allegations, even iftue. do not conslitute misconduct; ot -the
investigation caonot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complaint, and further
investigation rvould be futile.

AddiliolelConus.ltli
1.1.5.A.4-A review of the OBRD Videos confirmed that PSA C did speak with Ms. T
regarding the details ofthe accident. A review ofthe OBRD Videos and the accident report
confirmed that PSA C did not note down verbatim what was told to her at the scenei

however, there was nothing noted that appeared to be inaccurate based on what was reported
to PSA C on the scene and what PSA C noted on her report. A review ofthe OBRD Videos
confirmed that PSA C did not disregard anyone at the scene as PSA C spoke to all Parties
involved.
1.1.5.A.1-There was no evidence to prove or disprove that PSA C was aggressive or rude to
Ms. T  during their phone conversation, as the video was no longer available for review.
2.8.4.G-PSA C failed to verify that her OBRD had been assigned an identification number
per the policy in question.
1.4.4.A.2.a-There was no evidence provided or noted that PSA C was bias due to Ms.
T  being black and the other driver being white, per the complaint.
The CPOA recommends a verbal reprimand.

2204-24 PSAC
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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 withiu 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter, communicate your desire to have an
appeal hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque,I\M 87103, or
by email to CPOA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Boardrs next regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt ofthe
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modift the Directorrs
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more ofthe following:

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

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

of discretion; or

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

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

listed above.

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

If you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at htto://*rr s'.cabo. u0\ lc ooa/surle . 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

tx/
Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(s05) 924-3770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chiefof Police



CITY OF ALBU UER

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

www.cabq.gov

Cmuax Por,rcE OvERsrcHr Acrxcy

November 25, 2024

Via Email

Re: CPC # 204-24

CAMEII\INE

Ms. T  reported that she contacted the PSA's supervisor via email, and he responded
about three weeks later, apologizing for the delay in the response. Ms. T  reported
that she told the PSA's supervisor that the report that was filed was not true, and the PSA
never took a report from Ms. T  or her son and only went with the details from the
olher driver involved. Ms. T  reported that she wanted the report amended to reflect
the truth and she was told by Sergeant S that the report could be amended at any
substation. Ms. T  reported that when she went to the substation they advised that
PSA and Sergeant had to amend the report, and Ms. T  was told she was lied to. Ms.
T  asked why Sergeant S lied and mislead Ms. T

Albuqucrqut - ltlaking Hittor! 1706'2006

UE

NM 87 r03

EUIDENCI.BEYIEIIEDi

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

Complainant Interviewed: Yes Witness(es) Interviewed: No

APD Employee Interviewed: No

APD Employee Involved: Former Sergeant S

Other Materials: Emails and TraCS

Date Investigation Completed: November 6, 2024
I



EINDINCT.:

l. Unfounded. Investig{tion classification when the investigator(s) determines, by clear and convincing
evidence, that slleged misconducl did not occur o. did not involve lhe subject omcer.

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

Policies Reviewed: Procedural Order 2.8.5.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.

Policies Reviewed: General Order t.1.5.A.4

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

5. Sustained Violation Not Based oll Originrl Complsint. Investigation classification where the
investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, misconduct didoccur that was not alleged in
the original complaint (Nhether CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misconduct \\'as discovered during
the investigatior\ and by a prepoodemnce ofthe evidence, that misconduct did occur.

6. Administr8tively Closcd. Investigation classification where the investigator determiDes: The policy
violations ofa minor nature and do not constitutc a pattem of misconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7
sanction, -the allegations &e duplicative; -the allegations, even ifirue, do not constitute misconduct; or -lhe
investigation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complaint, and further
investigation would be futile.

Addiliqelrcauurrlr
1.1.5.A.4-After a review of Sergeant S' OBRD Videos for the date (1010212023) in question,
the CPOA Investigator could not locate the conversation in question between Sergeant S and

Ms. T  (This concern will be addressed in the SOP below.) Ms. T  initially
reported that Sergeant S advised that she could go to a substation and amend the report;
however, in the email from Ms. T  to the CPOA Investigator, Ms. T  noted that
Sergeant S advised Ms. T  to go to the substation to complete a suPplemental report. Per

PSA C, to her knowledge, reports were not able to be amended, but there were times when

supplemental reports could be done.
2.8.5.A-Other than her notes, Ms. T  did not provide any verification that the phone call
between her and Sergeant S occurred on 1010212023, as reported. Without interviewing
Sergeant S (As he no longer works for APD and did no respond to CPOA Investigator's
attempts for contact) the exact date and time the phone call occurred and whether it was
recorded were unknown.

