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PREFACE

This paper was written not only to meet the requirements
of the Management Institute, but alsc to serve as a poten-
tial stimulus for administrators. Managing secondary em-
ployment of police cfficers is a complex task and must be
addressed in an informed and comprehensive manner. The
extent that this paper serves that purpose shall be its

ultimate Jjudge.,

iv



Introduction

Police officer involvement in private security is big
business. For many officers it affords the level of finan-
cial security unattainable in their primary employment as
public servants. Although private security provided by
police is a relatively new endeavor, there is little reason
to consider 1t a passing phase. Several years ago it was
estimated that approximately a quarter of the nation'’s
police worked off duty in private security. Today that
proportion may easily be approaching one-half.! It is es-
timated that one hundred fifty thousand police officers are

involved in off duty private security roles.?

Historical Development

Historically, police officers were prohibited from
engaging in any form of outside employment. Not only Qas it
prohibited by virtue of policy but also as a result of long
work hours. As the work environment for police officers
improved, resulting in a shorter work week, the opportunity
to supplement regular earnings emerged. Initially police
officers were allowed to engage in secondary employment
only in areas completely divorced from protective services;
primarily manual labor. As times progressed, allowable sec-
ondary employment expanded and police officers found their
opportunities increasing to include quasi-police type
services.

A study conducted by Albert J. Reiss, Jr., for the
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Naticnal Institute of Justice, identified three primary

@]

causes accounting for the evolution of secondary employment
of public police:?3

+ Demand for increased coﬁpensation - The police became
very vocal in seeking secondary employment. Police unions
and assocliations actively pursued secondary employment and
department administrators realized it was a viable means of
increasing an officer’s earnings at no expense to the
department.

* Security for public/private events -~ The police had
traditionally provided policing services for major private

and quasi-private events. The philosophy of providing this

[
de]

service began tc change in the 50’s with the rapid growth
in demand for primary police services. This vacuum in ser-
vice was consequently shifted to the private sector which
increased secondary employment opportunities for the
police,

¥ Increased demand for police services - The rapid es-
calation of the c¢rime rate in the 1960°’s and 1970’s fueled
the demand for police services in the private sector. Al-
though a large portion of this demand was met by a signi-
ficant expansion of the private security industry, there
was ample demand to further encourage the employment of off
duty police officers. This was especially true when the
circumstances required traditional types of law enforcement

duties such as crowd control, traffic control, and order

malintenance.
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in summary, poiice departments ana police officers
were more than willing to meet this demand for services by
the private sector; in an off duty capacity. This method
met the police officers’ objective for increased
compensation and removea the financial burden from the mun-
icipality or governing body and placed it directly on the

private interest seeking the service.

Statutory Control

Although secondary employment of police officers in
private security is widesprezad today, it 1is by no means
universally permitted. Kansas and Connecticut prohibit

police cofficers from secondary employment in the security
field.?* The state attorney general 1in Missouri issued an
opinion that deputy sheriffs may not work secondary jobs
in the security field.? This was premised on the position
that the officers would ©be receiving compensation for

actions taken that are part of their statutorily prescribed

duties. In Iowa a police officer was terminated for
violating a ban on any secondary employment and the
termination was upheld in court.® Just as there 1is no

universal agreement amongst departments or states on this
issue, the same is true among poiice officers. This 1is
illustrated by the Multnomah County Department of Pubiic
Safety which prohibits ail forms of secondary employment

and is strongly supported in that position by its



Where police oificers are allowed secondary employ-
ment in the security field, state statutes often
regulate such employment. [llinois, for example, requires
all police officers who work off duty as a security guard
or private detective to obtain a certificate of registra-
tion in the same manner as any citizen.3? Texas,however,
takes a completely opposite approach than Illinois and
exempts police officers from the requirements of its
security statute with some limitations:

Section 3. Exceptions. {a) This act does not
appls Eos ..
3(a)(3) a person who has full time employment as =2
peace officer as defined by article 2.12, Code of
Criminal Procedure,who recelives compensation for
private empioyment on an individual or an independent
contractor basis as a patrolman,guard, or watchman if
such person is:

{A) employed in an employee-employer relationship;

or

{B) employed on an individual contractual basis;

