Force Review Board- Chief's Report NI

POLICE
CHIEF'S
TIME: 1100 TO 1245 APD HEADQUARTERS - CHIEF'S
REPORT  SEPTEMBER 10,2020 55 CONFERENCE ROOM (V1A
(P78F) TELECONFERENCE)
bCoO via teleconference
VOTING MEMBERS DCO ~ via teleconference
{P78) Commande via teleconference
Command - via teleconference
Lindsay Van Meter (City Legal) - via teleconference
NON-VOTING
MEMBERS Edward Hamess (CPOA) — via teleconference
{P78) Lieutenan (FRB Admin Personnel/IAFD)
Julie Jaramillo (FRB Admin Personnel/AOD)
~ via teleconference
(IAFD) - via teleconference
(SOD)- via teleconference
REPRESENTATIVES (CIT) - via teleconference
AOD) - via teleconference
(SOD) - via teleconference
D) - via teleconference
(IAFD) - via teleconference
g%ifRVERS Y IAFD) - via teleconference

Esteban Aguilar (City Legal) — via teleconference
Tina Archuleta (SOD) -via teleconference

Elizabeth Martinez (USDOQJ) - via teleconference
Stephen Ryals (USDOQIJ) - via teleconference
Patrick Kent (USDOJ) — via teleconference

Corey Sanders (USDOJ) - via teleconference

Y vonnie Demmerritte (USDOJ) - via teleconference

PREVIOUS MINUTES August 3, 2020 - approved

UNFINISHED
BUSINESS * None
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CASE #: 19-0094657 DATE OF d TIMES;
'{;‘ggg}'g T DISPATCH i ON SITE:
D 0203 HOURS

CALL TO TACTICAL:

0320 HOURS
TYPE: SQD SWAT ACTIVATION:
1T 0425 HOURS
CASE PRESENTER
DID THE LEAD DETECTIVE
PRESENT THE CASE? O YES [JNO R NOT APPLICABLE
{P78b)
] LEAD INVESTIGATOR NO LONGER IN UNIT
ms‘és‘?‘!%:‘;gaf“g PRESENT THE | =) LEAD INVESTIGATOR NOT AVAILABLE TO PRESENT
SE? O LEAD INVESTIGATOR WAS CASE PRESENTER
@ NOT AN 1AFD PRESENTATION

WUSTAINED ® YES [ NO

DAMAGE TO PROPERTY ® YES [INO

DID THE BOARD REVIEW THE
CASE WITHIN 30 DAYS OF

RECEIVING THE CASE K YES O NO
INFORMATION?
{P78a}
DID THE BOARD GENERATE A
REFERRAL REQUESTING
_ARDITIONAL INVESTIGATION TO
fépnovs THE FORCE F:YES & No
“iNVESTIGATION FINDINGS?
Y
DID THE FRB, BY A MAJORITY VOTE, IDENTIFY CONCERNS,
DID ANY MEMBER IN ATTENDANCE | herICIENCIES, OR SUCCESSES NOT IDENTIFIED BY THE CASE
FAIL TO VOTE?
PRESENTER FOR:
00 YES ® NO
(F788) | POLICY TACTICS | EQUIPMENT | TRAINING | SUPERVISION | SUCCESSES

OYESENO{OYESENO | OYESEBNO | RYES ONO | CIYES ®NO |OYES ® NO
DID ANY MEMBER IN ATTENDANCE | FOR TACTICAL ACTIVATIONS ONLY: WAS THE TACTICAL

FAIL TO VOTE? ACTIVATION IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE DEPARTMENT'S
E,YES & NO SPECIALIZED RESPONSE PROTOCOLS?

o )

MAJORITY VOTE YES ONO [ NOT A TACTICAL ACTIVATION

FOR TACTICAL ACTIVATIONS ONLY: ARE THERE ANY OTHER
DID ANY MEMBER IN ATTENDANCE | CONCERNS, DEFICIENCIES, OR SUCCESSES RELATED TO THE