2204-24 Former Sergeant S
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You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings and/or
recommerdations of the CPOA Executive Director within 30 caletrdar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter, communicateyour desire to have an
appeal hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque,I\M 87103, or
by email to CPOA@cabq.gov. Inclutle 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 modifu the Director's
finilings, 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 disoretion; or

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

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

listed above.

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

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversi ght Agency by

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

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

Ifyou have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at http://*r*.cabq.gov/cDoa/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.



CITY OF ALBU UER

Crwlnn Por,rcr Ovrnsrcnr AcrNcy

November 27, 2024

Via Email

Re: CPC # 209-24

PO Box l29l

COMPLAINL

 F  submitted a complaint regarding an incident that occuned on 1210812023.
OfficerN responded and anested them for aggravated assault with a deadly weapon.

 also listed Officer S as an involved APD employee.  reported that Officer
N believed the involved neighbor because he was white.  reported that they were
in the patrol vehicle and had a conversation with OfficerN about music, which was racial
because he thought they didn't like rock music because they were Black.  reported
that Officer N was giving them a really hard time, googling legal terms and reading the
definitions to justifu taking them to jail.  reported that "I/rey " put them in a helmet.
Sha'lon reported that Officer N racially discriminated against them.

Albuquerque

NM 87t03

*.*rv.cabq.go,

TJIDEIICT.BEYIIJUED*

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

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

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Offrcer N

Other Materials: Email Communications, CPOA Background Analysis, & Court Records

Date lnvestigation Completed: Novemb er 6,2024
I

Albuqucrqut - Making Hitory 1706-2006
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FINI)INGS

policies Reviewed: 1.4.4.B.l .a

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

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

policiesReviewed: 2.82.4.8.4.a

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

policiesReviewed: 2.73.5.A.1

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Original Complaint. Investigation classification $here rhe
investigator(s) determines, by a prepondemnce ofthe evidence, misconduct did occurthat 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. Administratively Closed. Investigation classification wherc the investigator determines: The policy
violations ofa minor nature alld do not constitute a pattem ofmisconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class ?
sanction, -the allegations are duplicative; -the allegations, even iftrue, do not constitute misconduct;or -the
investigation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complaint, and further
investigation *ould be futile.

AddiliqelCannr,rlsi

a

2209-24 Officer N

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

V

tr

1.4.4.8.1 .a: lt was determined that Officer N did not give  a hard time, looked up a
definition for  upon request, and was not responsible for S  housing status or the
amount of time he was incarcerated. No evidence was provided, located, or reviewed that
indicated Officer N or any other individuaI interacted with during the incident besides

 was biased, made any biased remarks, made any biased decisions, or discriminated
against any individual for any reason. lt was determined that OfficerN arrested  for
aggravated assault with a deadly weapon based on probable cause, which was established
through a thorough investigation.
2.73.5.A.'l: It was determined that Officer N was the arresting officer, ultimately responsible
for Shalon's belongings, and made the decision that the property (underwear) was a
biohazard and could be tossed instead ofensuring that APD policy was followed and the
property was properly disposed of and documented.
2.82.4.8.4.a: It was determined that Officer N appropriately applied headgear to 
The CPOA recommends a written reprimand for the policy violation



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 Boardrs nert regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt ofthe
request and the next meetiug. In order for the Advisory Board to modi$ the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrste one or more ofthe following:

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

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

ofdiscretion; or

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

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

listed above.

Ifyou are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision ofthe 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 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://sr *.cabq.gov/cpoa/surve\ . Thank you for participating in the process of
civilian oversight ofthe police, ensuring officers and personnel ofthe APD are held
accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversi ght Agency by

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

1

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



UER UE

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

NM 87r03

www.cabq.gov

November 27, 2024

Via Email

Re: CPC # 209-24

COMEL.AINL

 F  submitted a complaint regarding an incident that occured on 12/0812023.
Officer N responded and arrested them for aggravated assault with a deadly weapon.

 also listed Officer S as an involved APD employee.  reported that Officer
N believed the involved neighbor because he was white.  reported that they were
in the patrol vehicle and had a conversation with Officer N about music, which was racial
because he thought they didn't like rock music because they were Black.  reported
that Officer N was giving them a really hard time, googling legal terrns and reading the
definitions to justiry taking them to jail.  reportedthat "they" put them in a helmet.

 reported that Officer N racially discriminated against

IUIDENCENDYISJUEDI

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

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

APD Employee lnterviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Officer S

Other Materials: Email Communications, CPOA Background Analysis, & Court Records.

Date Investigation Complercd: Novemb er 6,2O24
1

Albuqtcrquc - Maliag Hisuty 170&2006

CITY OF ALBU
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FINDINGS

4. Exonerrted. Investigatio[ classilication *tere the investigato(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidenc€, that alleged conduct in the uoderlying complaint did occur but did not violate AID policies,
procedures, or training.