(C) not in the emplioy of another peace officer; and

{D) not a reserve peace officer;®

Police officers have argued that secondary employment
should be an individual 1ssue for each officer. This
position has failed to pass judicial scrutiny. Courts from

numerous states have ruled 1in favor of the department to

regulate the off duty employment of 1its officers. The
primary justifications advanced for the regulation of
secondary employment are {1) the emergency nature of law
enforcement, (2) the assurance that officers report for

work in good mental and physical condition, and (3) the

necessity of preventing conflicts of interest.i?
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Private Security - An Overview

Private security 1is a very diversified industry.
Although it may be divided into +two main categories, pro-
prietary security and contract security, the fields func-
tions cover a wide spectrum. Specific roles in the security
industry range from a basic guard to a security consultant.
The primary objective of private security programs is to
nrotect the company’s assets and prevent or control losses.
To this end a considerable amount of financial resources
are expended. For exampie, in 1980 gross expenditures for
private protection were $21.7 biilion; compared to $13.8
billion in 1979 for ©poiice protection at the federal,
state, and local levels «combined.!! Obviously, there is a
huge demand for protection services that is far beyond the
rescources of the public police.

Private security forces confront all types of crime
but report only the most serious to the public police;
usually only crimes ranfied as index crimes in the uniform
crime report. The Hallecrest report lists several reasons
for the under-reporting of business crimes to the police.
Among them are:

¥ Many of the crimes have a low priority for law
enforcement agencies

¥ Police agencies may iack the pertinent expertise on
certain crimes

¥ A complex case may invoive local, state, and federal



authorities.l?

Hard figures are not available to determine how much
crime is not reported by private security firms. It is
reasonable to infer, however, that a significant workload is
removed from the criminal justice system as a result of the
non-reporting. Put another way, the criminal Jjustice system

which may very well be stretched to 1its 1limits under

4

existing conditions, could virtually be reduced to chaos

¥

with the comprehensive reporting of all crimes currentiy

addressed by the private security industry.

Areas of Secondary Security Empioyment

The vast majority of police officers involved in
private security do so0o in a uniformed mode. The major areas
of empioyment may be =categorized as traffic control and
pedestrian safetiy, crowd control, protection of life/pro-
perty, and law enforcement for public agencies without law
enforcement Jjurisdiction.!?® A brief definition of each
foilows:

%# Traffic control/pedestrian safety - this type of
security is prevalent in areas of road construction, gen-
eral construction sites, business grand openings or promo-
tions, funeral processions, and other private events.

¥ Crowd control - effectively controiling and directing
a large group of people requires a coordinated etffort of
security personnel. Sports arenas, concerts, large

festivals, and similar types of activities will denerate a
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significant demand for bpasic crowd control and the preven-
tion of disorder.
¥ Protection of life/property - many private businesses

utilize uniformed security personnel at their offices pri-

marily as a deterrent to criminal viclations. Banks and
savings and loans are prime examples. Although private
security companies aliso provide this service, it is not

uncommon for such instituticns to actively seek out police

officers to fill this need,.
¥ Law enforcement for public agencies - public au-
thorities such as housing, airports, and parks in large

communities will generally have their own enforcement or
security staff. In smaller communities it may be that the
required service is provided on a <contractual basis with
the police department and managed as secondary employment.
Although the listed categories generating uniformed
secondary employment may Zenerally be thought of as non-
mandated services, such is nct always the case.
Massachusetts, for example, statutorily mandates that an
officer be assigned for all work that may impede traffic or
creates hazards on public roadways and walkways.!? Hven if
a statutory mandate does not exist, numercus activities of
themselves logically require some degree of regulation or

control.

Management Issues

Police administrators are faced with a mulititude of
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concerns regarding the management of police officers in-

volved in private security services. The issues range from
the placement of organizational control to the complex and
taxing questions of liability. The challenge for adminis-
trators is to recognize, comprehend, and properly address

the various issues to protect the interests of all parties.