FAIL TO VOTE? UNITS THAT REQUESTED TACTICAL SUPPORT NOT IDENTIFIED
J YES [ NO BY THE CASE PRESENTER?
MAJORITY VOTE O YES ® NO O NOT A TACTICAL ACTIVATION
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DID ANY MEMBER IN ATTENDANCE

AFD INVE NS ONLY: DID THE FRB, BY A

FAIL TO VOTE? MAJORITY VOTE, VOTE THAT THE IAFD INVESTIGATION WAS
O YES ® NO THOROUGH AND COMPLETE? (P78a)
MAJORITY VOTE

O YES O NO & NOT AN IAFD INVESTIGATION

DID ANY MEMBER [N ATTENDANCE

FOR IAFD INVESTIGATIONS ONLY: DID THE FRB, BY A

MAJORITY VOTE, DETERMINE THAT THE UOF IS CONSISTENT
FAIL TO VOTE? WITH DEPARTMENT POLICY? (P7aq)
[ YES ® NO
MAIQRITY VOTE O] YES O NO @ NOT AN IAFD INVESTIGATION
FOR IAFD INVESTIGATIONS ONLY: DID THE FRB, BY A
DID ANY MEMBER IN ATTENDANCE | MAJORITY VOTE, DETERMINE THAT THE IAFD INVESTIGATOR'S
FAIL TO VOTE? FINDINGS ARE SUPPORTED BY THE PREPONDERANCE OF
0O YES B NO EVIDENCE? #78a)
MAJORITY VOTE O YES O NO ® NOT AN IAFD INVESTIGATION
_DISCUSSION ® YES O NO

DID THE CPOA EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR HAVE THE OPPORTUNITY TO ASK QUESTIONS OR MAKE A
STATEMENT TO THE PRESENTER?

B YES 00 NO

DID ANY MEMBER IN
ATTENDANCE FAIL TO VOTE FOR
THE REFERRAL?

OYES B NO

REFERRAL INFORMATION

TYPE :OF REFERRAL(S):
{P7Be)

O POLICY DEFICIENCY

O POLICY VIOLATION (IAR)
& TRAINING

0 SUPERVISION

O EQUIPMENT

0O TACTICS

0 SUCCESS (IAR)

REFERRAL(S):
(P78e)

THE FRB HAS IDENTIFIED A CONCERN RELATED TO TRAINING,
SPECIFIC TO THE NEED FOR A CRITICAL ANALYSIS TO BE
ICONDUCTED AFTER TACTICAL ACTIVATIONS TO DETERMINE IF
ANYTHING CAN BE IMPROVED UPON IN THE PROCESS REGARDING
TACTICS, EQUIPMENT, TRAINING, POLICY, AND SUPERVISION. THE
PECIAL OPERATICONS DIVISION WILL CONDUCT A CRITICAL
ANALYSIS AFTER TACTICAL ACTIVATIONS TO DETERMINE IF
ANYTHING CAN BE IMPROVED UPON IN THE PROCESS REGARDING
TACTICS, EQUIPMENT, TRAINING, POLICY, AND SUPERWVISION.
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EMPLOYEE RESPONSIBLE FOR

RESPONDING TO REFERRAL(S):
(PTBe)

DEADLINE:
{FT8e)

Octaber 1, 2020

r

CASE #: 15-0094605/19-0094657

TYPE: LEVEL 3

D

CASE PRESENTER

DATE OF
INCIDENT:
OCTOBER 14,
2020

TIMES:
DISPATCH { ON SITE:
0202 HOURS

LOCATION: r

DETECT

DID THE LEAD DETECTIVE

PRESENT THE CASE?
(P78Y)

U YES & NO [0 NOT APPLICABLE

WHY DID THE LEAD
“INVESTIGATOR NOT PRESENT THE

O LEAD INVESTIGATOR NO LONGER IN UNIT
& LEAD INVESTIGATOR NOT AVAILABLE TO PRESENT

| CASE? O LEAD INVESTIGATOR WAS CASE PRESENTER
| oz O NOT AN IAFD PRESENTATION
* INJURIES SUSTAINED @ YES O NO
DAMAGE TO PROPERTY K YES O NO
DID THE BOARD REVIEW THE
CASE WITHIN 30 DAYS OF
RECEIVING THE CASE R YES O NO
INFORMATION?
{P78a)
DID THE BOARD GENERATE A |
REFERRAL REQUESTING -_
ADDITIONAL INVESTIGATIONTO | 1 ves & NO |

IMERQVE THE FORCE

INVESTIGATION FINDINGS?
(P78¢c)

DID ANY MEMBER IN ATTENDANCE
FAIL TO VOTE?