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

Aldilioul,:Connsls
2.13.5.A.1: It s,as determined that Officer S took possession of S  property rvhcn he
had removed it from S person and placed it on the ground during a search incident to
amest. Officer N was the arresting officer, ultimately responsible for S  belongings
(underwear), and made the decision that the property was a biohazard and could be tossed.

When OfficerN made the decision not to take possession ofthe property, Officer S then had

a duty to take it upon himself to ensure that APD policy was followed and the property was

properly disposed ofand documented. It was instead left on the ground when a garbage can

for proper disposal was feet away.
2.82.4.8.6: It was determined that Officer S appropriately applied headgear to  but did
not document the use or application of the headgear, the reason for the use or application of
the headgear, or his involvement with the use or application ofthe headgear in a report or
supplemental report.
The CPOA recommends an 8 hour suspension for the two policy violations.

2

{

209-24 Officer S

: I . Unfounded. Investigation classification r\ten the investigator(s) determines, by ctear and convincing
evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subjectofficer. - l_l

Policies Reviewed: 2.82.4.8.6 (Restraints & Transportation)

: 2. sustailed. Investigation classificarion when the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe fv
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject omcer. llLJ

3. Not Sustained. Investigation classification when the investigato(s) is unable to derermine one uay or the s---1i other, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, whether the alleged misconduct eilher occurred or did not occur. L__l

tr

tr

Policies Reviewed: 2.73.5.A.1 (Evidence & Property)

5. Sustained Violation Not Based orl Original Complaint. Irvesligation classificdion ri{rerc rhe
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 olher misconduct was discovered during
the investigation, and by a prepondemoce ofthe evidence, that miscooducl did occur.



You have the right to appeal thb decision, Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings and/or
recommendations of the CPOA Erecutive 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, IYM 87103, or
by email to CPoA@cabq.gov, lnclude your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Board's next regularly
scheduled mecting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt ofthe
request and the next meeting. In oriler for the Advisory Board to modify the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more ofthe following:

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

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

of discretion; or

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

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

listed above.

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

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

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

accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

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

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

CrvrLLc,N Por,rcr Ownsrcsr AcENCy

November 27, 2024

Via Email

Re: CPC # 210-24

COMPJ.AINI.

On713012024, C  G  submitted an online complaint to the Civilian Police
Oversight Agency (CPOA) regarding an incident on 716/2024 at approximately 1730
hours at "Gibson and Blake." Ms. G  reported various discrepancies on the crash
report regarding statements about her speeding, the intersection being a four-way stop,
and missing passenger information for the other vehicle. She reported that she wanted the
inlormation in the report that was not true to be redacted.

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

^!lU 
8710.3

trVIDT'NCF'. R[',VIT'-WRNI

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

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

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: PSA M

Other Materials: PhotosAy'ideos, Crash Codes, Ambulance Report, TraCS Logs, & Maps

Date lnvestigation Completed: November 14, 2024

I

*'w,w. cabq. gov

Albuquerquc - Malixg Hitory 170&2N5



FINNINGS

I. unfounded. lnvestigation classification $ten the investigalor(s) determines, by cleai and convincing
evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subject oflicer_

2. sustained. lnvestigation classification when the invesligator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe, evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject oflicer.

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

PoliciesReviewed: 2.16.5.B.4

4. Exonerated. Investigatio[ classification u.here the investigator(s) determines, by a prepondeiance oflhe
evidence, tiat alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate ApD policies,
procedures, or taainiog.

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Original Complaint. lnvestigarion classification ivhe.e the
invcstigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur that $Bs not alleged in
the original complaint (rvhether CPC or intemal complaint) bul that other misconduct was discovered during
the investigation, and by a preponderance ofthe evidence, that misconduct did occur.

6. Admi[istratively 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
sarction, -the allegations are duplicative; -the allegations, even iftrue, do not conslitute misclnduct; or -the
investigation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinlormation in the complaint, and furthet
investigation would be futile.

Additional Comments:

2.16.5.8.4: In reviewing the OBRD videos it was determined that PSA M documented that
Ms. G  stated she ran the stop sign because that was what she had said. PSA M did not
document additional occupant information for vehicle I because there were no other
occupants. It appeared that Ms. G  thought the driver ofvehicle 1's mother was an

occupant of his vehicle when she was not. PSA M did not follow up with Ms. G  since
the crash investigation was completed, there was no requirement to follow up. PSA M
documented that the driver of Vehicle I stated Ms. G  appeared to be speeding. PSA M
saw a stop sign (A-frame sign), which applied to both lanes.