Organizational Control

Administrators must make a preliminary decision re-
garding where within the organization the responsibility
for managing the secondary employment will reside. Since
secondary employment is not a traditional task of police
departments it is not surprising that responsibility for
its control varies significantly from department to depart-
ment.Some departments itreat it as a staff function while
others view it as a patrol operation. Reiss states that
when the responsibility falils under field operations, there
appears To be a greater opportunity for coordination ot on
and off duty employment as well as the potential for
tighter procedural control.ts

Three major models have been identified for controi-
ling secondary employment. They are the officer contract
model, the union brokerage model, and the department
contract model.t$§

Officer contract modeli - In the officer contract model

the conditions of secondary employment are basically

organized and arranged by the 1individual officer. Under



9
this model the department’s primary function is to delin-

ate the rules and regulations governing secondary employ-
ment. The individual officer seeks out secondary employment
and negotiates all relevant aspects of the job with the po-
tential employer, including the rate of pay and hours of
work. Once the ocfficer reaches an agreement he then applies
for permission from the department, often called a permit,
to work the job. The permit becomes a primary source of

control over secondary employment 1in the officer contract

model.

Union brokerage mocdel - The term union brokerage model
is not an absclute. "Union” 1is used to reflect a formalized
association which represents the officers’ interests in

secondary employment. The formalized association could be =a
collective bargaining unit, =a police association, or an
actual union. In any event, the” union” seeks out secondary
employment and typically sets the rate of pay, conditions
for employment, and assigns officers.

The department’z leverage 1in this model is in its
negotiations with the unicn over the various issues involv-
ing secondary employment. The give and take in negotiations
will generally result in an agreement which satisfies the
major concerns of both parties. Ultimately however, the
department can force any issue it deems worthwhile and
thereby cause the union to seek legal recourse.

Department contract model - The department contract is

by far the most structured of the organizationai models.
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Under this model the department contracts with emplioyers
for secondary employment, assigns officers, and pays the
officers from reimbursements to the department by the
employers. The department will dgenerally negotiate with
relevant police groups over pertinent issues but all
procedural control is managed by the department. The most

interesting aspect of this model is that the policing auth-
ority follows its normal procedures for with-holding taxes
and reporting earnings.

It is important to note that the three models zre not
necessarily mutually exciusive, Departments may easily
manage secondary employment utilizing a combination of all
three models. A close examination of an individual depart-
ments management styles, however, will generally reveal a

stronger association with one of the models discussed.

Conflict of Interest

Police administrators are always concerned about the
need to project an image of objectivity and impartiality.
Police officers involved in private security are not exempt
from this concern. Consequently, restrictions on types of
secondary employment are not uncommon. Administrators tend
to prohibit employment of uniformed officers when there may
be a presumption that their symboliic (italics added) auth-
ority may improperliy serve private rather than collective
interest.!? The Seattle police department prohibits employ

ment in endeavors such as that of process server, repo-
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ssessor, bill collector, or any type oi =2mployment where
police authority may tend to be used to collect money or
merchandise.!® The rationale 1is that employment in areas
such as these could easily lead to public mistrust of the
police and confusion as to the officer’s role and his exer-
cise of legitimate authority. Citizens expect police offi-
cers to work for the common good of the entire community
rather than that of special interests. Along these same
lines, secondary employment in security where labor - man-
agement contlicts erupt is another area worthy of concern.
Tension can be high in such situations and certainly the
potential exists for the police officer, hired by manage-
ment, tTo be placed in a precarious environment.

A gecond area regarding conflict of interest is sec-
ondary employment in activities regulated by law. Often
times a potential conflict of interest may arise due to
statutes which require official supervision of a licensed
activity or premise. Examples of such areas would be drink-
ing =stablishments, vehicle towing companies, legalized
gambling, bingo organizations, and other similar environ-
ments. According to Reiss there is considerable diversity
amongst departments in addressing this issue. The one
specific area that most departments tend to focus on is
secondary employment where alcoholic beverages are sold or
consumed.!? Illustrative of regulations addressing this

topic, the Cincinnati Police Department prohibits “({a)ny
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tvpe work for a liquor-permit premise, where alcoholic

beverages are sold by the glass....” A different approach
is taken by the Boston, Colorado Springs, and the Charlotte
Police Departments. These departments prohibit off duty
uniformed employment inside an establishment where alco-
holic beverages are consumed, but permit employment outside
of the area controlled by the on-premises license.?? Even
though departments wvary in their approach to this issue,
most seem to recognize the potential for an officer to be
put in a compromising position in such snvironments.