DID THE FRB, BY A MAJORITY VOTE, IDENTIFY CONCERNS,
DEFICIENCIES, OR SUCCESSES NOT IDENTIFIED BY THE CASE
PRESENTER FOR:

L1 YES ® NO
(P78s). | POLICY TACTICS EQUIPMENT TRAINING SUPERVISION | SUCCESSES
CYESRNO DYESRNO | CYESRNO | OYES BINO | OYES ENO | 0 YES ® NO

AP ANY MEMBER IN ATTENDANCE
FAIL TO VOTE?

FOR TACTICAL ACTIVATIONS ONLY: WAS THE TACTICAL
ACTIVATION IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE DEPARTMENT'S

SPECIALIZED RESPONSE PROTOCOLS?

E_I‘%ES}-? ‘NO

MAJORITY VOTE

{J1 YES ONO & NOT A TACTICAL ACTIVATION

DID ANY MEMBER IN ATTENDANCE
FAIL TO VOTE?

O YES & NO

TACTI : ARE THERE ANY OTHER
CONCERNS, DEFICIENCIES, OR SUCCESSES RELATED TO THE
UNITS THAT REQUESTED TACTICAL SUPPORT NOT IDENTIFIED
BY THE CASE PRESENTER?
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MAJORITY VOTE

1 YES ONO ® NOT A TACTICAL ACTIVATION

DID ANY MEMBER N ATTENDANCE
FAIL TO VOTE?

0O YES ® NO

FOR IAFD INVESTIGATIONS ONLY: DID THE FRB, BY A
MAJORITY VOTE, VOTE THAT THE IAFD INVESTIGATION WAS
THOROUGH AND COMPLETE? P78a)

MAJORITY VOTE

® YES O NO 3 NOT AN IAFD INVESTIGATION

DID ANY MEMBER IN ATTENDANCE
FAIL TO VOTE?

D YES ® NO

FOR IAFD INVESTIGATIONS ONLY: DID THE FRB, BY A
MAJORITY VOTE, DETERMINE THAT THE UOF IS CONSISTENT

WITH DEPARTMENT POLICY? (P73d)

MAJORITY VOTE

® YES O NO O NOT AN IAFD INVESTIGATION

DID ANY MEMBER IN ATTENDANCE
FAIL TO VOTE?

FOR JAFD INVESTIGATIONS ONLY: DID THE FRB, BY A
MAJORITY VOTE, DETERMINE THAT THE IAFD INVESTIGATOR'S
FINDINGS ARE SUPPORTED BY THE PREPONDERANCE OF

0 YES B NO EVIDENCE? (F78a)
MAJORITY VOTE B2 YES O NO O NOT AN |AFD INVESTIGATION
_D'ISCML%S.{DN O YES & NO

L]

DID THE CPOA EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR HAVE THE OPPORTUNITY TO ASK QUESTIONS OR MAKE A

STATEMENT TO THE PRESENTER?
& YES O NO

Interim Chief of Police
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Force Review Board- Chief's Report

POLICE
CHIEF'S TP Ty TIME: 1007 TO 1143 APD HEADQUARTERS - CHIEF'S
REPORT ' HOURS CONFERENCE ROOM (VIA
TELECONFERENCE)
FRB CHAIR Chicf of Staff John Ross
DCOP via teleconference
DCOP via teleconference
VOTING MEMBERS DCOQP ia teleconference
Commander via tcleconference
Conunander via teleconference
i Robyn Rose (City Legal) — via teleconference
;gmg’ggéNG Edward ° — via teleconference
Lieutenan FRB Admin Personnel/IAFD)