2210.24 PSAM
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You have the right to appeal this decision, rfyou are not satislied with the findings and/or
recommendations of the cPoA Erecutive 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, I\M 87103, or
by email to CPoA@cabq.gov. Include your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Boardrs next 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

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

If you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at http://\r'irv.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 Overs ight Agency by

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

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police



UER UE

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

NM 87103

www.cabq,gov

Cnurax PolrcE OvERSTcHT AcENCy

November 27, 2024

Via Email

Re: CPC # 210-24

EYUIENCEIEYIEICEDI

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

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

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Sergeant A

Other Materials: Timecard & Email Communications.

Date Investigation Completed: November 14, 2024
I

Albrqucrqtc - Makhq Hittory 1706-2006

CITY OF AIBU

CQMEI,AINL

On 713012024, C  G  submitted an online complaint to the Civilian Police
Oversight Agency (CPOA) regarding an incident on 7 /612024 at approximately 1730
hours at "Gibson and Blake." Ms. G  reported various discrepancies on the crash
report regarding statements about her speeding, the intersection being a four-way stop,
and missing passenger information for the other vehicle. She reported that she wanted the
information in the report that was not true to be redacted.



FINDINGS

. Unfounded. lnvestigation clEssification when the investigator(s) determines, by clear and convincing
vidence, that alleged misconductdid not occur or did not involve ole subject olficer.

PoliciesReviewed: 2,16.5.C.1.b

' 2. SustSined. Investigation classification when the investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
. evidence, the alleged miscoDduct did occur by the subject of[icer.

3. Not Sustained. Investigatiotr classificatioo when the investigator(s) is unable to determine one \.vay or the
other, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, whether the alleged misc.nduct eilher occurred or did not'occur.

i 4. Exonerated. Investigation classilication \rtere the invcstigato(s) determines, by s preponderance ofthe
evidence, lhat alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies,

' procedures, or training.

5. Sustained Violation Not Bssed on Original Comphint. Invcstigation classificalion u'lrcre the
investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance 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 investigatior\ and by a prepo[derance ofthe evidence, that misconduct did occur.

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

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

investigalion cannot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complaint, and further
investigation \r'ould be futile.

Additionrl Commentr:

2.16.5.C.1.b: It was determined that Sgt. A did not review/approve crash reportTll 250 428
within three (3) workdays when PSA M submitted it onl/0612024.
The CPOA recommends a non disciplinary conective action due to mitigating factors.
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2lO-24 Sergeant A



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

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

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

ofdiscretion; or

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

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

listed above.

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

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

accountable, and improving the process.

The Civilian Police Overs ight Agency by

)x4

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chiefof Police

Sincerely,

Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(s0s) 924-3770

.,
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CnTT,TaN PoT,TCE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

November 30, 2024

Via Ceaified Mail

 

Re: CPC # 211-24

COMPI.AINT:

Mr. R  reported that he wanted to know why APD was dispatched to serve a
restraining order as he was told APD usually did not handle restraining orders. Mr.
R  reported that he wanted to know why there were three APD Officers, including a

Sergeant, dispatched to handle such a simple task ofserving a temporary restraining
order. Mr. R  reported it seemed excessive for such a simple and benign task to
present a piece of paper to someone with no criminal history. Mr. R  asked why the
response time was so fast for this matter, but the real crime response time was always
much greater.

l'O Box 1293

Albuqucrque

NM 87 r03

www.cabq.gov

I

Albquerqut - Lta[ing Hittorl 1706-2006

CITY OF ALBU UE

DYIDENCE BEYII,YEDi

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

Complainant Interviewed: Yes Witness(es) Interviewed: No

APD Employee lnterviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: OIIicer MS

Other Materials:

Date Investigation Completed: November 19, 2024



FINDINGS

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

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

I

3. Not Sustai[ed. Investigation classification when the investigato(s) is unable to determine one ray or the

other, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, whether the alleged misconduct either occurred or did nol occur.

4. Exonerated. Investigatiol classificatio[ \l'here the investigato(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe

I evidence, rhd alleged conduct in the undcrlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies,

i procedures,ortraining.

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Original Complaint. Investigation classification rvtere the

investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, misconduct did occut that was not allcged in
the original complaint (whether CPC or intemal complaint) but thatoths misconduct \}"s discovered during
the investigation, and by a prcponderance ofthe evidence, that misconduct did occur.

6, Administratively Closed. Investigation classification rvhere the investiSato. determines: The policy

violations ofa minor naturc and do not constitule a pattem ofmisconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7

sanction, -the allegations ate duplicative; -the allegations, even ift,ue, do not constitute misconducl; or -lhe

i[vcstigation ca[not be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complainl, and further

invesligation would be futile.

Ailli$olaL,:Cq[urrllr
2.8.5.D.1- Officer S deactivated his OBRD prior to "all intended contact" with Ms. R being

terminated, violating the policy in question. It was confirmed that Officer S did not

document the reason the mandatory recording event was not captured in its entirety, which

violated the policy in question.
The CPOA recommends a written reprimand.