4 third area of concern regarding a possible con-
flict of interest 1is secondary employment under conditions
where the officer confers a special advantage to a private
interest at the expense of the public interest. This issue
is best exemplifisd by the Charlotte Police Departiment reg-
ulation which prohibits enforcement of rules established by
private industry management. It further requires the enfor-
cement oi the law and preservation of public safety and
requires that traffic control in secondary employment =serve
the interest of all motorists.2?i In reality, this is a much
broader area of concern and Zoes to a core issue involving
secondary employment; that is, the guestion of whether or
not police authority should be used for personal or finan-
cial gain, or whether or not duties which should be part of
the officer’s public responsibility should be provided
selectively for renumeration.?2? Administrators address this

concern by requiring their officers +to enforce +the law
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without regard for employer interest. The extent to which
this 1s actually accomplished is an area worthy of
research.

A final area of possible conflict of interest 1is in
investigative security services, or the actual ownership of
a security company. The National Advisory Commission on
Criminal Justice Standards and Goals, in its report Private
Security, states in standards 6.8 and 6.9 that iaw enforce-
ment officers should be strictly forbidden from performing
any private investigatory functions or from being a prin-
cipal or manager of =a private security operation.?3 The
concerns Jjustifying this position center around the poss-
ibility of unfair competition, official actions which tend
to favor the officer’s private security intarests, and the
possible damage to a department’s reputaticn. It is gener-
ally recocgnized that an officer involved in either private
investigative services or as an owner of a security com-
pany is in a delicate position which could lead +to misuse

of official authority, records, and egquipment.

Risk of Injury

Department administrators have an obligation to
closely examine the potential for injury to off duty
officers in secondary employment. The administrator’s

primary concern is the operation of his department. Any
officer injury has the potential to adversely impact

department operations. Temporary injuries to an officer
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denies the department the regular services of that officer
due to assignment to "light duty” or the use of sick time.
Disabling injuries may lead +to the actual loss of +the
officer and raise legal questions over retirement benefits
and medical coverage. Keiss states 1in his study of secon-
dary employment of police officers that as serious as this
issue is only the Seattle police department addresses this
issue directly, and only in regard to employment in
professional sports.??* The risk of injury 1is real and
should be treated accordingly. For example, if a
department allows officers to provide security in drinking
establishments, it may well be prudent to mandate a minimum
of two officers. This will not guarantee the officers
safety but will certainly minimize the danger. Administra-
tors should carefully review all requests for secondary
employment and analiyze the smployment circumstances as they

relate to possible injury.

Jurisdiction of Secondary Employment

Secondary employment outside an agency’s Jjurisdictio
poses several concerns for the administrator. The adminis-
trator may initially need to clarify his Jjurisdiction.
The official Jjurisdiction may exceed the territorial
boundaries (Such is the case in Texas). This will require
a modicum of research and should be easily clarified. The
administrator must then confront 1issues such as officer

availability, supervision, and legal authority of officers
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if they are allowed empioyment outside their jurisdiction.
Although most departments tend to prohibit employment out-
side their jurisdiction, the issue 1is worthy of close
scrutiny if ailowed.25

Administrators should give specizai heed to the poten-
tial for creating a conflict with other police agencies if
their officers provide security outside their jurisdiction.

Police orficers are generzlly protective of their "turf

and may well resent an intlux of outside officers function-

ing as security personnel in another jurisdiction.

Amount of Extra Duty Allowed

Secondary employment of police orfficers, especially
in the security field, may be a relatively new phenomenon
from a historical perspective, but it nas become well en-
trenched. One of the few recognized advantages of police
employment is the ability of the individual officer to
supplement income through secondary employment. Police
officers are often described as a breed apart or different
from the general citizenry. There mayv be some merit to that
position, but police officers are certainly no different
when 1t comes to the desire for money. Secondary employ-
ment in the security field is so widespread that the police
"profession” 1s perhaps among only a few occupations with a
built in guarantee of supplemental income.

