
 

Summary and Analysis of the 

Independent Monitor’s 14th Report 

 

During the period that covers the Independent Monitoring Team 14th Report (IMR-14), the City of 
Albuquerque (COA) realized a slight uptick in its level of compliance with the Court Approved Settlement 
Agreement (CASA). After two-consecutive periods of decline, the City’s operational compliance rose from 
59 percent in IMR-13 to 62 percent for IMR-14 that covers February 2021 to July 2021. Operational 
compliance gauges whether field personnel routinely perform tasks as required by the CASA or that when 
they fail, supervisory personnel note and correct out-of-policy behavior. The City’s primary and secondary 
compliance levels of 100 and 82 percent, respectively, didn’t change since the last reporting period that 
ended January 2021. Primary compliance measures whether the City of Albuquerque has adopted the 
policies and procedures mandated by the CASA and secondary compliance gauges how well Albuquerque 
Police Department personnel are being trained to adhere to those policies. 
 
The increase during this reporting period puts the city a few percentage points ahead of the operational 
compliance level achieved in November 2018, with the release of IMR-8. The dismal gains realized in IMR-
14 follows two-consecutive reporting periods that saw a combined 12-percent and five-percent decline in 
secondary and operational compliance, respectively. In order to fully comply with the CASA, the COA 
must achieve 95-percent operational compliance and maintain that level for two years. As in IMR-13, 
APD’s lack of progress is anchored by the department’s failure to complete level two and three 
misconduct use of force investigations in a timely manner so discipline can be imposed if it is uncovered. 
Level 2 is force that causes injury or could reasonably cause injury or result in a complaint of injury and 
Level 3 is force that results in, or could reasonably result in, serious physical injury, hospitalization or 
death.  
 
 

Improvements and Success 
 
Despite what some consider as unsubstantial improvements, there were some areas in IMR-14 that the 
independent monitoring team identified as successes. Specifically, the team noted the Department’s effort to 
revamp the training protocols that led to the double-digit decline in secondary compliance during IMR-12 and 
IMR-13. The Department has “began delivering Tier 4 Reality-Based Training (RBT) and is working on a 
curriculum to address the 2021 annual use of force training requirements (p. 24). The monitoring team 
believes addressing the RBT and Use of Force training shortfalls will result in the department achieving the 
secondary compliance lost during IMR-12 and IMR-14. The department hired a new curriculum director this 
reporting period who could help the department address the ongoing challenge of developing “training 
materials based on contemporary needs” (p. 118).  The department hired a new commander that has the 
leadership experience required to “affect change in a positive way “(p. 124.).  
 
In addition to improvements at APD’s training academy, the department received recognition for the 
“stellar work” of the Performance Metric Unit’s work “in planning, developing and implementing 
practices to assess performance in the field” (p. 328).  Although they are a long way off from The Force 
Review Board (FRB) continues to show promise and some consistency in its review of the level 2 and level 
three use of force cases it reviews and is making referrals to address “policy, supervision, tactic, 
equipment and training deficiencies'' (p. 105). However, the backlog of use of force investigation could 
sabotage the unit’s effectiveness in bringing about long-term positive change.   
 

Critical Issues 
Like in IMR-13, there seemed to be work stoppage in Internal Affairs Force Division (IAFD) that resulted in 
investigators closing only seven of the 216 level 2 use of force cases and only two of the 91 level 3 cases 
opened this reporting period for a dismal completion rate of 3.2 and 2.2 percent, respectively (attribute). IAFD 

 

 

 



staff completed one of the nine level 2 and 3 use of force investigations within the 90-day time period outlined 
in the CASA. As of October 25, 2021, IAFD had a 660-case backlog of uninvestigated level 2 and 3 use of force 
cases. The majority of those 660 cases, 93 percent, are older than 90 days and more than 80 percent are too 
old to discipline the officers if IAFD investigators uncover misconduct (p.78).  The poor use of force 
investigation completion rate and the ever growing backlog comes during a time of “increased staffing levels 
at IAFD and new management personnel at the helm” (p.14).” Altogether in a six-month time period, IAFD’s 
22-25 staff members completed 22 use of force investigations some of which were carryovers from IMR-13 
(p.78).  
 

 
Use of force investigations aren’t the only area of concern with the City’s CASA compliance. The monitoring team 
also highlighted deficiencies in nine of the 12 of the randomly selected cases they reviewed that were completed 
by area command and Internal Affairs Professional Standards (IAPS) officials. IAPS is an APD unit responsible for 
investigating misconduct and other infractions not related to use of force.  The department leadership continues 
to fall short when it comes to imposing policy-supported discipline in five of 12 cases reviewed. As the monitoring 
team notes in this and previous reports, investigating misconduct and handing out appropriate discipline could 
have a positive impact on the department’s operations and overall CASA compliance. APD Forward had hoped to 
see some improvements with the City’s hiring of a new Superintendent of Reform to oversee some of the most 
crucial areas of the reform process including IAFD investigations and officer discipline. However, those 
improvements never materialized during this reporting period. The team clearly identified a lack of will from APD 
executives to “monitor the productivity of IAFD or if they do monitor these productivity levels, they do nothing to 
intervene (p. 12).” 

The monitoring team also noted the department’s failure to comply with the CASA requirements and improve how 
sworn officers interact with individuals who are in crisis. Specifically, the monitoring team called out a level 1 and 
2 use of force investigation that revealed the officer’s “poor interpersonal skills,” and “poor approach” influenced 
the use of force in a case involving two highly intoxicated individuals (p. 82-83). Throughout the 331-page report, 
the monitoring team emphasizes the recommendations and technical assistance they have provided the APD 
through the years to help with the department’s compliance efforts that would facilitate the professional policing 
the people of Albuquerque deserve. Unfortunately, far too many of those recommendations are ignored.   

Conclusion 

After two-consecutive reporting periods of poor performance that led to the department losing significant ground 
in its effort to comply with the CASA, IMR-14 offers a ray of hope. However, that hope will more than likely 
resemble a dream deferred/become unrealized without the much needed culture change among supervisory and 
command staff. This includes ensuring APD officials hold officers accountable for misconduct. As the monitoring 
team have pointed out in this report and numerous times through the years, “APD’s ability to police itself, is the 
centerpiece of its organizational reform efforts.”  Unfortunately, that self-policing can’t take place until the 
department figures out a system for completing use of force investigations in a timely manner.  This summary and 
analysis do not include the External Force Investigative Team’s First Quarterly report released mid-November 
2021.  

 

 

 



 

 

 


