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Executive Summary 

On January 21, 2008 a Special Inspection of Secondary Employment was initiated at the 
request of the Chief of Police. This inspection was requested, in part, due to a letter the Chief 
received making serious allegations about the management of the program. This inspection 
looked at policies and procedures, files and records, secondary employment in general, open 
agency jobs, coordinated jobs, regional practices and included numerous interviews. 

Due to the nature of this report and the large quantity of information it covers, the findings 
and recommendations have been presented at the beginning. These findings and 
recommendations were grouped into five areas: supervision, policies and procedures, program 
administration, program management, and use of the CYA system.  

Supervision - One of the most glaring issues with Durham’s Secondary Employment 
Program was a failure to appropriately supervise and oversee the program.  Supervision 
concerns included: 

• Failure to require proper monthly reports. 

• Failure to correct deficiencies noted previously with Secondary Employment. 

• Ineffective use of the Chain of Command. 

• Supervisors providing unclear philosophy and direction. 

• Members of the chain of command have been given and offered jobs that were 

never opened to all personnel. 

• Members of the Chain of Command have limited working knowledge of the CYA 

system and no direct access to information. 

Recommendations In light of these findings, the following recommendations are offered: 

• Require detailed monthly reports and establish some type of oversight.  

• Make the program transparent to all personnel and ensure that the philosophy and 

direction of the program are made clear.  

• Utilize the chain of command and remove high level command from administration 

decisions.  

• Strict restrictions should be put in place for those in the SECs chain of command on 

what (if any) off-duty they can work.  

• Provide training and access to at least one of the SEC’s supervisors in the use and 

capabilities of the CYA system at an administrator level.  

Policies - The current Secondary Employment program has both General Orders and Standard 

Operating Procedures that are intended to govern its application, but in many cases these 

policies are outdated, vague or simply ignored. Policy problems included: 
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• Policies that do exist are not being followed.  

• Policies are outdated or do not reflect current practices. 

• Policies are vague and/or ineffective. 

• No policy has been put in place in many areas. 

Recommendations In light of these findings, the following recommendations are offered: 

• Review, update and rewrite current policies to reflect current practices, to provide 

transparency, and provide clear guidance on how to manage the program.  

• Set policy that will define many areas that are currently unclear.  

• Better define the time off required between secondary work and regular shifts. 

• Set consistent policy on officers being allowed to use time to work off-duty. 

Program Administration - The structure and method that our current program has been 

administered gives rise to additional concerns including: 

• The position of the program in the departmental structure.  

• Use of a low ranking, sworn officer to administer the program. 

• High degree of interpersonal interaction between the SEC and agency personnel. 

• The Secondary Employment Coordinator has to split their time with other duties. 

Recommendations In light of these findings, the following recommendations are offered: 

• Center the program in a neutral site.  

• Consider hiring a civilian manager for Secondary employment.  

• Consider running all pay through the city.  

• Reduce access to the SEC or put rules in place restricting personnel from directly 

questioning the SEC about jobs.  

• Run all SEC communication through electronic channels.  

• If the coordinator remains a sworn officer, upgrade it to a Sergeant level and define 

work restrictions for that person.  

• Remove ABC permit duties from the SEC.  

 

Program Management - There are many elements of the program’s current application that 

lend it to inefficiency and abuse. As with any program of this type, nothing will be perfect, 

but there are several areas that are open for improvement. Findings include: 
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• Durham’s Secondary Employment Program has not been applied in a fair and 

equitable manner. 

• No apparent oversight of coordinated jobs and their management. 

• Notifications not being issued in a consistent manner. 

• Employer requests for specific officers are not being tracked and there is no 

documentation to support these requests. 

• Field inspections are not being done, and there is little effort to assess satisfaction 

of employers and performance of JSCs. 

Recommendations In light of these findings, the following recommendations are offered: 

• Open Jobs – All open jobs should be posted and an email sent out notifying all 

personnel about their availability. In order to build more equity into open jobs 

consider the following: 

o Reduce the number of “open” shifts personnel can sign up for in a 24 hour 

period to 2 and release multiple jobs on a set schedule rather than piecemeal.  

o Put limitations and penalties on personnel transferring jobs.  

o Put a limit or guideline on how we honor requests.  

• Coordinated Jobs –reviewed jobs to ensure they need to be coordinated, that workers 

in the job pool are working and that the work is distributed with reasonable fairness.  

• Return to the use of a list or rotation to fill job pools.  

• Consider instituting advantages for patrol officers. 

• Develop and enforce penalties for personnel who miss work. 

• Create transparency. 

 

Use of CYA- CYA is a good tool for tracking and monitoring personnel’s secondary 

employment work. With that said, it is only a tool, and decisions must be made on how and 

when to use the tool. The system cannot be relied on as more than that. Some concerns with 

our use of the system are: 

• Little to no training has been offered to officers and coordinators. 

• Settings in CYA not reflective of policy. 

• Settings in CYA not utilized to encourage fair and equitable work distribution 

and management. 

• Personnel are not putting details into CYA or it is being used inappropriately. 
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•  “Secondary Employment” designation is being over-used. 

• Job Pools being utilized inconsistently and not to our best advantage. 

Recommendations In light of these findings, the following recommendations are offered: 

• Adjust existing CYA settings in a number of areas such as  limiting the number of 

hours an officer can take, eliminating the ability to transfer jobs, requiring jobs to be 

closed in 24 hours and blocking the ability to sign up for conflicting shifts. 

• Train officers and coordinators on policies, new settings and changes, and use of the 

CYA system.  

• Closely monitor CYA data for problems with data entry or officers not putting in 

required details.  

 

Additional Findings/Recommendations 

• Limit reserve hours.  

• Require auditing of secondary employment.  

• Initiate a committee to develop policies and make recommendations. 

 

 

While much of this report focuses on problems and concerns with secondary employment, it 

is important to note that there were many instances of fair and equitable practices as well. It is 

also noteworthy that since the SEC backup has been managing the program, there have been 

numerous compliments about how she is doing it from the officers. She has made several 

attempts to distribute the work equitably, and limit personnel from taking too much at one 

time. 
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FINDINGS/RECOMMENDATIONS 

When compared to the programs of some of our peer agencies, Durham’s Secondary 

Employment Program is clearly superior. In addition, some problems with the administration 

of our program have improved in recent months. From the detailed review that follows, 

however, there are still many areas that are in need of policy decisions, policy clarification, 

general improvement and redesign. While it should be acknowledged that no program is 

likely to be completely fair and equitable, many of the complaints of favoritism and 

mismanagement that have been leveled at our program can be supported by the evidence. 

The findings and recommendations from this inspection center around five key areas: 

• Supervision 

• Policy 

• Program Administration 

• Program Management 

• Use of CYA System 

Supervision 

One of the most glaring problems with Durham’s Secondary Employment Program was a 

failure to appropriately supervise and oversee the program.  Supervision concerns included: 

• Failure to require proper monthly reports. 

The only monthly reports being required are a total of hours officers worked which 

provided NO information on the management of the program. According to the SOP’s, 

the monthly report should have included the number of secondary job inquiries, site 

visits, officers suspended from secondary employment, number of long and short term 

jobs, and complaints investigated. This information, while not exhaustive, would have 

provided a much better picture of how the program was being managed. 

• Failure to correct deficiencies noted previously with Secondary Employment. 

In 2006, an inspection of the Executive Officer of the Uniform Patrol Bureau included 

problems with several Secondary Employment Policies. As of this inspection, there 

appear to have been no changes in those policies and they remain out of compliance. 

• Ineffective use of the Chain of Command. 
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From personal observations and interviews, it appears that there is an extremely 

detailed level of involvement at the (then) Bureau Commander level of the chain of 

command. Due to a lack of policies and procedures, there seems to be a constant 

stream of small decisions that are being made by this top level, including how to staff 

certain job pools, who to assign as coordinators, and how to open and run individual 

jobs. The immediate supervisor in the chain appears much less involved.  

• Supervisors providing unclear philosophy and direction. 

The philosophy the program is being run under (fairness, equity, seniority, etc.) has 

not been defined and seems to vary by situation. There have been recent directives by 

the commander of the SEC to give new officers priority and advantage in some jobs, 

but it has not been applied uniformly, nor has any monitoring been done to ensure this 

is happening. Direction on how to staff job pools has wavered from using a list to 

opening the job and putting those who first sign up in the pool.  