Administrators must be cognizant of this aspect of

the police profession and additionally must understand the
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morivaticonal impact it may have on their employees. The
ability to easily earn supplemental income must be controli-
ed and properly managed to prevent any conflict with pri-
mary responsibilities. A prime consideration here is the
potential adverse impact that long hours of secondary em-
ployment may have on the officers regular work perfor-
mance. Reiss states that little is really known on this
issue and poses some common and interesting questions: Do
long hours of secondary empioyment affect an officers
driving performance, attitude towards citizens, or lead to
dereliction of duty?2® As an administrator one must also be
concerned about the guality of investigations, officer
safety, and general mental alertness. These and other con-
cerns are valid and worthy of considerable study by admin-
istrators. Not only 1is the department entitled to a fully
competent officer; so are its citizens.

According to Reiss, departments approach this issue
from different perspectives. Some departments 1iimit the
extra work hours per day while others address a work week.
Additicnally, some departments require a buffer time be-
tween any extra Jjob and official duty.?? A combination of
these approaches is possible and with good supervision the
department should be able to successfully manage this

concern.

Liability Issues

The issue of civil liability regarding police



officers involved in private security is one which may well
portend a re-evaliuation by adminiétrators of the entire
issue. Most of +the management i1ssues discussed toc this
point are procedural in nature and pose little potential
for a crisis type 1incident that would really capture the
attention of administrators and the community. This is not
intended to negate those issues; they are just as worthy of
seriocus attention as is liability. Liability issues, how-
ever, invoke a universaily understood reality--Tinancial
damage to the responsible jurisdiction or individuai.Case
law is rapidly developing in this area and one can only
anticipate a proliferation of reiated cases.

One area of special concern to administrators is
that of workers’ compensation. Statutes outlining workers
compensation laws generally provide that employers are
obligated to compensate employees for work related injury
and disability. Since off duty employment involves work for
another employver, an interesting guestion arises: Is the
secondary employver to be solely responsible for compensa-
tion required for injury or disability arising from that
employment. There is no clear and unequivocal answer to
this dilemma. Reiss states that the issue of sole respon-
sibility may depend on +the role the department plays
regarding secondary employment.2?5 This would indicate that
the administrator’s choice of management models 1is perhaps

worthy of serious attention. Reiss goes on to state, how-
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ever, that even if the department operates under the

officer contract model, liability may still attach. This is
due to the department exercising control over the secondary
employment through its rules and regulations. Addition-
ally,many departments allow officers fo wear the department
uniform in off duty employment. Under that circumstance
the association with the department is blatantly obvious.
Departments address this issue in varying ways. The
Charlotte Police Department, an officer contract depart-
ment, attempts to distinguish between workers compensation
claims =2s regards responsibility:
1. Officers working off duty for a private employer are
not included under the City’s Workmen’'s Compensation
coverage for injuries received in the course of

whatever duties they are expected by their private
employers to perform....

[ ]

. An off duty officer {whether he 1is being paid by a
private employer or not) will be included wunder the
City’s Workmen’s Compensation coverage if he assumes
the role of a Police Officer and performs a tfunction
primarily for the benefit of the City of Charlotte
rather than for the benefit, or to meet the expec-
tations, of a private employer.:??

Departments controlling secondary employment primarily

under the department contract model will usually assume

full responsibility for workers’' compensation ciaims. The

New Haven Police Department exemplifies +this approach,

ailthough the governing body does attempt to recover finan-

cially from the private employer 1if the officer injury
appears to be related to a private rather than a public

interest.39% Regardless of the department’s approach to this

issue, the ultimate answer or framework for deciding



responibility may well reside with the courts.

A much broader and potentially more serious concern
to administrators is the question of tort liability. Torts
may be defined as a civili wrong, 1in violation of a duty ie-
gally imposed by law, in which one person’s actions cause
injury to the person or property of another.3¥! Liability
lawsuits against police officers and departments have
escalated over the years. In 1981, more than 3325 miilion in
claims were filed against police officers in one state
alone.?2 One can easily 1imagine the magnitude of such
claims nation wide. Even 1if the lawsuits are eventually
dismissed there may still be a considerable cost involved
in the various stages of defense.