2211-24 Officer MS

Policies Reviewed: Procedural Order2.8.5.D.l

a

tr



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

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

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

accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civitian Police Oversi ght Agency by

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

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chiefof Police

You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the lindings and/or
recommendations ofthe CPOA Erecutive l)irector within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter, communicate your desire to have an
appeal hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.0. Bor 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103, or
by email to CPoA@cabq.gov. Inclurle 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 betweeu the receipt ofthe
request and the next meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modiS the Director's
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more ofthe following:

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

2) That the findings 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.



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

CTVILIAN POLICE OVERSIGHT AGENCY

November 30, 2024

Via Certified Mail

P.e:. CPC#2ll-24

COMEIAINL

Mr. R  reported that he wanted to know why APD was dispatched to serve a
restraining order as he was told APD usually did not handle restraining orders. Mr.
R  repo ed that he wanted to know why there were three APD Officers, including a
Sergeant, dispatched to handle such a simple task ofserving a temporary restraining
order. Mr. R  reported it seemed excessive for such a simple and benign task to
present a piece of paper to someone with no criminal history. Mr. R  asked why the
response time was so fast for this matter, but the real crime response time was always
much greater. Mr. R  asked why Officer S called him on 07D7124 at 1713, leaving a

voicemail asking for Mr. R  to call him back.

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

wr*w.cabq.gov

EYIDENCE BEYEIYEDT

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

Complainant Interviewed: Yes Witness(es) Interviewed: No

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Oflicer AS

Other Materials:

Date Investigation Completed: Novemb er 19,2024

NN,l 87103

I

Albrq*rqw - MaAiry Hittory 1706'2006



FINDINGS

Policies Reviewed: General Order 1.1.5.A.4

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

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

other, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, whether the alleged miscodduct either occuned or did not occur. I

Policies Reviewed: Geoeral Order 1. 1 .5.C.2

4. Exonerated. Investigation classification where the investigato(s) determines, by a preponderanc€ ofthe
evidence, lhat alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies,
procedurcs, or taaining.

Policies Reviewed: Procedural Order 2.8.5.A

5. Sustrined Violation Not Based or Originrl Complaint. Investigation classification where lhc
investigator(s) determines, by a prepondemnce ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in
the original complaint (rvhether CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misconduct tras discovered during
the investigation, and by a preponderance ofthe evidence, thal misconduct did occur.

6. Administratively Closed, lnvestigation classification wherc the investigBtor determines: The policy
violations ofa minor nature and do not constitute a pattem ofmisconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7
sanction, .lhe allegations are duplicative; -the allegalions, even iftrue, do not constitule misconduct; or -the
investigation carnot bc conducled becausc ofthe lack ofinformation in tlre complaint, and furth€r
investigation would be futile.

AddiliqatrceEEql$
1.1.5.C.2-The evidence showed Sergeant M confirmed that he went along to the call because

"a high profile person" was involved and it needed to be done appropriately; however, there
was no evidence located that Mr. R got the short end ofthe stick or APD worked a bit harder
on the incident on Ms. R's behalf making it one-sided per Mr. R's complaint. The dispatched
officers had specialty training for DV calls.
I .l .5.A.4- The evidence showed a summons was sent to Mr. R, which is the same thing as

an amest. After reviewing the Application for Emergency Order of Protection and Officer
MS' Incident Report, the CPOA Investigator did not observe any major discrepancies in
timelines that would suggest the report appeared to be coached per the complaint.
2.8.5.A-The CPOA Investigator could not locate anything in policy that would allow an

officer to shut offtheir OBRD while speaking to a Judge via phone call.
Additional information-A review of the interviews and APD SOPs confirmed that APD does

serve restraining orders. During the Interviews, Officer MS confirmed he called Mr. R back
to hear what Mr. R. had to say about what happened. The CPOA recommends a NDCA.

a

2

{

2ll-24 Officer AS

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

tr



You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satisfied with the findings and/or
recommendations of the cPoA Erecutive I)irector within 30 catenilar 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 uumber. Upon receipt of the
communication, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled at the Board's nert regularly
scheduled meeting provided there is at least 14 business days between the receipt ofthe
request and the nert meeting. In order for the Advisory Board to modifr the Directorrs
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more ofthe following:

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

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

ofdiscretion; or

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

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

listed above.

Ifyou are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision ofthe Offioe 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.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

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

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chiefof Police

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



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

Cn'ILIAN POLICE O\.ERSIGHT AGENCY

November 30,2024

Via Certified Mail

Re: CPC # 2l l-24

CANGIAINL

Mr. R  reported that Sergeant M had scribbled out the telephone number on Sergeant
M's card. Mr. R  asked why Sergeant M hid his phone contact information.