• Members of the chain of command have been given and offered jobs that were 

never opened to all personnel. 

During the six month period that was examined, both the Captain and then Major 

received jobs from the SEC that were never opened to all personnel. Additionally, 

communication of jobs offered but not accepted was also found.  

• Members of the Chain of Command have limited working knowledge of the CYA 

system and no direct access to information. 

No one in the SEC’s current chain of command has administrative level access to the 

CYA system so there is no way for them to monitor what the SEC is doing. In 

addition, unfamiliarity with the capabilities of the system makes it difficult for them to 

make good policy decisions on how to use it. 

RECOMMENDATIONS In light of these findings, the following recommendations are 

offered: 

• Require detailed monthly reports and establish some type of oversight. A system of 

tracking what and how jobs are assigned, as well as who is working is critical to 

ensuring the program is managed properly.  

• Make the program transparent to all personnel and ensure that the philosophy and 

direction of the program are made clear. Personnel do not have to agree with the 

philosophy, but being aware of it allows them to understand decisions that are made.  
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• Utilize the chain of command and remove high level command from operational 

decisions. Staff should be adequately trained and policies put in place which would 

allow the SEC and their immediate supervisor to manage the program based on the 

philosophical direction provided by the commander. The commander should be 

provided the tools to monitor that the program is being run in accordance with their 

philosophy, but should not have to get mired in the minutia of operational decisions. 

• Strict restrictions should be put in place for those in the SECs chain of command on 

what (if any) off-duty they can work. Depending on how the chain of command is 

structured (see Program Administration below), some options include: 

o  Allowing personnel in the chain to work coordinated job pools, but not open-

agency jobs. 

o Allowing personnel in the chain to work all jobs, but they must sign up for 

them through CYA and could be restricted by some type of required delay 

from the time the job is posted. 

o Allowing personnel in the chain to work jobs, but they must sign up through 

CYA and notify the Chief of Police of all jobs they are working. 

o Allowing personnel in the chain to work supplemental-type open agency jobs 

only (patrol, warrant service, etc) that they sign up for through CYA. 

• Provide training and access to at least one of the SEC’s supervisors in the use and 

capabilities of the CYA system at an administrator level. While no supervisor is 

expected to know every detail about how a subordinate does their job, having a good 

general knowledge base and the ability to access information themselves is critical. If 

the SEC or their back-up is unavailable, someone must be able to fill the void. 

 

Policies 

The current Secondary Employment program has both General Orders and Standard 

Operating Procedures that are intended to govern its application, but in many cases these 

policies are outdated, vague or simply ignored. Policy problems included: 

• Policies that do exist are not being followed.  

There were numerous examples of parts or whole policies that were not being 

followed. One of the most obvious examples was the SOP on Monthly Reports which 

was not being followed. In addition, parts of the General Order, such as how to select 
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JSC’s and the reserves being required to have a letter of approval on file, do not 

appear to have been followed. 

• Policies are outdated or do not reflect current practices. 

As with the previous, there were examples in the SOPs and General Orders of dated 

material (such as the GO describing the Outside Agency Employing Questionnaire 

which is no longer used with the advent of CYA).  

• Policies are vague and/or ineffective. 

The current policies leave many things undefined and do not provide (in the case of 

SOPs) a clear template for how to manage the program. An example of the ineffective 

nature of parts of the policy can be seen in the section of the GO that attempts to limit 

personnel from working secondary jobs before reporting for duty. The policy states 

“between two consecutive work days, employees shall have at least a six-hour block 

of time in which no type of secondary employment is performed.” While the intent of 

this clause is good, it does little to stop the abuses it is intended to remedy. Several 

recent examples of the policy not working are listed below: 

o On June 6th, an officer worked 1800 to 0600 on the 7th. At 0900 on the 7th they 

worked a secondary job at the NCSSM until 1300. They returned to patrol that 

night working 1800-0600. On June 14th they worked patrol from 0600-1800, 

then worked a secondary job at The Event Center from 2100 to 0030 on the 7th.  

At 0600 he reported to Patrol. 

o On June 17th an officer worked patrol from 0600-1800. That night they worked 

a secondary job at the Event Center from 2100 to 0100 on the 18th. At 0600 on 

the 18th they reported for patrol.   

o While the officer in the following example did not end up working, their 

ability to schedule this work, including some taken the day of the event while 

working patrol  is concerning. On Monday June 16th, an officer worked 0600-

1800 on patrol, then was scheduled to work Food Lion from 1830-2230. On 

Tuesday the 17th he worked patrol 0600-1800 and during that shift he signed 

up for a job that was just posted for 2100-0100 that night. The officer then 

returned to work the following day (18th) at 0600-1800 and was again 

scheduled for Food Lion that night from 1830-2230. After the fact he 

transferred all of the secondary jobs to another officer.  

• No policy has been put in place in many areas. 
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There are many concerns that have never been addressed, or have been addressed 

without a policy being put in place and as such are open to abuse. Some examples 

include: 

o No policy that defines Coordinated Jobs and provides criteria. 

o No policy that defines how employer requests for specific officers should be 

handled or documented. 

o No policy discussing the ability of the SEC or others with administration rights 

to accept jobs for themselves. 

o No policy defining exactly how job pools should be formed. 

o No policy limiting or controlling the amount of work officers can take, transfer 

and/or cancel from CYA. 

o Penalties involving secondary employment appear to have been established, 

but are not clearly defined in policy. 

 

RECOMMENDATIONS In light of these findings, the following recommendations are 

offered: 

• Review, update and rewrite current policies to reflect current practices, provide 
transparency, and provide clear guidance on how to manage the program. The 

program policies should be sufficiently clear to allow it to be managed without 

constant supervisory input and direction, and provide a guide for future SECs to fill 

the role. Above all, the policies should require fair and equitable management of the 

program. 

• Set policy that will define many areas that are currently unclear. 

o How are JSC’s to be selected? 

o How much work can someone sign up for at one time? 

o Will a “list” be used, if so how? 

o How will coordinated jobs be defined and will there be a limit to what one 

person can control? 

o How much and what type of work can the SEC and members of their chain of 

command take? 

o How will we address transfers of jobs – will it be limited or controlled to keep 

personnel from hoarding work? 

o Will there be penalties for missing or being late to an off-duty job,  and if so 

what? 
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• Better define the time off required between secondary work and regular shifts. The 

current policy, as described above, really does not have the desired effect. Some 

limits in use in peer organizations that could be considered include: 

o Set a maximum number of hours (on and off duty) that an officer can work in a 

24 hour period. Example: Officers can work no more than 16 hours in a 24 

hour period. (24 hour period may need to be clearly defined) 

o Require the block of time between shifts to be continuous (unbroken). 

o Require the block of time to be before they start their regular duty shift. 

Example: Officers must have 8 hours off before the beginning of their next 

duty shift. 

o Limit the number of secondary hours they can work during a block of time 

before their regular shift. Example: officers can only work 4 hours in the 12 

hours before they report for a regular duty shift. 

o Any policy would have to take into consideration its application to eight and 

ten hour shifts that some officers work. 

• Set a consistent policy on allowing officers to take time off  to work jobs, or being 

allowed to burn time during a shift to go work a job. There is definitely a clear 

inequity in the ability of administrative personnel to flex their schedules to 

accommodate secondary work compared to patrol officers. If requests for time off do 

not unduly impact the operation of the department and are in compliance with 

policies, then personnel should be allowed to use their leave time as desired. 

Currently there is a great deal of variance by units/divisions on what is allowed. 

Program Administration 

The structure and method that our current program has been administered gives rise to 

additional concerns: 

• Position of the program in the departmental structure.  

The current position of the program within the Uniform Patrol Bureau creates an 

appearance that the program can be manipulated or at a minimum is biased toward 

certain groups. It can be inferred that one division or another could be provided an 

advantage or treated unfairly. In many peer organizations it is housed in the Chief’s 

office or with Internal Affairs. Our current program was housed there in the past.  

• Use of a low ranking, sworn officer to administer the program. 

Management of this type of program requires many supervision skills. Having our 

program administered by one of the lowest levels of supervisors may create a situation 

where the person managing the program has not had a chance to develop the skills 
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needed to properly administer the program (as the rank of Corporal is designed for 

personnel to learn to supervise). In addition, having a sworn officer (of any rank) who 

is eligible to work jobs themselves administering the program creates an appearance of 

impropriety. Both the previous SEC and the temporary administrator currently 

managing the program regularly take open jobs before offering them to all personnel. 