Although case iaw is limited involving police
officers in secondary employment, the growing body of such
law suggests that it is a subject about which administra-
tors should be keenly. One of the major issues developing
in this area is the doctrine of "color of law”. This refers
to an officer’s use of power possessed by virtue of ilaw and
possible only because he is clothed with the autherity of
the state.?3 The question arises then whether poiice
officers working off duty in a security function are acting
under color of law. The answer may well depend on state
law, an indiwvidual agency’s rules, and court decisions.
Courts have ruled that wearing a police uniform while

working security, coupled with the department’s knowledge



20
of the security Job, are indicative that the officer is

acting under color of law.3i

A related issue involving 1liability 1is dimmunity.
Under the doctrine of respondeat superior, employers are
legally responsible for the tortious actions taken by their
employees in the course cf their duties. Defenses presented
by departments for immunity center around absolute and
qualified immunity.35 Absolute immunity results in the dis-
missal of the lawsuit without a consideration of the case
merits. Absolute immunity has been held te apply only to
judges, prosecutors, and legisiatbrs. Qualified immunity is
Liﬁited in scope and refers primarily to discretionary and
good faith acts, thus requiring a consideration of the case
merits for proper resoiution. The ability to claim absolute
immunity would clearly reduce the department’s and of-
ficer’s fear of lawsuits. The Supreme Court, in Maliley v.
Briggs, made it very clear +that it will not extend the
absolute immunity defense to police officers.3% Departments
must, therefore, rely on quaiified immunity which will
entail some degree of financial expenditure. A 1987 court
case in New Orleans is illustrative of the liability issue.
An off duty police officer working security at a bar
effected an arrest in which force was used. The court ruled
that the officer acted in an unreasonable manner and used
excessive forece. The court additionally stated that the
officer was acting within the scope of his employment as a

police officer. A considerable amount of money was awarded
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The issue of liability is one of potentially enormous
consequences for police departments. Several key determi-
nants of departmental iliability are listed as follows:
¥ The party controliling the manner in which the work is
to be performed

¥ The method of obtaining employment

kL3

The degree of control or direction exercised by the
employer
¥ The method of payment.:@s

All of the above listed factors may become 1issues 1in
litigation. State statute, as well as any local ordinances,
may alsc play a major role in resolving a lawsuit. The
administrator’s challenge is +to thoroughly research all
relevant areas in order to arrive at an informea policy
decision. It has been argued that a poliice officer’s
secondary employment should be compietely divorced from his
official law esniocrcement capacity.3?9 This could be
accompiished most appropriately by state statute. Such a
statute could pronibit an officer from being insured by his
agency from general liability while employed off duty. A
statute of this nature could well raise the ire of affected
noiice officers. Constructive dialogue and a proper explan-
ation for such action would help to mitigate the potential

controversy.

Conclusion/Recommendations



Poiice orfficer involvement in private security raises
numerous questions for the department administrator. A
half hearted approach to the issue will almost certainly
result in a controversy or crisis at some point. Attempting
to forecast the future trend on this issue is speculative
at best, Police management approaches to secondary employ-
ment are really still in the formative stages. Considerable
diversity exists amongst individual departments and the
states as to the best approach. Court decisions are also
just starting to take Torm and as with all legal questions
it will take a considerable period of time for a concensus
to materialize.

Department administrators can take the 1lead on this
issue by assuming a proactive approach. They are the ones
who have the most to lose. Passivity and ignorance on the
subject merely places one in the position of accepting the
end result without +the benefit of input. Administrators
can make a difference and would be prudent to entertain the
foilowing:

¥ Develop comprehensive policy/procedures - +this can
only be properly accomplished after thorough research into
all the relevant aspects of the issue with a concentrated
probe into pertinent state law and state court decisions.
Developing the department’s policy and procedure does not
have to be an act of complete originality; the Internation-

al Association of Chiefs of Police has developed a model
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policy which could serve as a starting point. Administra-
tors could additionally network with other agencies to
enhance the development of a sound policy.

¥ Legislation - actively work with professional

associations to bring about necessary statutory changes.

