
“Out with Dope at Desert Hope” 

While working with a management company of mul�ple apartment complexes in the City of Las 
Cruces, addressing problema�c tenants.  Community Outreach unit was made aware of a property that 
this management company was taking over.  They stated the city and federally funded owned this 
property; hence tenants were placed there through the state, sec�on 8, or another form of housing.  The 
property was an area that was considered one of the police department's hot spots.  This entailed all 
forms of criminal ac�vity taking place, affec�ng not only the quality of life at the apartment complex but 
also the residences and businesses surrounding the area.   

When speaking with the community members, both residen�al and business, we learned that 
there had been an increase in the�s, criminal damage to property, and trespassing.  Several businesses 
in the area had closed and others were considering moving.  Well-established community members who 
have been living in the area for quite some �me, stated they have never experienced so much criminal 
ac�vity or been the vic�m of so much property crime.  This was very disheartening to me because I grew 
up in that area and this was never an issue.   

With all this informa�on in mind, we pulled up call logs coming from the apartment complex 
within a four-month window.   We learned that over 207 calls for service were made, ranging from 
trespassing to more serious maters such as murder and aggravated assault with deadly weapons. For 
the year the calls were in the thousands.  On several occasions, Swat teams, FBI, fugi�ve task forces, and 
Metro were heavily involved in incidents and inves�ga�ons taking place at this loca�on.   

We learned that some of the tenants housed were being taken advantage of by some of the 
criminal elements and various drug dealers.  I also learned that the people who were supposed to be 
living at these apartments were pushed out and on the streets in fear of retalia�on from trespassers.  At 
�mes they were being coerced to allow them to stay in the apartment.    

With these problems in mind, I would meet with property management and in-house suppor�ve 
case managers to address this issue. They provided a list of tenants who were supposed to be living on 
the property and iden�fied problema�c tenants.  I would meet with such tenets and advise them of 
ongoing projects that would be taking place in their apartment complex.  I explained to them the 
informa�on I was provided about stop-and-go traffic and unrulily gatherings.  I also stated all incidents 
would be documented and provided to property management, in turn resul�ng in possible evic�on.   

Mul�ple resources were u�lized in addressing this problema�c loca�on, such as heavy foot, and 
bicycle patrols.  Emplacement of a camera trailer within the courtyard, a strategically placed mobile 
deterrent i.e. unmanned patrol car.  A district office was established inside the main building and area of 
opera�on for Officers to work out of.  Management provided access codes for both gates and alarm 
systems to gain entry to the main community building.  A list of all offenders who trespassed was 
compiled and provided to officers working on the project.  Bait packages were placed at a neighboring 
apartment complex to iden�fy individuals commi�ng package the�s.   

This project lasted about two years and resulted in calls for service dropping from 1005 to 400, 
most currently 83.  Con�nued follow-up and contact with property management s�ll take place to 
ensure calls for service are at a minimum.   

  



 

“Out with Dope at Desert Hope” 

A. Scanning:  

• What was the nature of the problem?  

Desert Hope is a permanent supportive housing development, which the National 
Alliance to End Homelessness defines as a project that "combines affordable 
housing assistance with voluntary support services to address the needs of 
chronically homeless people.  Unfortunately, those unhoused suffered from drug 
addiction and mental illness, hence being bullied by those involved in criminal 
activity ranging from narcotic distribution to larceny, and wanted by the law. 
Increased criminal activity includes trespassing, narcotics distribution and 
consumption, vehicle theft, criminal damage to property, disorderly conduct, 
unruly gatherings, and increased traffic.   

• How was the problem identified?  

The address of 1310 Pecos became synonymous with criminal activity and was 
continuously on the department's heat map. Shift notes on a daily basis usually 
made mention of this location, with multiple incidents taking place.  Community 
watch pages on social media were flooded with complaints about this location 
and its effect on neighboring residences and businesses.    

• Who identified the problem (e.g., community, police managers, officers, 
politicians, press)?  

The outcry from the community and businesses being affected was the driving 
force in initiating a plan to address the issues.  The community Outreach unit has 
been monitoring social media in regard to complaints.    

• How and why was this problem selected from among problems for special 
attention?  

Researching call volumes, realizing the resources this location was drawing from 
shifts.  The drastic change in the surrounding community and how rapidly the 
quality of life had decreased since the inception of this complex.  It was 
determined that action needed to be taken.     



• What was the initial level of diagnosis/unit of analysis (e.g., crime type, 
neighborhood, specific premise, specific offender group)?  

Within a four-month window, calls for service related to more serious crimes were 
in the 250-300 range. The types of crimes committed both at the premises and in 
the surrounding area were trespassing, larceny, criminal damage to property, 
auto theft, public affray, narcotics distribution and consumption, prostitution, and 
aggravated assault and battery.   