THERE IS NOTHING IN PLACE THAT SAYS THIS IS IMPROPER, and as such 

they have done nothing wrong, but the appearance and ethical considerations of this 

practice are noteworthy.  

• High degree of interpersonal interaction between the SEC and agency personnel. 

The Secondary Employment Coordinator is constantly bombarded by requests from 

individual officers for work. Many individuals have commented to the presence of 

personnel “hanging around” the SEC’s office, and some of those interviewed during 

this inspection describe having received work due to being with the SEC at the right 

time. This inspector personally has observed this behavior on many occasions in the 

past and even witnessed it during this inspection when an officer visiting the SEC 

backup heard her talking about an upcoming job and pulled out his calendar asking 

what was available and when (he was not given any work at that time). In addition 

several descriptions of personnel approaching the SEC about hardships and needing 

work due to an emergency were described, and in no case did they follow proper 

procedures. Examples of personnel, who complained to the SEC about the lack of 

available work, then began to get called for jobs were also described. This open and 

unrestricted ability for officers to directly approach the SEC puts the SEC in an unfair 

and difficult position.  

• The Secondary Employment Coordinator has to split their time with other duties. 

Proper management of a program as large as Durham’s is a full time job. Several of 

the peer organizations have full time program administrators. Our current Secondary 

Employment Coordinator’s job duties include managing ABC permits as well as 

Secondary Employment. Having to divide the position’s time in this manner takes 

them away from monitoring the program as is needed to ensure fairness and equity.  

 

RECOMMENDATIONS: In light of these findings, the following recommendations are 

offered: 

• Center the program in a neutral site. Within our current organizational structure, the 

management of secondary employment would fit well as a part of the Office of the 

Chief, being managed from the Executive Officer to the Chief of Police, or under 

Professional Standards. Either location would provide neutrality and the weight of the 

Office of the Chief to ensure it is administered in a fair and equitable manner.  
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• Consider hiring a civilian manager for Secondary employment. This practice is 

already done in Wilmington and Greensboro. Having a civilian in this position would 

eliminate the concern about the administrator being able to work the jobs and would 

limit the interpersonal pressures.  

• Run all pay through the city. Again, using Wilmington and Greensboro as examples, 

employers pay the city for the hours officers work as a set rate. The city in turn pays 

the officers in their regular city check. In most cases employers are charged slightly 

more money ($1-$2 per hour) than the officers are paid with the difference being 

retained to cover costs. In addition some cities charge an additional fee for jobs that 

require a city car to cover fuel and maintenance costs. While the structure of this 

process would have to be developed for Durham, models do exist and there are 

significant advantages: 

o The funds generated from the City’s portion can pay for the position and 

offset costs associated with the program. As an example, CYA shows that 

154,751 hours of off-duty were worked by officers during 2007. In 

addition, 17,149 hours were designated as “vehicle hours.” While some of 

this work is supplemental and overtime work for the city, the work from 

private employers, even if the city only retained $1 for each hour, should 

easily cover the cost of a Sergeant-level position at a minimum.  

o Payment through the city will reduce problems of personnel closing out 

fewer hours than they actually worked. Currently it is very difficult to 

detect someone working a cash job and then saying they did not work or 

worked less than they did, short of the employer reporting it.  

o It is very likely that officers working cash jobs are not reporting all the 

earnings (which is why some individuals pursue cash jobs). The current 

system creates a record of work that could be used to identify personnel not 

reporting earnings by other entities. Managing all pay through the city 

would force all work to be reported.  

• Reduce access to the SEC or put rules in place restricting personnel from directly 

questioning the SEC about jobs. In reality the SEC position could be managed 

from a site outside of the Police Department or even from home. The program 

could (in theory) be managed by someone with a cellular phone and a computer 

with internet access. At a minimum, add a clause to the GO that directs officers not 

to contact the SEC directly to solicit jobs. This would help relieve interpersonal 

pressure on the position. 

• Run all SEC communication through electronic channels. Requiring all 

communication with the SEC to be done electronically would provide a record that 
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could be reviewed and clear documentation of why things were done. This would 

also help relieve the interpersonal pressure. 

• If the coordinator remains a sworn officer, upgrade it to a Sergeant level and 

define work restrictions for that person. Most of our peer programs use a Sergeant 

as the coordinator for their programs. Hopefully personnel at that level will have 

the required skills to adequately manage the program and be less reliant on off-

duty work.  

• Remove ABC permit duties from the SEC. The SEC needs to devote their time to 

managing the program. ABC permits could be farmed out to the districts, or added 

to the taxi/towing inspector position. 

 

Program Management 

There are many elements of the program’s management that lend it to inefficiency and abuse. 

As with any program of this type, nothing will be perfect, but there are several areas that are 

open for improvement. Findings include: 

• Durham’s Secondary Employment Program has not been applied in a fair and 

equitable manner. 

It is clear that significant portions of work that should have been available to all 

personnel were not and that certain individuals had advantages in securing work. In 

addition, the current application of CYA gives an advantage to those with advanced 

technology, or even those who work administrative jobs vs. those on patrol. Apparent 

inequities were identified in: 

o Open agency job assignments 

o Inclusion in coordinated job pools 

o JSC position assignments 

 

• No apparent oversight of coordinated jobs and their management. 

Coordinated jobs have not been clearly defined, and there is little clear reason as to 

why some jobs are coordinated. The extent to which pools are used varies significantly 

with some jobs having reasonably equitable distribution while others have a limited 

few getting all the hours. 

• Notifications not being issued in a consistent manner. 

Prior to May of this year, notifications were not being made about open jobs. Since 

that time notifications have become frequent, but there has been inconsistency in how 
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they are being issued. Initially they were issued as soon as the job was posted, or 

issued stating when a job would be opened. Some attempts to better balance the access 

to work have led to a delay in making the job available after the notification goes out. 

In some cases that delay has been significant and has caused officers to think the job 

was gone when in reality it just had not been opened yet.  

o A very recent example is a shift on Monday 6/23 that became available that 

day. The job became available at 1157 and the SEC posted a notice at 1158 

about it being available. At 1200 the job was moved to a “placeholder” and not 

available. At 1240 the “placeholder” was removed and the job was again 

available. It was not until 1323 that it was taken. During that time several 

officers I spoke to mentioned seeing the job and wanting to work it, but they 

thought it had been taken. 

• Employer requests for specific officers are not being tracked and there is no 

documentation to support these requests. 

A significant number of “open” jobs that were directly assigned were attributed to the 

employer requesting certain officers. This volume of requests seems to encourage 

officers soliciting work. In some cases the “requested” officer was able to request 

additional officers to work with them. One interviewee also pointed out that some 

employers like Visions nightclub and the Independent preferred officers of a particular 

lifestyle for their events.   

• Field inspections are not being done, and there is little effort to assess satisfaction 

of Employers and performance of JSCs. 

The practice of field inspections seems to have stopped. In addition there is no practice 

in place to assess employer satisfaction, especially when it relates to the management 

of coordinated jobs. 

 

RECOMMENDATIONS: In light of these findings, the following recommendations are 

offered: 

• Open Jobs – All open jobs should be posted and an email sent out notifying all 

personnel about their availability. The notification should follow the posting of the job 

immediately so personnel know what to expect. Large jobs with multiple shifts could 

be announced before they are posted notifying personnel when the jobs will be posted. 

In order to build more equity into open jobs consider the following: 

o Reduce the number of “open” shifts personnel can sign up for in a 24 hour 

period to 2. This would limit the ability to grab multiple shifts right away. 

o Designate set days each week that future jobs will be released, rather than 

releasing them piecemeal. While jobs that come up on short notice (within a 
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week for example) would need to be posted as soon as possible, jobs that are 

several weeks out or more could be held a few extra days to allow for more 

jobs to be posted at once, making the shift limit more effective and allowing 

officers a better idea what to expect. 

o Put limitations and penalties on personnel transferring jobs. Transfers should 

be for emergencies and the current application encourages personnel to grab 

shifts even though they can’t work it and redistribute it later. An example of a 

restriction could be to allow X number transfers per month or quarter, and if 

someone transfers more than that, they are suspended from off-duty for the 

following month or quarter. This practice could also be applied to coordinated 

jobs to decrease placeholding and redistribute the work. Between 6/2/07 and 

1/24/08, 124 open jobs were transferred between officers, with 8 officers 

transferring more than 5. Far more were taken and then cancelled. 

o Put a limit or guideline on how we honor requests. While some degree of 

requests should be honored, allowing an officer to monopolize a job 

encourages solicitation. Perhaps a requested officer could be given one or two 

shifts with the rest being opened to all officers. Requests need to be tracked 

and a limit to officers being repeatedly requested should also be considered, 

such as honoring one request per quarter. Officers who are frequently 

requested may also need to be monitored by Professional Standards to ensure 

they are not soliciting work. 

o Document in CYA the reasons for any officer being assigned before a shift is 

opened to all personnel. There is a spot for “Administrator Notes” that could 

be used for this. 