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

NM 87103

www.ca\.gov

EVIDENCD.BEYII,UEDr

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: Sergent M

Other Materials:

Date lnvestigation Completed: Novembet 19, 2024
I



FINDINGS

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

Policies Reviewed: General Order 1.1.6.A.2

Policies Reviewed: Procedural Order 2.8.5.D.1

5, Sustained Violation Not Based o[ Original Complaint. Investigation classilication where the
investigator(s) determines, by a prepondeEnce ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur that rvas not alleged in
the original complaint (whether CPC or intemal complaint) but lhat other misconduct ivas discovered during
the investigation, and by a preponderance ofthe evidence, that misconduct did occur.

Addiliaulcouosrlri
I .l .6.A.2-After a review of the OBRD videos, it was confirmed that Mr. R  asked for the
officer's cards but did not specifically ask for the phone numbers. After reviewing the SOPs,

the CPOA Investigator could not locate anything stating that an Officer had to provide a
phone number to a citizen when the phone number was not specifically asked for.
It was confirmed throughout interviews and OBRD review that Sergeant M scratched out his

phone number; however, that did not violate the SOP in question.

2.8.5.D.1-sergeant M deactivated his OBRD prior to "al[ intended contact" with Ms. R being
terminated, violating the policy in question. Sergeant M confirmed that he did not document

the reason the mandatory recording event was not captured in its entirety, which violated the

policy in question.
The CPOA recommends a written reprimand.

22ll-24 Sergent M

l. unfounded. Investigation classilication rvhen the investigator(s) determines, by clear and convincing l-
evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occrtr or did not involve lhe subjecl omcer. :lJ

: 2. Sustained. Investigation classification lvhen the investigator(s) determines, by a p.eponderance ofthe
i evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subjecl olficer.

I 4. Exonerrtcd. Investigation classification where the ilvestigato(s) determines, by a preponderalce ofthe

i evidence, that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies,
, procedu.es, or training.

liI
l

IV
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6. Administrstively Closed. Investigation classification wherc the in!'estigator delermines: The policy
violations ofa minor nature and do not constitute a pattem ofmisconduct (i.e. a violation subject to a class 7

sanction, -the allegations are duplicative; -the allegations, even iftrue, do not constitute misconduct; or -the
investigation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack oiinformation in dre complaint, and further
invesdgation would b€ futile.



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. Bor 1293, Albuquerque, I\M 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 demonstrate one or more of the following:

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

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

ofdiscretion; or

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

Administratively closed complaints maybe re-opened if additional information becomes
available. Piease 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

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

If you have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
surveyformat@.Thankyouforparticipatingintheprocessof
civilian oversight ofthe police, ensuring officers and personnel ofthe APD are held

accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Overs ight Agency by

Diane McDermott
Executive Director
(50s)924-3770

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

)xl



CITY OF AIBU UER UE

Crunax Por,rcr OwRslcnr Acnucy

 

Re:CPC#227-24

COMEIAINL

Mr. G  reported that he had full physical custody of his two children, and their
mother had no rights at all. Mr. G  reported that when his son ran away, his son went
to his mother's location. Mr. G  reported that he showed the officers paperwork, and
they said they could not do anything about it. Officers advised Mr. G  that if Mr.
G  l4-year-old son did not want to go with him, they could not make him. Mr.
G  reported that his 14-year-old son was smoking weed, had a handgun online, and
was throwing gang signs. Mr. G  repo(ed that he told the police about it, and they
said even ifthey smelled the smoke or saw his son high, they had to see him smoking.
Mr. G  wants his son home or in police custody until it is resolved in court.

PO Box 1293

AJbuquerque

NM 87103

wwr''.cabq.gov

EVIDENCE.BTUIEEEDi

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

Complainant Interviewed: Yes Witness(es) Interviewed: No

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: Offrcer C

Other Materials: da

Date Investigation Completed: November 20, 2024

Albuqucrquc - Mabing H,ttory 1706-2006

November 27, 2024

Via Certified Mail

I



FINDI NGS

. 4. Exoner8ted. Investigation classification tvhere the investigato(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
, evidence, that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies,

procedures, or trahing.

PoliciesReviewed: ProceduralOrder2.8.5.D.l

5. Sustained Violatiol Not Based on Original Complaint. Investigation classi{ication $here the
investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, misconduct did occurthat $?s not alleged in
the original complaint (['hether CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misconduct $as discovered during
the investigation, and by a preponderance oflhc evidence, that misconduct did occur.

6. Administratively Closed. Investigation classilication where lhe 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 constilute misconduct; or -the

investigation cannot be conducled because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complainl and further
investigation rvould be futile.