B. Analysis:  

• What methods, data, and information sources were used to analyze the problem 
(e.g., surveys, interviews, observation, crime analysis)?  

COU utilized undercover/unmarked units to observe the activity taking place at 
the apartment complex. Video footage was provided by property management 
and as well as meetings with tenants and case managers.  Call logs from central 
dispatch and hot spot maps provided by the intel unit.    

• How often and for how long was it a problem?  

Calls for service to this location were daily; call volume during a given day was 3 
to 5 calls for service.  The problem lasted for two years.   

• Who was involved in the problem (offenders, victims, others) and what were their 
respective motivations, gains, and losses?  

Below is a list of chronic offenders, non-residents who continued to trespass on 
the property and were involved with the consumption and distribution of narcotics 
and stolen property.  The motivation for offenders to enter the property ranges 
from escaping the elements to being able to participate in criminal activities 
without interference from authority figures.  Because these individuals weren’t 
non-tenants, they didn’t have anything to lose by being found on the property.  
What these individuals gained while frequenting the property was access to 
narcotics, stolen property, whether they were trading for narcotics or just for 
personal use.  Also, solicitation for prostitution took place in the late evening and 
early morning hours. 

List of individuals formally trespassed from the property per facility management's frequent due 
to effec�ng quality of life within the complex.  [Omited to protect privacy] 

• What harms resulted from the problem?  

Some harms resulting from the problem were, of course, the negative impact on 
the quality of life, not just for tenants but surrounding neighborhood and 
businesses within the area. Less than a block away was a high school and a 
daycare that were being plagued by break-ins, theft, and paraphernalia being left 
behind on the property.   The complex was adjacent to a residential 



neighborhood where kids would walk to school, parents would call in burnt foil 
papers, and used syringes were scattered about the walkways and sidewalks 
throughout the area.   

• How was the problem being addressed before the problem-solving project? What 
were the results of those responses?  

Before the initiation of a POP project, the way the problem was being addressed 
was reactively.  Patrol officers would only respond to calls for service as they 
came in.  Property management, along with on-site counselors, became 
frustrated with the patrol response, saying it would be hours before an officer 
would arrive. Officers themselves were very cautious when dealing with the 
trespassing calls due to the complexities when determining if an actual crime was 
committed or if management was simply trying to enforce their rules.   

• What did the analysis reveal about the nature and extent of the problem?  

What the team would learn was that there was no accountability for the tenets 
being placed into housing units, nor any kind of background checks.  At times, 
tenets that had been placed there were being pushed out by the criminal element 
or being taken advantage of.   

• What did the analysis reveal about the causes and underlying conditions that 
precipitated the problem?  

The main underlying issue was that people who had mental illnesses or 
addictions to narcotics were being placed in an apartment and left to fend for 
themselves.  Tenets were given a four-digit code to enter the complex, and in 
turn would give out the code to others, which gave multiple individuals access to 
the facility.   

• What other information was analyzed to help us better understand the problem 
(e.g., time of occurrence, location, features of the physical and social 
environment of the problem)?  

When speaking with management about the issues they were dealing with, it was 
stated that the peak time for open narcotics use in the courtyard was between 
the hours of 0130-300 AM.  Staff would leave the complex around 1700, and as 
they drove off, there would be a line of people waiting to enter the property.  
Around 0700 hours would be the time trespassers would leave the complex to 
avoid management, which would arrive at 0800.  Certain rooms would allow 
multiple people, ranging from 8 to 12 individuals, to stay over.   

• What were the community's perspectives on the problem?  

When speaking with the surrounding community members and business owners, 
they felt that since the development of the apartments, the quality of life has 
drastically declined.  It was expressed to me that before the apartment complex, 



there were no major issues, residents could leave garage doors open, kids 
bicycles in the front yards and in the event a vehicle was left unlocked, nothing 
would go missing.  Community members stated that the amount of foot traffic 
coming and going from the apartments is a huge factor in the criminal activity 
taking place in the neighborhood.  At one point both community members and 
business owners felt completely helpless, they organized meetings with city 
council to no prevail.   

 

C. Response:  

• What were the project goals and corresponding measurable objectives? 

The goal going into this project was one, it was going to be a long term project 
that was going to require a lot of attention.  That we needed to make the 
community feel safe again.  The way we would asses this was from flyers and 
door hangers with QR codes in which the community member could scan and 
take the survey we provided.  Two, we wanted to bring the call volume down 
from the thousands.  Reason being was this would be the way we would 
measure the effectiveness of the project.  Three,  build a strong relationship with 
property manager, on-site councilors and all those involved with the housing 
initiative.   