• Coordinated Jobs – Our current administration of coordinated jobs needs significant 

review. All coordinated jobs should be reviewed to ensure they need to be 

coordinated, that workers in the job pool are working and that the work is distributed 

with reasonable fairness. A clear definition of what type of job needs to be coordinated 

(so many hours, payroll requirement etc.) would be helpful. Additional considerations: 

o Set a limit on the number of pools an individual can be in. 

o If equity within the jobs is a priority, set a limit on the number of hours one 

person can get from one coordinated job. A percentage may be a good rule to 

help limit small numbers from getting all the hours. 

o Conduct a regular survey of coordinated jobs to ensure officers are performing 

to the satisfaction of the employer and that the job is being managed 

effectively. 
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• Return to the use of a list or rotation to fill coordinated job pools. The current practice 

of building the job pool from personnel who take the first offering of shifts allows for 

those with the administrative or technology advantage to get into multiple pools. The 

idea of having officers “renew” their commitment to job pools on a yearly basis may 

be useful. 

• In keeping with recent emphasis to get more work to the younger officers, and to 

overcome the disadvantage patrol officers have compared to administrative personnel 

in securing jobs, consider giving Patrol some advantages in competing for open jobs. 

Some options to consider are: 

o Utilize the private pools capability of CYA and put all patrol officers in the 

private pool for open jobs, then open jobs to the private pool for 24 hours 

before opening it to the rest of the agency. 

o When a new job is posted, send out a notification by MDC before sending the 

email notification. MDC should lead the email by 15 minutes to one hour. 

• Enforce a stated penalty for those who miss shifts or are late for scheduled hours. 

Secondary employment jobs are jobs, and as such officers should be at work and held 

liable if they are not. In addition, there may be liability on the city if an officer is 

supposed to have been at a location (and therefore a special relationship could be 

inferred) and fails to show and something tragic happens. This would require careful 

monitoring and accountability on the part of the SEC and JSCs. As an example: 

o First instance of a missed shift/not working required hours would result in a 

written warning and suspension from secondary employment for one month. 

o Second instance of a missed shift/not working required hours would result in a 

reprimand and suspension from secondary employment for three months and 

loss of membership in any associated job pools. 

o Third instance of a missed shift/not working assigned hours would result in 

removal from secondary employment for one year and a one day suspension 

from regular duty.  

o What constitutes not working hours and a missed shift, and what exceptions 

will be put into place must be clearly defined.  

• Create transparency. Manage secondary employment in a way that all personnel can 

see where they stand on any list or rotation, where they can see how and to whom jobs 

were being assigned. This could be done as simply as posting information outside the 

SEC office and making monthly reports available. Many of the complaints from 

personnel could be alleviated if they knew what was going on.  
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Use of CYA 

CYA is a good tool for tracking and monitoring personnel’s secondary employment work. 

With that said, it is only a tool, and decisions must be made on how and when to use the tool. 

The system cannot be relied on as more than that. Some concerns with our use of the system 

are: 

• Little to no training has been offered to officers and coordinators. 

Many of the officers interviewed described having never received training on how to 

use the system, find jobs etc. They were generally walked through it by a friend (who 

may or may not have known what they were doing). Several described having 

contacted the SEC for assistance and received little help. CYA does have a tutorial, 

but few officers seemed to be aware of it, and in my experience it was problematic. 

Several JSC’s who were interviewed described receiving little or no training on how to 

manage their job in CYA and were “just figuring it out as they went along.” Until 

recently, even the backup SEC had not been provided any formal training. 

• Settings in CYA not reflective of policy. 

CYA has a 60 hour per week limit that is not mentioned anywhere in policy. 

Considering we ask personnel to work 72 hours in one week during the patrol rotation, 

this seems to be an arbitrary limit. In addition, the time limit to close jobs is set at 7 

days, but the GO specifies 24 hours and there seems to be little reason not to have the 

system set to the same time. In the case of this investigation, unclosed jobs presented 

significant challenges in trying to determine how and why things were being done. 

Timely closure of jobs will assist in the administration of the program.  

• Settings in CYA not utilized to encourage fair and equitable work distribution 

and management. 

CYA has many setting options that we do not utilize effectively. Many of these 

settings could promote more equitable distribution of work.  

o Waiting list – officers are allowed to sign up for a waiting list for many shifts 

that are full, but there is no monitoring going on and no apparent use or effort 

of personnel to contact persons on the waiting list if they need to cancel a shift.  

o Number of open jobs officers can sign up for – The system currently allows 

individual officers to sign up for 10 open jobs during a 24 hour period and 10 

coordinated jobs in a 24 hour period. These settings allow individuals to take 

large chunks of what is available.  During some recent offerings the SEC back-
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up has tried to limit officers to taking two or three shifts and had to delete 

numerous personnel who took more than that.  

o Allowing Personnel to Transfer jobs – The system is currently set to allow 

officers to transfer jobs. This allows personnel to take jobs without much 

concern of whether they can actually work it, and they can redistribute the 

work themselves. This can create defacto coordinators.  

o Ability of JSC’s to add personnel to pools – Though the GO says any additions 

to the job pools have to be run through the SEC,  JSCs can currently add 

personnel to their job pool, and there is no record of this happening. Unless the 

SEC happens to catch it, a JSC could add personnel to their pool at will.  

o The ability for officers to split shifts allows officers to “broker” work by 

controlling hours and being able to sign up for things they cannot work.  

• Personnel are not putting details into CYA or it is being used inappropriately. 

During this inspection, numerous errors and omissions were found in the information 

that was being put into CYA by officers and job site coordinators. Examples of these 

errors/omissions included: 

o Jobs being closed out for “0” hours, or less than scheduled, with no 

explanation of why. 

o Jobs being closed “0” hours but in the comments it says someone else worked 

it. In this situation, jobs should be transferred to the officer who worked, not 

closed “0” hours.  

o Times listed in CYA do not match the actual times of the shifts. Several jobs 

had different “actual hours” from what was in CYA. This type of error makes 

it difficult to see individuals working conflicting jobs. 

o Officers working different hours from those posted in CYA and not adjusting it 

when they close the jobs out. 

o Jobs are being posted with little or no details about what is expected or what 

the job is. Having little to no job information makes it difficult for officers to 

know what they are signing up for and it makes it difficult later to audit and 

review the jobs. 

o Job postings have conflicting information – some “time-and-a-half” jobs also 

have the $25/hr rate listed. 

• “Secondary Employment” designation is being over-used. 
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Many, but not all, open jobs are being listed under the “Secondary Employment” 

designation for the Employer, rather than putting the employer in. The practice makes 

it difficult to identify what the job was on reports the system produces. How we enter 

job name and employer data impacts how we can monitor the program. 

• Job Pools being utilized inconsistently and not to our best advantage. 

CYA allows for two levels of job pools to be associated with various jobs – 

“Preferred” and “Private” and there is inconsistency in how we are using it. In addition 

there are some jobs pools like “District 5” and “District 1 NECD” that appear to have 

the intent of having all department personnel listed in the pool – but they do not – 

which seems pointless. Job pools could be applied to eliminate the posting of “open” 

jobs for which you need to be on the payroll of the employer – such as the schools or 

Food lion.  

 

RECOMMENDATIONS: In light of these findings, the following recommendations are 

offered: 

• Adjust existing CYA settings in a number of areas: 

o Reduce the number of jobs a person can sign up for in 24 hours. (2 seems more 

reasonable) 

o Block the ability of officers to transfer jobs. 

o Limit the ability to split shifts. 

o Set the time to close a job at 24 hours. 

o Remove the ability of JSCs to add personnel to their job pools. 

o Block the ability of officers to sign up for conflicting shifts. 

o Remove the 60 hour/week limit (or make it policy). 