Addiliglel]Caurcilli
Officer C was a backup officer and did not make decisions on how the case was handled.

2.8.5.D.1-A review of the OBRD Videos confirmed that Officer C deactivated his OBRD
prior to all his intended contact with the individuals involved in the incident being terminated

and failed to document the reason that the recording event was not captured in its entirety per

policy.
The CPOA recommends a written reprimand.

2
227 -24 Officer C

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

. 2. Sustrined. InvestigatiorI classification $ten$e investigator(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
, evidence, the alleged.misconduct did oscur by the subject ollicer. I I

T

3. Not Sustained. lnvestigation classification rvhen the inlestigator(s) is unable to determine one way or the f-.1
other, by a prepordemnce ofthe evidence, rvhether the alleged misconduct either occurred or did not occur. L__l



You have the right to appeal this decision.Ifyou are not satistied with the lindings and,/or
recommendations of the CPOA Executive I)irector within 30 calendar days (inclusive of
holidays and weekends) of receipt of this letter, communicate your desire to have an
appeal hearing before the CPOA Advisory Board in a signed writing addressed to the
CPOA Director. Please send your request to P.O, Box 1293, Albuquerque, I\M E7103, 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 llirector's
finilings, 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 have a computer available, we would greatly appreciate your completing our client
survey form at http://*urv.cabq.gov/cpoa/surver'. Thank you for participating in the process of
civilian oversight ofthe police, ensuring officers and personnel ofthe APD are held

accountable, and improving the process.

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Overs ight Agency by

txl :

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

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 of the Advisory Board.

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

3



CITY OF ALBU UER UE

CnILIAN PoLICE OvERSIGHT AGENCY

November 27, 2024

Via Certified Mail

 

 
 

Re: CPC#227-24

COMEIAINL

Mr. G  reported that he had full physical custody ofhis two children, and their
mother had no rights at all. Mr. G  reported that when his son ran away, his son went
to his mother's location. Mr. G  reported that he showed the o{ficers paperwork, and
they said they could not do anything about it. Officers advised Mr. G  that if Mr.
G  l4-year-old son did not want to go with him, they could not make him. Mr.
G  reported that his l4-year-old son was smoking weed, had a handgun online, and

rvas throwing gang signs. Mr. G  reported that he told the police about it, and they
said even ifthey srnelled the smoke or saw his son high, they had to see him smoking.
Mr. G  wants his son home or in police custody until it is resolved in court.

NN,I 87103

wrrnr,. cabq.gov

Albuqucrquc - Making Hktory I706-2006

PO Box 1293

Albuquerque

EYIDENCf.BEYIEXIEDi

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

Complainant Interviewed: Yes Witness(es) Interviewed: No

APD Employee Interviewed: Yes

APD Employee Involved: OIIicer S

Other Materials: Emails with APD Payroll

Date lnvestigation Completed: Novemb er 20,2024
I



EINDINGI

l. Unfounded. Investigation classilication Ehen the inlestigato.(s) determines, by clear and convincing
evidence, that alleged misconduct did not occur or did not involve the subject oflice..

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

3. Not Sustained. lnvestigation classilication $'hen the investigato(s) is unable to detcrmine one rvay or the
other, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, rvhether the alleged misconduct either occurred or did not occur.

Policies Reviewed: Procedural Order 2.104.4.A.1.a.i

4. Exo[cr8tcd. Investigation classification $'here the investigato(s) dete.mines, by a preponderance ofthe
evidence, that alleged conduct in the underlying complaint did occur but did not violate APD policies,
procedures, or training.

a
Policies Reviewed: Procedural Orders 2.8.5.D.1 and 2.16.5.C.1

5. Sustrilled Violatiol Not Brsed on Original Complaint. Investigation classification rvhere rhe
inrestigato(s) determines, by a prepondemnce ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur that was not alleged in
the original complaint (*trether CPC or intemal complainl) but that other misconduct was discovered during
the investigation, and by a preponderance ofthc evidence, that misconduct did occu..

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

sanction, -the alle8aiions are duplicativei -the allegations, even iftrue, do rot constitute misconduct; or -the
investigation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinformation in the complain! and furlher
investigation Nould be futile.