=

obbyving for statute reform and clarification, designed to
protect a department’s interest and serve the publie
good, is not improper.

¥ Supervise and evaiuate - assure that adequate super-
vision is provided to maintain the integrity of the depart-
ment’s basic approach to this issue.Policies and procedures
without accountability are mefely words occupying space on
paper. It is also important that a process of evaluating
the existing program be implemented to 1identify defici-
ences and to stay abreast of possible statutory and
judicial modifications.

Police officer involvement in private security is an
expanding field. Department administrators should prepare
themselves well to best address +the important issues re-
lated to this area. By taking a proactive approach to the
issues the administrator will fullfill his obligations to
his department, the officers seeking secondary employment,

secondary employers, and, most importantly, the public.



24

NOTES

1. Orday P. Burden, "Street Barricading"”, Texas
Police Journal, 38 (April 1990): 3.

2. William c¢. Cunningham and Todd H. Taylor, The
Growing Role of Private Security, U.S. Department of
Justice (Washington, D.C.: GPO, 1984), 4.

3. Albert J. Reiss Jr., Private Employment of Public
Police, U.S. Department of Justice (Washington, D.C.:
GPO, 1987}, 7-38.

4., U.53. National Advisory Commission on Criminal
Justice Standards and Goals, Private Security
(Washington., D.C.o GRO, 1973), 233.

5. Daniel Ford, ed., Crime and Protection in
America: A Study of Private Security and Law Enforcement
Resources and Relationships, U.S. Department of Justice
{Washington, D.C.: GPO, 1985), 353.

6, Will Aitchison, The Rights of Law Enforcement
Officers, (Portland, Oregon: The Labor Relations Infor-
mation System, 1989), 89.

7. Cunningham, 53.

8. Private Security, 234.
3. Texas Board of Private Investigators and Private

Security Agencies Act, V.A.C.S. 4413(29bb) {Austin,
Taxas,, L9BT), 4.

10. Aitchison, 184-185.
11. Ford, 1i4.

12, Ibid, 11=12,

e
-1

13. Reiss,
14. Ibid, 14.

15. Ibid,

Lo
(]|
.

w

16, Ibid,
17.. iibid, 9.

18. Ibid, 20.



3% .

Ibid,
Ibid,

Ibid,

Ford,

Private Security,

Reiss,
Ibid,
Ibid,
Ibid,
Ibid,
ibid,

Ibid,

Rolando

25-26.

26,

59.

LAW ENFORCEMENT PERSONNEL

Cole Publishing Company,

39!

Ibid,
Ibid,
Ibid,
ibid,
Thidy;
Reiss,

Ibid,

398.

109,

108,

112-413.

427,

Private Security

del Carmen,

238.

CRIMINAL PROCEDURES FOR

[

{Belmont, California: Brooks/
1987), 400.

3 233

hn



26
BIBLIOGRAPHY
Aitchison, Will., The Rights of Law Enforcement Officers.

Portland, Oregon: The Labor Relations Information
System, 1989.

Burden, Ordway P. "Street Barricading”. Texas Police

Journal 38 (April 1990): 3-4.

Chaiken, Marcia and Jan Chaiken. Public Policing
Privately Provided. U.S. Department of Justice.
Washington, D.C.: GPO, 1987.

Cunningham, William €. and Todd H. Tavlor. The Growing

Role of Private Security. U.3. Department of
Justice, Research in Brief. Washington, D.C.. GPO,
1984,

del Carmen, Roionda V. Criminal Procedures for Law
Enforcement Personnel. Belmont, California: Brooks/
Cole Publishing Company, 138T7.

Ford, Daniel, ed. Crime and Protection in America: A
Study of Private Security and Law Enforcement Re-
sources and Relationships: Executive Summary. U.S.
Department of Justice. Washington, D.C.: GPO, 1985,

Reiss, Albert J.,Jr. Private Employment of Public Police.
U.S., Department of Justice. Washington, D.C.: GPO,
1887,

Texas Board of Private Investigators and Private Security
Agencies Act. V.A.C.S. 4413(29bb). Austin, Texas.
1987.

U,.S. National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice
Standards and Goals. Private Security. Washington,
Balls 1 GPO5. 19% 35