Many of these can be done with current settings, but if settings do not exist, additional 

settings could be developed by CYA (though there may be associated costs) to help 

the program operate more equitably. It may be worthwhile to explore with CYA staff 

the feasibility of these features. 

• Train officers and coordinators on policies, new settings and changes, and use of the 

CYA system. With so many potential changes, and the fact that the system tutorial is 

not all that good, it would be in everyone’s best interests to provide some quality 

training. On option would be to partner with Durham Technical Community College 

and build a class that could be offered online (and therefore used over and over with 

each new recruit class or even as a yearly training block). The class could cover our 
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policies and procedures, how to use the system, what is forbidden, and also address 

some safety issues that may come up during off-duty work.  

• Closely monitor CYA data for problems with data entry or officers not putting in 

required details. Corrections and re-training need to be initiated any time someone is 

found to be using the system incorrectly. Because it is a computerized data system, the 

information going into it is critical for being able to monitor the program and get 

information out. 

 

Additional Findings/Recommendations 

• Limit reserve hours. Numerous interviewees questioned the current ability of reserve 

officers to work the same number of hours as full time officers. If jobs cannot be filled 

by full-time officers then the limit on reserves could be raised.  The importance of 

secondary employment as a benefit to reserves in recognition for their service is 

important, but making more work available to younger officers is much more critical 

as a retention tool. 

• Require auditing of secondary employment. The SEC should be required to do a 

monthly audit to look for inequities and improper procedures. In addition a yearly 

audit could be initiated and added to the function of the Staff Inspections Unit, but the 

scope of that audit would need to be clearly defined as it could be a lengthy process.  

• Initiate a committee to develop policies and make recommendations. Due to the 

nature and size of this program, as well as the impact it could have, consider creating a 

committee of personnel to help make recommendations and decisions on changes to 

put in place. This would give the rank and file a voice and some buy-in, but will take 

significant time.  



 23

 Introduction 
 
On January 21, 2008 a Special Inspection of Secondary Employment was initiated at the 
request of the Chief of Police. This inspection was requested, in part, due to a letter the Chief 
received making serious allegations about the management of the program. 

The purpose of this special inspection is to provide the Chief of Police with information he 
can use to evaluate the effectiveness of the Department’s Secondary Employment Unit and 
personnel. Data on the Secondary Employment Unit was gathered through the following 
methods: 

• Interviews with Unit Personnel, 

• Interviews with Department Personnel outside the unit who utilize Secondary 
Employment, 

• Direct contact with Cover Your Assets LLC (CYA), 

• Review of CYA records. 

Some acronyms used repeatedly throughout the report are:  

• SEC – Secondary Employment Coordinator 

• JSC – Job Site Coordinator 

• CYA – Cover Your Assets system 

• GO – General Order 

• SOP – Standard Operating Procedure 

 

Description of the Secondary Employment Unit 

The Secondary Employment Unit is staffed by a Police Corporal. This Corporal’s function, 
according to the Uniform Patrol Handbook, is to “maintain a secondary employment list to 
ensure fair and equitable screening of secondary employment.” This Corporal also monitors 
the number of jobs and hours being worked.  In addition to the secondary employment duties, 
this Corporal also serves as the ABC Permits Coordinator and insures that ABC Permits are 
completed and returned in a timely manner from the other departments involved in approving 
the permits.  

At the time of the inspection, the Secondary Employment Coordinator reported to the 
Uniform Patrol Bureau’s Executive Officer (Captain) who in turn reported to the Uniform 
Patrol Bureau Commander (Major). A recent reorganization has changed some department 
structures and titles, but the chain of command has remained essentially the same.  



 24

POLICIES AND PROCEDURES 

For this inspection, departmental General Orders, Standard Operating Procedures, and 
Accreditation Standards governing the operations of the Secondary Employment Unit were 
reviewed. This portion of the report will address any non-compliance issues or 
inconsistencies. 

General Orders 

 2017 R8 – Secondary Employment 

 Finding: Non-compliance.  

• The GO requires Reserves working secondary employment to have a letter of 
approval from the Reserve Lt. Colonel or designee on file with the SEC – no such 
files could be located. 

• The GO states that when new jobs are posted, officers will be notified – this has 
not been happening.  

• The GO describes JSC’s being selected from a list established from letters of 
interest. Sixty-one (61) dated requests were found in an envelope, not organized in 
any clear manner. The Secondary Employment Coordinator did maintain a list on 
her computer, but only included twenty-nine (29) requests. It did not include any 
requests since April 1, 2005, but showed offers and assignments of jobs up to 
2007. Outside of two recent JSCs being selected apparently from the list, there has 
been little apparent connection between the lists and personnel elected as JSCs. 

• The Outside Employing Agency Questionnaire form referred to in Screening is no 
longer being used and most of the information is now being captured in CYA.  

• The GO states that “every officer working a secondary employment job shall 
“close out” the job on the CYA website within 24 hours” but this is not being 
enforced, and it is not reflected in the settings in CYA, which currently allow 
seven days for a job to be closed. As of 6/23/08, there were more than 242 jobs 
that remain unclosed beyond the 24 hour rule. 

Standard Operating Procedures 

SEC-1  Monthly Report 

Finding: Non-compliance. SEC-1 clearly defines 11 items that should be provided in 
the Monthly Report from the SEC. Currently only one item is being provided – 
number of hours personnel work each month.  

SEC-1  Field Inspections (duplicate number – correction needed) 
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Finding: Non-compliance. Though there is no current documentation kept by the 
SEC, the SEC advised they did do some checks, but this was mostly the responsibility 
of the Watch Commander now. In speaking to a Watch Commander, they stated they 
no longer did this and it was not part of their evaluation. 

SEC-2 Duty Hours Work Schedule 

Finding: Non-compliance. The SOP states 0800-1630 and can be adjusted for site 
visits. Based on observations and the SEC’s voicemail, the standard hours of the SEC 
are 0600-1430. 

SEC-3 Duty Uniform 

Finding: compliance 

SEC-4 Equipment and Inspections 

Finding: Non-Compliance. The SOP describes inventory inspections of assigned 
equipment that are not being done. 

SEC-5 Assigned Vehicle and Vehicle Operation 

 Finding: Compliance 

SEC-6 Cellular Telephones 

Finding: Compliance  

SEC-7 ABC Permits - NO ABC functions were included in the scope of this inspection. 

SEC-9 Review Board for Secondary Employment 

Finding: Non-Compliance. This looks like an incomplete SOP or a proposed SOP. 
The SEC appeared unfamiliar with it and there is no indication it has been attempted. 

**Non-Compliance in SEC -1 (Field Inspections), SEC-4, and SEC-9 were all noted in the 
inspection of the Uniform Patrol Bureau Executive Office conducted in July 2006 and remain 
uncorrected. 

Accreditation Standards 

22.3.4 Extra-Duty Employment 

 Finding: Compliance 
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FILES AND RECORDS 

As part of the inspection, various files and records maintained by the Secondary Employment 

Unit were examined. The Secondary Employment Unit maintained Secondary Police 

Employment Data Sheets on all employees who wish to work off duty; letters and requests 

from officers requesting consideration as Job Site Coordinators; and files on the individual 

coordinated jobs with data on schedules, complaints etc.  

Secondary Employment Data Sheets were found in several locations around the office space. 

Most of the forms are kept in two binders and organized by date submitted. In addition to 

these binders, loose forms were found in several places including a group found in the same 

cubby as the binders, and a large packet of forms found in an envelope under the desk beside 

the refrigerator. The Secondary Employment Coordinator also maintained a computer file that 

contained contact information, a rank system for employees, and notes about job offers. The 

list appears dated and included personnel who are no longer here. All of the notes of contacts 

and job offers are in 2004-2005.  

The Job Site Coordinator requests were found in an envelope under her desk beside the 

refrigerator (see photos in Appendix 1). Sixty-one (61) dated requests were in the envelope, 

not organized in any clear manner. The Secondary Employment Coordinator did maintain a 

list on her computer, but only included twenty-nine (29) requests. It did not include any 

requests since April 1, 2005, but showed offers and assignments of jobs up to 2007.  

Files on Coordinated Jobs were being maintained, but did not appear current. The most recent 

file located was for the Emily K Center that began in 2006.  
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SECONDARY EMPLOYMENT GENERAL SUMMARY 

As a step in this inspection, Secondary Employment was looked at in general terms of who 

was scheduled for the most hours, who worked the most and what the differences were.  