• What range of possible response alternatives were considered to deal with the 
problem?  

One alternative that was considered was to sit down with property management, 
Housing authority and the Community of Hope, explain the importance of 
accountability with housing high risk individuals.  That in order for them to 
continue to be house they would have to be active in rehabilitation if they 



suffered form narcotics addiction and in the event they had mental disabilities 
they would also have to be closely supervised.   

Another alternative considered was to have management implement curfew and 
visiting hours during the day and day only.  However, it was understood that the 
tenets had the right to have guest over and that wouldn’t be something officers 
would take enforcement on.   

The third alternative would had been assign a patrol officer there an hour at a 
time and rotate them through their shift, however with high call volumes and short 
handed shifts, this would have been an impossible task to accomplish.   

• What, specifically, did you learn from your analysis of the problem that led to your 
choice of a new response to the problem?  

What I learned specifically learned from everything that was gathered from the 
analysis of this particular problem was the property had been left “unchecked” for 
so long.  By that I mean enforcement was next to none, with the exception of 
when Metro would hit certain apartments with a warrant.  Simple trespassing, 
loitering, soliciting, unrulily gatherings etc., these were not being address which 
lead to both tenants, guest and those hanging about to do whatever it was they 
wanted to because they knew there wouldn’t be any consequences.   

In order to get the message across to all those who frequented the location, 
enforcement action needed to be taken prior to anything else.  Anything from 
issuing a criminal citation to full on arrest and a trip to jail needed to occur.  Along 
with zero tolerance enforcement, heavy Police presence needed to be employed.   

• What responses did you use to address the problem?  

From conducting our analysis and learning that the majority of criminal element 
would be active in the early mornings, and trespassers would try and leave the 
complex around 0700 before management got on site, the team would position 
ourselves outside the parking lot, with a spread sheet of all those already 
trespassed and make contact with those exiting the property.  Along with list of 
trespassers, the team was provided a list of apartments with tenets information in 
order to challenge those leaving or even trying to enter the facility.  The team 
implemented a zero tolerance policy when addressing small infractions, suspects 
were criminally cited, or taken to jail on warrants or new charges.  All shifts were 
asked to participate and conduct heavy patrols.  The hot spot police concept was 
also put in place by administration to assist.   

• Who was involved in the response to the problem? 

The whole Community Outreach Unit took lead, while every patrol shift assisted 
when calls allowed them to.  Community advocates helped with seeking services 
for those indeed of them.  The community of hope staff such as councilors, 
outreach team also had a had in helping.  State police fugitive apprehension 



team would assist when looking for a wanted subject, along with Metro narcotics, 
Detectives and Street crimes unit.   

• What factors were considered in deciding which potential responses to 
implement (e.g., legality, community values, potential effectiveness, cost, 
practicality)?  

Factors that went into consideration were effectiveness, legality and community 
perception.  We wanted to ensure that our approach would yield positive results 
and wouldn’t violate anyone’s right especially when drawing the line between 
criminal activity and housing rules and regulations.  Also it was important to show 
the community that their concerns were being taken seriously and wanted to 
make sure the communities perception was just that, their issues were being 
addressed.  

• What resources were available to address the problem?  

Resources utilized to address the problem, in regards to personal where of the 
Community Outreach Unit, Patrol shifts, days, swings, graves, other agencies.  
Community of Hope, JL Grey Management and intel from community members in 
the area. 

Other resources utilized were Trailer Camera systems, Overt camera systems, 
UC vehicles, “dummy police unit” police bicycle, On site district 4 office with full 
access to facility cameras.  Access to key pad entry and history, this was used to 
determine problematic rooms that were giving out pass codes to gain access to 
facility.  In some cases drones were utilized within reason.   

What difficulties were encountered during response implementation?  

One of the biggest hurdles in addressing this issue was the inability at times to 
focus solely on this location and it problems.  Because the Outreach team 
consists of 6 officers whom have their own areas of responsibility and projects 
within them.  There would be times were we would go days without checking on 
the property due to other impact/pop projects, community events and assisting 
patrol with high call volume.  It was important to remain consistent with this 
location, being those involved with the criminal element where very observant of 
when officers would stop showing up, or when they didn’t see certain units in the 
area.  Cronics knew that Outreach officers got off at five, and swing shift units 
would be too busy responded to calls for service.  Another difficulty when 
addressing this location was making sure management understood that 
Community Outreach officers couldn’t always respond to their calls due to 
different duty days of being tied up with another call.  At times both management 
and councilors would call us directly when it was an emergency situation rather 
than call dispatch and have a district officer respond.   

D. Assessment:  



• Were response goals and objectives achieved?  

Yes, this project spanning nearly two years did achieve its response goals and 
objectives.  