AddiliqrelcqnnrsEi

2
227 -24 Officer S

tr

tr

tr

2.104.4.A.1.a.i-lt was determined that Officer S did not violate the SOP in question, as she

completed an ample amount of investigation by completing a welfare check on Mr. G
son and determined that his son was curently safe at the residence he was at and that was

where Mr. G  son wanted to be. Officer S did not order or remove the child from his

location, per the policy.
2.8.5.D.1-A review of the OBRD Videos confirmed that Officer S deactivated her OBRD
prior to all her intended contact with the individuals involved in the incident being

terminated and failed to document the reason that the recording event was not captured in its
entirety per policy.
2.16.5.C.1-Officer S violated the policy in question by failing to complete the incident report

by the end of her shift.
The CPOA recommends a written reprimand and a verbal reprimand for the two policy
violations-

a



You have the right to appeal this decision. Ifyou are not satislied with the findings and/or
recommetrdatioDs of the CPOA Erecutive I)irector within 30 calendar days (itrclusive of
holidays anil 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. Pleese send your request to P.O. Bor 1293, Albuquerque, I\M 87103, or
by email to CPOA@cabq.gov. Incluile your CPC number. Upon receipt of the
commuDicatior, 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

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. Piease provide your additional information in writing to the CPOA Director as

listed above.

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

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

The Civilian Police Oversi ght Agency by

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

Sincerely,
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Crvrnm PoLICE OlTRsrcHT AGENCy

November 25, 2024

Via Email

Re: CPC # 302-24

COMELAINL

The complaint listed that the Superintendent violated the mandates ofhis office in the
handling ofIl7l-24. The complaint alleged the Superintendent "misapplied department
orders" by not finding a violation of "department ride-a-along orders." The complaint
alleged the Superintendent violated the mandates ofhis office by not filing a "LEA-90"
regarding a OBRD violation. The complaint alleged the Superintendent violated the
mandates of his office by failing to find the Crash Review Board members in violation of
department EPIC (Ethical Policing Is Courageous) orders.

EYIDENCD.BEYIIJUEDT

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

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

APD Employee Interviewed: N/A

APD Employee Involved: Superintendent G, CRB participants

Other Materials: duplicative of 12024-00017 |

Date lnvestigation Completed: Novemb er 25,2O24

Albuquerque

I

Albuquerquc - lllaking Historl 1706-2OO6



FINNINGS

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

2. Sustained. Investigation classification when the invesligdtor(s) determines, by a preponderancc ofthe
evidence, the alleged misconduct did occur by the subject omcer.

, 4. Exonerated. Investigation classification whe.e the investigato(s) determines, by a preponderance ofthe
I evidenc€, that alleged conduct h the underlying complaint did oc.ur but did not violate APD policies,

procedures, or training.

5. Sustained Violation Not Based on Origitral Complaint. Investigation classification lvhere the
invesligator(s) dete.mines, by a preponderaoce ofthe evidence, misconduct did occur that rr"s not alleged in
the original complaint (ntethe. CPC or intemal complaint) but that other misco[duct was discovered du.ing
the investigation, and by a preponderance ofthe evidence, that miscorduct did occur.

6. Admiflistratively Closed. Investigation classification rvhere 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 corlstitule misconduct; or -lhe

investigation cannot be conducted because ofthe lack ofinfonnation in lhe complainl afld fu.ther
investigation would be futile.

AdditiqlrlcgnEr,rfri
After reviewing the complaint, it has been determined that the conduct within the complaint
has already been investigated by APD IA. Per the CASA, investigations conducted by IAPS
remain with IAPS, and the CPOA does not conduct duplicative investigations. The CPOA
lacks the authority to investigate how an IA case was handled as that office operates

independently, but is subject to CPOA monitoring and auditing. Simply put, neither the

Police Oversight Ordinance nor the CASA provides for an appeal process into IAPS
investigations as the complaint requests. The statute referred to (29-7-1 et seq. NMSA 1978)

does not necessitate an investigation as state law refers to tort liability for failure to use a

body camera, which is outside of the CPOA's jurisdiction with an existing IA investigation.

The vague allegations contained in the complaint regarding the Crash Review Board
members lack the specificity necessary to warrant an investigation when the Commander has

already been subject to investigation for the same incident. The EPIC program referred to is
inapplicable in the manner as described.

a

2302-24 Superintendent G, CRB participants

3. Not Sustri[ed. lnvestigation classification when the investigato(s) is unable io determine one $ay or the
i o0rer, by a preponderance ofthe evidence, whether the alleged misco[duct either occurred or did not occur.

T

I

tr



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 modi$ the Directorrs
findings, your appeal must demonstrate one or more ofthe following:

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

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

ofdiscretion; or

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

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

listed above.

Ifyou are not satisfied with the final disciplinary decision ofthe 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 lefter
to the Oflice of the Mayor, P.O. Box 1293, Albuquerque, NM 87103. Your request must be in
writing and within 30 calendar days (inclusive ofholidays and weekends) of receipt of the
Office of Police Reform letter. Include your CPC number. The review by the Chief
Administrative Officer is independent of the Advisory Board.

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

Sincerely,
The Civilian Police Oversight Agency by

)x/

3

cc: Albuquerque Police Department Chief of Police

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