Top 50 

Data from 2007 and 2008 (to June 16) are summarized as follows in terms of the top 50 

officers being scheduled the most hours, and the top 50 officers in terms of actual hours 

worked: 

2007 (top 50) 2008 (top 50) 
Most Scheduled Hours Most worked Hours Most Scheduled Hours Most Worked Hours 

Fair,Jeffery 1,915 Green,Carleton 1,433 Greenlee,William 811 Green,Carleton 663 

Anderson,Terry 1,504 Taylor,Kenneth 1,362 Shackleford,Pamela 795 Jeffries,Everette 658 

Greenlee,William 1,495 Anderson,Terry 1,316 Love,Jeffery 786 Andrea,Greg 645 

Green,Carleton 1,493 Fair,Jeffery 1,311 Jeffries,Everette 758 Taylor,Kenneth 623 

Taylor,Kenneth 1,398 Carson,Reese 1,293 Anderson,Terry 733 Anderson,Terry 616 

Kelly,Joseph 1,381 Pennica,Scott 1,277 Paylor,Tony 722 Love,Jeffery 615 

Tedder,Ronald 1,370 Cartwright,James 1,277 Andrea,Greg 710 Greenlee,William 612 

Rhodes,Lester 1,364 Greenlee,William 1,274 Taylor,Kenneth 707 Pennica,Scott 600 

Paylor,Tony 1,346 Tedder,Ronald 1,243 Green,Carleton 682 Addison,Robert 584 

Pennica,Scott 1,346 Allen,Chris 1,188 Kelly,Joseph 679 Butts,Diane 572 

Love,Jeffery 1,317 Thorpe,Nathan 1,178 Pennica,Scott 669 Drinker,Tracy 570 

Cartwright,James 1,316 Drinker,Tracy 1,168 Drinker,Tracy 654 Honeycutt,Joseph 568 

Carson,Reese 1,304 Wood,Cindi 1,157 Fair,Jeffery 610 Shackleford,Pamela 567 

Drinker,Tracy 1,292 Hayes,Maurice 1,141 Addison,Robert 608 Harris,Stanley 565 

Gregory,Kimley 1,277 Gregory,Kimley 1,140 Wood,Cindi 605 Francis,Felisa 554 

Shackleford,Pamela 1,275 Jeffries,Everette 1,139 Butts,Diane 604 Paylor,Tony 553 

Marsh,Anthony 1,261 Love,Jeffery 1,119 Honeycutt,Joseph 601 Allen,Chris 552 

Wood,Cindi 1,245 Butts,Diane 1,116 Harris,Stanley 597 Winstead,William 547 

Jeffries,Everette 1,217 Paylor,Tony 1,113 Carson,Reese 592 Carson,Reese 545 

Allen,Chris 1,196 Bromell,Shawn 1,077 Francis,Felisa 589 Henry,Howard 543 

Hayes,Maurice 1,178 Kelly,Joseph 1,068 Rhodes,Lester 588 Alexander,Howard 538 

Sterling,Anna 1,164 Edwards,Anthony 1,056 Winstead,William 582 Jackson,Anthony 532 

Butts,Diane 1,148 Jackson,Anthony 1,051 Jackson,Anthony 568 Clayton,Richard 529 

Jackson,Anthony 1,123 Marsh,Anthony 1,041 Evans,Ronald 567 Mues,Michael 522 

Bromell,Shawn 1,109 Honeycutt,Joseph 1,040 Watkins,Larry 566 Kelly,Joseph 519 

Evans,Ronald 1,103 Smith,Conrad 1,039 Henry,Howard 565 Wood,Cindi 511 

Thorpe,Nathan 1,100 Shackleford,Pamela 1,029 Marsh,Anthony 560 Watkins,Larry 511 

Addison,David 1,059 McCoy,Clyde 1,023 Alexander,Howard 560 Crews,Keith 507 

Edwards,Anthony 1,056 Evans,Ronald 1,006 Allen,Chris 557 Jones,Robert 501 

Smith,Conrad 1,044 Winstead,William 1,001 Mues,Michael 556 Rhodes,Lester 492 

Clayton,Richard 1,029 Clayton,Richard 998 Hunter,Rodney 543 Cartwright,James 487 

Andrea,Greg 1,029 Andrea,Greg 991 Clayton,Richard 541 Guardino,Ronald 487 

McCoy,Clyde 1,025 Brown,James 972 Jones,Robert 533 Miller,William 475 

Hembrick,Marvin 1,016 Carter,Melvin 969 Crews,Keith 529 Fair,Jeffery 469 

Addison,Robert 1,005 Sterling,Anna 961 Cartwright,James 525 Hembrick,Marvin 469 

Carter,Melvin 984 Rhodes,Lester 959 Hembrick,Marvin 497 Hunter,Rodney 468 

Alexander,Howard 981 Addison,Robert 955 Miller,William 493 Carter,Melvin 461 
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Green,Kelly 972 Sexton,Danny 935 Guardino,Ronald 486 Evans,Ronald 450 

Brown,James 971 Alexander,Howard 935 Stewart,Troy 484 Edwards,Anthony 448 

Sexton,Danny 970 Hembrick,Marvin 931 Bromell,Shawn 483 Bobbitt,Tracey 448 

Tuck,Tammy 949 Thompson,Corey 918 Carter,Melvin 473 Bromell,Shawn 438 

Crews,Keith 933 Addison,David 912 Sterling,Anna 463 Bond,William 432 

Culver,Dock 924 Hester,Eric 900 Bobbitt,Tracey 461 Barfield,Willie 427 

Winstead,William 921 Culver,Dock 894 Edwards,Anthony 460 Marsh,Anthony 426 

Watkins,Larry 907 Swartz,Robert 886 Smith,Conrad 455 Smith,Conrad 425 

Francis,Felisa 906 Tuck,Tammy 884 Brown,James 454 Davis,Robby 425 

Harris,Stanley 900 Guardino,Ronald 883 Barfield,Willie 450 Stewart,Troy 424 

Crews,Jerome 900 Crews,Keith 880 Vereen,David 444 Vereen,David 421 

Honeycutt,Joseph 899 Harris,Stanley 871 Newton,Scott 442 McCoy,Clyde 416 

Guardino,Ronald 896 Watkins,Larry 869 Bond,William 442 OBrien,Lawrence 415 

 

Scheduled Hours vs. Hours Worked 

An additional point of interest was the difference between scheduled hours and those actually 

worked. Some officers are being scheduled for significantly more hours than they are actually 

working which appears to represent an unfair level of control over work hours. Officers with 

higher scheduled hours than those worked could indicate: 

• Officers having jobs cancelled or not working when scheduled. 

• Officers not closing out all the hours they do work. 

• Officers transferring significant portions of the hours they sign up for. (Controlling 

work hours independent of the CYA system). 

A summary of the top 25 in terms of this discrepancy is listed below: 

2007 2008*                       *through June 16th 
Largest Difference in hours 

scheduled vs. worked 

Hours Largest Difference in hours 

scheduled vs. worked 

Hours 

Fair,Jeffery 604 Shackleford,Pamela 228 

Rhodes,Lester 405 Greenlee,William 199 

Kelly,Joseph 313 Bekhet,Shereé 182 

Shackleford,Pamela 246 Love,Jeffery 171 

Paylor,Tony 234 Paylor,Tony 169 

Greenlee,William 221 Kelly,Joseph 160 

Marsh,Anthony 220 Fair,Jeffery 142 

Bekhet,Shereé 220 Marsh,Anthony 135 

Sterling,Anna 203 Evans,Ronald 117 

Love,Jeffery 197 Bullock,Connie 117 

Anderson,Terry 188 Anderson,Terry 117 

Cornatzer,Robert 166 Thorpe,Nathan 114 

Addison,David 147 Jeffries,Everette 100 

Gregory,Kimley 137 Forbes,Winslow 99 

Bullock,Connie 136 Rhodes,Lester 97 
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Crews,Jerome 129 Wood,Cindi 94 

Tedder,Ronald 128 Addison,David 91 

Drinker,Tracy 123 Ripberger,Michael 85 

Polk,Shawn 122 Taylor,Kenneth 84 

May,Raymond 119 Drinker,Tracy 83 

Burwell,Henry 114 Gibbons,Juanda 80 

Forbes,Winslow 110 Bell,Justin 78 

Green,Kelly 103 Cornatzer,Robert 76 

Shelton,John 103 Hunter,Rodney 74 

Evans,Ronald 97 Thompson,Corey 74 

 

Scheduling Conflicting Jobs 

Another trend that was identified was the ability of officers to sign up for multiple jobs that 

have overlapping hours. As with the hours scheduled/hours worked discrepancy, the ability to 

schedule conflicting jobs is another way to control hours. A list of those signed up for 

conflicting schedules was pulled on May 19, 2008 for May 19th through August 17th. Jobs 

with the same end and start time are designated as “overlapping” in CYA, but have been 

ignored in this analysis. A detailed list of the overlapping jobs and their disposition is 

included in Appendix 2.  The summary of findings is as follows: 

• Twenty-two (22) employees were found to have overlapping shifts scheduled as of 

5/19/08, for a total of 41 dates with conflicting shifts. Of those days, fourteen are 

scheduled in the future or have not been closed out so their disposition is unknown. 