Julie Jaramillo (FRB Admin Personnel/AOD)
Commander_([AFD) — via leleconference
Deputy Co TAPS) — via teleconference

REPRESENTATIVES ' Licutenant CIT) - via teleconfercnce
SOD) - via teleconference

esenter/IAFD) - via teleconference
(Presenter/IAFD) — via teleconference

ia teleconference
1IAFD)

(TAFD) — via teleconference
‘D)) - via teleconflerence
Corey Sanders (USDOT) - via telcconfcrence

Elizabeth Martincz (USDOJ) — via telcconference

PREVIOUS MINUTES July 9, 2020 - approved

e 20-0006029 (10% - Level 2)
BN e 16-0048656 (SUoF - OIS)
* 20-0008743 (10% ~ Level 2)

OBSERVERS

CASE #: 16-0048656 DATE OF INCIDENT: [ ocA : TIME: 2142 HOURS
MAY 28, 2016
TYPE: SUOF-OIS

CASE PRESENTER

INJURIES SUSTAINED YES

DAMAGE TO PROPERTY YES

DID THE BOARD REVIEW THE -
CASE WITHIN 30 DAYS OF
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RECEIVING THE CASE
INFORMATION?

DID ANY MEMBER IN
ATTENDANCE FAIL TO VOTE?

O YES & NO

DID THE FRB, BY A MAJORITY VOTE, IDENTIFY CONCERNS,
DEFICIENCIES, OR SUCCESSES NOT IDENTIFIED BY THE CASE
PRESENTER FOR:

POLICY TACTICS

EQUIPMENT TRAINING SUPERVISION SUCCESSES

00 YES ® NO & YES O NO

O YES ®NO & YES OO NO O YES ® NO O YES ® NO

DID ANY MEMBER IN
ATTENDANCE FAIL TO VOTE?

O YES ® NO

FOR TACTICAL ACTIVATIONS ONLY: WAS THE TACTICAL
ACTIVATION IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE DEPARTMENT'S
SPECIALIZED RESPONSE PROTOCOLS?

MAJORITY VOTE

0 YES ONO B NOT A TACTICAL ACTIVATION

DID ANY MEMBER IN
ATTENDANCE FAIL TO VOTE?

OYES ® NO

FOR TACTICAL ACTIVATIONS ONLY: ARE THERE ANY OTHER
CONCERNS, DEFICIENCIES, OR SUCCESSES RELATED TO THE
UNITS THAT REQUESTED TACTICAL SUPPORT NOT IDENTIFIED BY
THE CASE PRESENTER?

MAJORITY VOTE

O YES CONO X NOT A TACTICAL ACTIVATION

DID ANY MEMBER IN
ATTENDANCE FAIL TQC VOTE?

O YES ® NO

FOR IAFD INVESTIGATIONS ONLY: DID THE FRB, BY A MAJORITY
VOTE, VOTE THAT THE IAFD INVESTIGATION WAS THOROUGH
AND COMPLETE?

MAJORITY VOTE

B YES [0 NO O NOT AN IAFD INVESTIGATION

DID ANY MEMBER IN
ATTENDANCE FAIL TO VOTE?

[ YES B NO

FOR IAFD INVESTIGATIONS ONLY: DID THE FRB, BY A MAJORITY
VOTE, DETERMINE THAT THE UOF IS CONSISTENT WITH
DEPARTMENT POLICY?

MAJORITY VOTE

YES CONO [ NOT AN IAFD INVESTIGATION

DID ANY MEMBER IN

FOR IAFD INVESTIGATIONS ONLY: DID THE FRB, BY A MAJORITY
VOTE, DETERMINE THAT THE IAFD INVESTIGATOR'S FINDINGS

ATTENDANCEIFAILTOWOTE? ARE SUPPORTED BY THE PREPONDERANCE OF EVIDENCE?
O YES & NO

MAJORITY VOTE YES O NO [0 NOT AN IAFD INVESTIGATION

DISCUSSION YES O NO

DID THE CPOA EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR HAVE THE OPPORTUNITY TO ASK QUESTIONS OR MAKE A

STATEMENT TO THE PRESENTER?

& YES O NO
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DID ANY MEMBER IN
ATTENDANCE FAIL TO VOTE FOR
THE REFERRAL?

OYES & NO

REFERRAL INFORMATION

TYPE OF REFERRAL(S):

£l POLICY DEFICIENCY

0 POLICY VIOLATION {IAR)
B TRAINING

O SUPERVISION

O EQUIPMENT

TACTICS

0 SUCCESS (iAR})

REFERRAL(S)

THE FRB HAS IDENTIFIED CONCERNS RELATED TO TRAINING AND
TACTICS, SPECIFIC TO WHETHER CURRENT AND UPCOMING
TRAINING INCLUDES AND ADEQUATELY ADDRESSES TACTICAL
RETREATING AND CONTAINMENT. THE TRAINING ACADEMY WILL
REVIEW CURRENT AND UPCOMING TRAINING TO ENSURE IT
INCLUDES AND ADEQUATELY ADDRESSES TACTICAL RETREATING
AND CONTAINMENT

EMPLOYEE RESPONSIBLE FOR
RESPONDING TO REFERRAL(S)

DEADLINE

AUGUST 20, 2020

CASE #: 20-0006029
" TYPE: 10% - LEVEL 2
CASE PRESENTER

INJURIES SUSTAINED

DAMAGE TO PROPERTY

DID THE BOARD REVIEW THE
CASE WITHIN 30 DAYS OF
RECEIVING THE CASE
INFORMATION?

NO

DATE OF INCIDENT: | OCATION: TIME: 0019 HOURS
. JANUARY 20, 2020

DETECTIVH

DID ANY MEMBER IN

DID THE FRB, BY A MAJORITY VOTE, IDENTIFY CONCERNS,
DEFICIENCIES, OR SUCCESSES NOT IDENTIFIED BY THE CASE

ATTENDANCE FAIL TO VOTE? | pERiBieliiEs, OF
C1YES B NO
" poLIcY TACTICS EQUIPMENT | TRAINING | sUPERvISION | SUCCESSES
| OYES ®NO | OYEs ®No| CIYES®NO | COYES ®INO | OYES ®NO | C1YES ® NO

DID ANY MEMBER IN
ATTENDANCE FAIL TO VOTE?
O YES B NO

MAJORITY VOTE

b

FOR TA_CTICAL ACTIVATIONS ONLY: WAS THE TACTICAL
ACTIVATION IN ACCORDANGCE WITH THE DEPARTMENT'S
SPECIALIZED RESPONSE PROTOCOLS?

O YES OO NO [® NOT A TACTICAL ACTIVATION

Page |3

e — P—T— mp—— e




DID ANY MEMBER IN
ATTENDANCE FAIL TO VOTE?

[JYES & NO

FOR TACTICAL ACTIVATIONS ONLY: ARE THERE ANY OTHER
CONCERNS, DEFICIENCIES, OR SUCCESSES RELATED TO THE
UNITS THAT REQUESTED TACTICAL SUPPORT NOT IDENTIFIED BY
THE CASE PRESENTER?

MAJORITY VOTE

) YES 01 NO I NOT A TACTICAL ACTIVATION

DID ANY MEMBER IN
ATTENDANCE FAIL TO VOTE?

O YES B NO

FORJAFD INVESTIGATIONS ONLY: DID THE FRB, BY A MAJORITY
VOTE, VOTE THAT THE IAFD INVESTIGATION WAS THOROUGH
AND COMPLETE?

MAJORITY VOTE

YES [1 NG [0 NOT AN IAFD INVESTIGATION

DID ANY MEMBER IN
ATTENDANCE FAIL TO VOTE?

O YES ® NO

FOR IAFD INVESTIGATIONS ONLY: DID THE FRB, BY A MAJORITY
VOTE, DETERMINE THAT THE UOF IS CONSISTENT WITH
DEPARTMENT POLICY?

MAJORITY VOTE

K YES [ONO [ NOT AN IAFD INVESTIGATION

DID ANY MEMBER IN
ATTENDANCE FAIL TO VOTE?