One was determined to have been a scheduling error by a coordinator and the officer 

only worked 1 of the jobs. The remaining 26 days with conflicting shifts resolved as 

follows: 

o For 2 days one or more shifts were cancelled by the assigned officer or 

transferred before the scheduled work date. 

o For 10 days one or more shifts were transferred to other officers after the 

scheduled work date. 

o For 4 days officer worked none of the shifts, cancelling or transferring some of 

them before the scheduled date and others after. 

o For 4 days one or more shifts was shortened or worked in ways that did not 

conflict. 

o For 6 days the officers worked both jobs as closed them out in CYA showing 

an apparent conflict. 

Those six officers with closed out overlapping jobs were interviewed. All of them 

attributed the situation to their having incorrectly closed out the jobs. In two cases the 
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job time was entered incorrectly in CYA (AM rather than PM) but the officer did not 

change it when it was closed out, once case involved a day that the job was cancelled 

and the officer closed it out as if they had worked, and other cases involved officers 

working different hours from those listed (such as starting early and ending early) but 

they did not change the times when closing them out. Overall it showed a very 

sloppy and inaccurate level of record keeping. 
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ANALYSIS OF OPEN AGENCY JOBS 

As part of the inspection, data on “Open Agency” jobs was reviewed. “Open Agency” jobs 
are those with no coordinator or job pool assigned and should be available to all employees to 
sign up for. In order to limit the scope of the inspection, data was reviewed on open jobs 
scheduled from 6/9/07 until 1/25/08. In total, there were 2453 job status changes 
(assignments, transfers, deletions, etc.) to 1505 work shifts over a variety of employers.  

Of the 2453 job status changes, 453 were administrative assignments of work shifts (shifts 
that were assigned by administrators without having to be signed up for by the employee). 
The remaining entries include self-assigned, self deleted, transfers by employees and 
administrators, and deletions by administrators. One focus of this inspection as on open jobs 
that were assigned by administrators, specifically the extent to which these jobs were being 
assigned without being opened to all employees, and to whom they are being assigned. 

Of the 453 open work shifts that were assigned by an administrator, 81 were identified as 
being for an Operation Bullseye - Community Service Bureau (CSB) operation, and as such 
those jobs were only open to CSB personnel. Those jobs were eliminated from the review. 

372 shifts remained once the CSB shifts were removed. Of those, 313 were created and 
assigned the same day (only 59 were assigned more than 24 hours after being created). One 
factor that could explain open jobs being assigned by an administrator is jobs coming in at the 
last minute and needing to be filled. In theory, short notice jobs may require the Secondary 
Employment Coordinator to find someone to work the shift to ensure it is covered. Of the 313 
jobs created and assigned the same day, only 74 of them were for shifts that would occur 
within the next 2 days (and could be considered “last minute”).  

That left 239 open jobs that were created and assigned the same day by an administrator for 
shifts that would occur more than two days later. Of those 239, 207 were created and assigned 
within 15 minutes.  

Once the basic nature of the shifts was defined, the personnel assigned to these shifts could be 
reviewed. The 313 shifts that were created and assigned on the same day (including the 74 
that could have been “last minute” assignments) were all assigned among 79 different people. 
Appendix 3 provides the full list of personnel jobs were assigned to. Forty-seven (47) 
individuals were assigned 2 or fewer jobs. Eighteen (18) individuals received five or more 
jobs, including the Secondary Employment Coordinator, her back-up, their immediate 
supervisor, and that supervisor’s supervisor. Of those 18, nine received ten or more jobs 
during the time period, including the SEC and her back-up (who received the most at 24). 

During the analysis, an alarming trend appeared. Some complaints this inspector has heard 
centered around secondary employment being managed with a racial bias. The analysis of 
personnel assigned to jobs certainly provides concern along those lines. Of the 79 people 
these jobs were assigned to, twenty-six (33%) where white, while fifty-three (67%) were 
African-American. The number becomes more significant when you look at the breakdown of 
shifts assigned. Of the 313, 256 shifts (82%) were assigned to African Americans while 57 
shifts (18%) were assigned to white officers. In addition, of the eighteen people with five or 



 32

more jobs assigned, sixteen (89%) were African-American, and all of those with ten or more 
jobs were African American.  

 

At this point, a detailed analysis of individual jobs was needed to understand how and why 
some of the assignment decisions were being made and any mitigating circumstances. In 
order to make the process manageable, the focus was reduced to open jobs created between 
October 1, 2007 and January 24th 2008. A total of 52 jobs “open” or non-coordinated jobs 
(excluding most supplemental patrol and bullseye shifts), encompassing numerous shifts, 
were examined. Brief descriptions of the findings for each job are included in Appendix 4.  Of 
the 52 jobs, only 4 were completely open to all personnel. 43 were completely or partially 
assigned before they were opened to all personnel. The remaining 5 were limited to specific 
personnel (and therefore not really open jobs) including Supplemental for the Community 
Service Bureau and coordinated jobs that were listed as though they were open. Supplemental 
patrol and bullseye were open to all personnel and self assigned with few exceptions. 

Through interviews with personnel assigned and the SEC backup, a number of “explanations” 
were provided to why and how some of these jobs came to be assigned rather than being open 
to all personnel. Not all of the assignments can easily be explained, and there are problems 
with the explanations: 

• Officer(s) being requested by the employer 

We have historically tried to honor requests, but there is no documentation to 

confirm the requests, and no way to verify requests verses favoritism. The 

current procedure is open to abuse and encourages work solicitation.  

• Officer(s) having worked that same event previously 

In many cases officers who worked an irregular event previously were given 

priority, but many events seem staffed with the same personnel. How did they 

come to work the event previously? There seems to be no special requirement 

or knowledge that the officers would need to work these events, and no reason 

why anyone should not have been able to work them, other than having gotten 

it before. 

• Officer(s) having worked for that employer previously 

Some events were assigned due to the officer having worked another event for 

that employer in the past. As with the previous one, these are often cash jobs 

so there seems to be no special requirement as to why getting it one time 

entitles individuals to it in the future. 

• Jobs being last minute 

Some interviewees stated the believed they were called due to it being the last 

minute and the SEC needing to get the job filled. If that were the case it can be 

understood, but many of these “last minute” fills occurred days before the 
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event, and few were $35/hr jobs which would denote a real rush. Based on 

recent trends, jobs that are posted on CYA do not stay open for more than a 

few minutes, and therefore positing a job would likely get any last minute work 

filled. 

• Special skills were required/requested, such as Motor Officer or Bike Officer. 

 

Jobs designated as SECONDARY EMPLOYMENT seemed to have a number of 
questionable occurrences of personnel being assigned without jobs being opened for all. 
To illustrate this, all jobs under the heading SECONDARY EMPLOYMENT for April 
2008 were examined. 13 jobs fell under that heading during April. Of those 13, only 5 
appeared to have been clearly open to all personnel. 2 additional jobs may have been open 
to all, but CYA logs are incomplete and the assignments confusing. The remaining 6 jobs 
had officers assigned by the SEC before the jobs were opened to all personnel. The jobs 
with personnel assigned before being opened are summarized below: 

1. UNC Basketball (4/5): This was an assignment to provide supplemental personnel 
to Chapel Hill. Sgt. D. Addison and Off. Paylor were assigned before the shift was 
opened to other personnel who then self-assigned. 