B YES B NO

FOR IAFD INVESTIGATIONS ONLY: DID THE FRB, BY A MAJORITY
VOTE, DETERMINE THAT THE IAFD INVESTIGATOR'S FINDINGS
ARE SUPPORTED BY THE PREPONDERANCE OF EVIDENCE?

MAJORITY VOTE

& YES [0 NO OO NOT AN IAFD INVESTIGATION

DISCUSSION

& YES OO0 NO

YES [1NO

DID THE GPOA EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR HAVE THE OPPORTUNITY TO ASK QUESTIONS OR MAKE A
STATENMENT TO THE PRESENTER?

CASE #: 20-0008743

TYPE: 10% - LEVEL 2
CASE PRESENTER

— ————

INJURIES SUSTAINED

DAMAGE TO PROPERTY

DETECTIVE

DATE OF INCIDENT: [ OCATION TIME: 1121 HOURS
JANUARY 28, 2020

YES

NO

DID THE BOARD REVIEW THE
CASE WITHIN 30 DAYS OF
RECEIVING THE CASE
INFORMATION?

YES
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DID ANY MEMBER [N
ATTENDANCE FAIL TO VOTE?

O YES ® NO

DID THE FRB, BY A MAJORITY VOTE, IDENTIFY CONCERNS,
DEFICIENCIES, OR SUCCESSES NOT IDENTIFIED BY THE CASE
PRESENTER FOR:

POLICY TACTICS

EQUIPMENT TRAINING SUPERVISION SUCCESSES

O YES E NO OYES [ NO

O YES XNO O YES X NO O YES B NO O YES B NO

DID ANY MEMBER IN
ATTENDANCE FAIL TO VOTE?

O YES ® NO

FOR TACTICAL ACTIVATIONS ONLY: WAS THE TACTICAL
ACTIVATION IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE DEPARTMENT’S
SPECIALIZED RESPONSE PROTOCOLS?

MAJORITY VOTE

O YES OONO X NOT A TACTICAL ACTIVATION

DID ANY MEMBER IN
ATTENDANCE FAIL TO VOTE?

OYES & NO

FOR TACTICAL ACTIVATIONS ONLY: ARE THERE ANY OTHER
CONCERNS, DEFICIENCIES, OR SUCCESSES RELATED TO THE
UNITS THAT REQUESTED TACTICAL SUPPORT NOT IDENTIFIED BY
THE CASE PRESENTER?

MAJORITY VOTE

O YES O NO X NOT A TACTICAL ACTIVATION

DID ANY MEMBER IN
ATTENDANCE FAIL TO VOTE?

O YES M NO

FOR IAFD INVESTIGATIONS ONLY: DID THE FRB, BY A MAJORITY
VOTE, VOTE THAT THE IAFD INVESTIGATION WAS THOROUGH
AND COMPLETE?

MAJORITY VOTE

® YES [0 NO [0 NOT AN JIAFD INVESTIGATION

DID ANY MEMBER [N
ATTENDANCE FAIL TO VOTE?

0O YES ® NO

FOR IAFD INVESTIGATIONS ONLY: DID THE FRB, BY A MAJORITY
VOTE, DETERMINE THAT THE UCF IS CONSISTENT WITH
DEPARTMENT POLICY?

MAJORITY VOTE

R YES O NO [ NOT AN IAFD INVESTIGATION

DID ANY MEMBER IN
ATTENDANCE FAIL TO VOTE?

O YES B NO

FOR IAFD INVESTIGATIONS ONLY: DID THE FRB, BY A MAJORITY
VOTE, DETERMINE THAT THE IAFD INVESTIGATOR'S FINDINGS
ARE SUPPORTED BY THE PREPONDERANCE OF EVIDENCE?

MAJORITY VOTE

M@ YES [0 NO £1 NOT AN IAFD INVESTIGATION

DISCUSSION

B YES [ NO

YES CINO

DID THE CPOA EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR HAVE THE OPPORTUNITY TO ASK QUESTIONS OR MAKE A
STATEMENT TO THE PRESENTER?

Next FRB Meeting: July 30, 2020

Approved:

Michael J. Geier, Chief of Police
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