• Both of the officers assigned were interviewed and both stated they had 
worked the event previously. One of them cancelled the job on 4/1 and did 
not work. One stated he knew it would be coming up and told the SEC he 
would like to work it.  

2. Independent Weekly Party (4/11): This assignment was for security at a party. It 
was assigned to Sgt. Gibbons and MO Shackleford on 1/18. 

3. Independent Weekly Party (4/12): This assignment was for security at a party. It 
was assigned to Sgt. Gibbons and MO Shackleford on 1/18. Both of these jobs 
show to have been “opened” on 4/10, even though the shifts were already filled. 

• Both of the officers assigned were interviewed. One stated that they had 
worked this event in the past and that the employer had requested particular 
officers to work. The other stated they were “on the list” and had worked it 
before. She also stated that “because of the clientele,” the employer 
requested officers from a select group. (She alluded to their requests being 
based on the officer’s lifestyle preference.) 

4. Ross-Simons Jewelry Buy Back (4/18-4/19): This assignment was for security at 
an event. Off. Thorpe was assigned on 4/8 and Lt. Smith was assigned on 4/10. 
The job was then “opened” to all even though it was filled. 2 officers added 
themselves to the waitlist when it was made open. 

• The officers assigned were interviewed and stated they had worked the 
event previously. Based on CYA records, they worked it in 2006, but did 
not work any events in 2007 (there were 3 shifts in April/May of 2007).  
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5. Earth Day Celebration (4/19); This assignment was for security at a community 
celebration. Officer Hinton was assigned on 3/31, and Officer Hernandez-Evans 
and Officer A. Taylor were assigned on 4/1. The job was “opened” so all 
personnel could view it on 4/10 even though all shifts had been filled. 

• Two of the officers assigned were interviewed. Both described having 
come up to the SEC office (separately) to pick up paperwork related to 
other jobs and in both cases the SEC told them there were open days on 
this shift and asked if they wanted any. One of the interviewees felt it was 
just a case of being in the right place at the right time.  

• The other officer assigned was interviewed and stated that the SEC had 
asked if she wanted to work and she did.  

6. White Rock Church (4/26): Traffic direction for church event. Assigned to Off. 
A. Taylor on 4/7. The job was “opened” for all personnel on 4/10 even though the 
shift had been filled. 

• The officer assigned was interviewed and stated that former Captain S. 
Harris was involved with this job and requested “a Carter” specifically and 
she was the only one available. Apparently he “wanted someone pleasant 
for the job.”  

 

Conclusions: 

The review of open-agency jobs provides evidence to support several conclusions: 

• A large percentage of open-agency jobs were never opened to all personnel and were 

directly assigned by the SEC.  

• There appears to have been a racial bias to these assignments. 

• Members of the Secondary Employment Coordinator’s chain of command were found 

to have had jobs directly assigned to them without being opened to all personnel. 

• No notice about open jobs being posted in CYA was being sent out. 

• The SEC was contacting personnel directly and offering them jobs, and personnel who 

happened to be in her office or working the floor when jobs came in were offered 

them. 

• Numerous reasons for how jobs came to be directly assigned were examined, but 

many were problematic and open to abuse. 
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COORDINATED JOBS  

As of 5/31/08, there were approximately 110 active coordinated jobs (active is defined as 
having at least one upcoming scheduled shift). There were numerous other coordinated jobs 
that occur irregularly and will likely have upcoming shifts that are not scheduled at this time.  

Job Pools 

The job pool size ranged from 87 individuals (Duke) all the way to 1 (Kerr Drug – 
Fayetteville Street, Strawberry Hill Apartments, and Village Shopping Center).   

The number of hours represented in these pools varied significantly as well. So far this year, 
some had more than 3000 hours (Duke -3816 and Durham Center Access – 3549) while 
others had less than 10 (Chamas – 7, and Triangle Swing Dance Society – 8). 

The distribution of personnel in job pools appears unbalanced. Almost 75% of the employees 
in CYA are listed as being in three or fewer active job pools, with 65% being in none. At the 
same time, 67 employees (12%) are members in more than 5 active pools, with seven of those 
employees listed in 10 or more.  

• School Pools – it is noteworthy that officers who work Durham Public Schools jobs 
are often listed in multiple “school” pools as each school has a separate pool. With 
that said, some officers are in five or more school pools while others only have one. If 
all school pools are counted as “1 pool” the inequity of distribution still remains with 
48 people having more than five active jobs, and three still having ten or more. 

• Inactive Pools – also noteworthy is the fact that, in addition to active pools, some 
officers have been in pools that are no longer active. Though not “active,” inclusion in 
these pools can show more opportunities for work. Looking at all pools (active and 
inactive), 45 employees have been in 10 or more pools, with three having been in 20 
or more (including one with no schools). 63% of all employees in CYA are listed in 3 
or fewer pools (active and inactive) and 22% (approximately 120) having never been 
in a job pool.  

In order to better understand how personnel are being distributed into job pools, six 
coordinated jobs that were established in the last six months were examined: Cricket 
Communications, Durham Access, Extended Stay,  Food World,  Los Primos and Pop-A-Top.  

Most of these jobs were created and the initial shifts opened to all personnel. The intent was 
for those who worked the first shifts to become the job pool, but there were notable 
discrepancies from this practice: 

Cricket Communications started on 9/24/07 and was run as an open job for several 
months before it became a coordinated job. Shifts were opened to personnel on 9/24, 
10/19, 12/27, 1/25 and 2/19 and could be self-assigned. During each of these offerings 
some personnel had shifts directly assigned by the SEC before it was opened to all 
personnel. Once it became coordinated, the job pool seems to have been established 
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from personnel who took the first series of shifts, including those with shifts directly 
assigned to them by the SEC before the job was open to all personnel. Most of the 
pool was established from those in the first offering (9/24), but the person who ended 
assigned as the JSC and one of those directly assigned were the only personnel from 
the second round of shifts (10/19) to get into the pool. Eleven other officers who 
signed up for shifts during these same two offerings did not get included in the pool. 
Several of them were interviewed and had no idea why they did not make the cut – 
including two who got shifts during the first offering. 

Durham Access started on 10/3/07. As is discussed under the JSC section that follows, 
the coordinator was selected at the direction of command staff personnel. On 10/9/08 
the initial offering of shifts was opened by the SEC. Personnel who took those initial 
shifts became the job pool with few exceptions. As of 3/25/08, only two officers are 
listed in the 30 person job pool who did not get shifts in that initial offering. One of 
them was entered before the job really started by the SEC due to their involvement in 
the CIT program but has never worked. The other was on light duty during the initial 
offering, but was involved in the CIT program so was allowed to join the pool. There 
have been a few deletions of inactive personnel since then. 

Extended Stay started on 2/22/08 as a short notice job. The JSC stated during an 
interview that the job came up short notice and he told the SEC that he could do it. On 
2/22/08 the SEC directly assigned shifts from 2/22 – 3/29 to the JSC and another 
officer, and then opened the remaining shifts to all personnel. Three officers picked up 
these initial shifts. On 3/31 the JSC opened shifts and six officers were able to self-
assign days (these six were the job pool that was established). Five of those in the pool 
had taken the initial shifts offered (though one of them transferred that first shift and 
did not work), but one individual did not take or work any of the initial shifts and was 
included in the job pool for unknown reasons.   

Los Primos was created on 3/26/08. The JSC was selected by the SEC due to his being 
next on her list. The JSC was interviewed and stated he was given three officers to 
include in the pool – one who found the job and two new officers. He was then told to 
just pick the remaining personnel to fill the pool. No shifts from this job were opened 
to all personnel. The job pool consists of the JSC, the three officers he was directed to 
include, four he picked and two others who have filled in open shifts and been 
included.  

Food World started on 4/10/08 and the job pool was established from personnel who 
self-assigned the first offering of shifts which was posted on 4/10/08. The person 
selected as coordinator was contacted by the SEC as they were next on the list she had. 
The job pool only contains those who took the first shifts.  

Pop-A-Top started on 5/8/08 and its pool was established from personnel who took the 
initial offering of shifts. The SEC opened the initial offering on 5/8/08. The JSC was 
requested by the business (this job almost started in 2007, and JSC had been working 
to set it up then –with approval of the SEC- but the business decided to wait). Of the 
officers taking the initial shifts, all but four ended up in the job pool. Three of those 
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who did not make it transferred their days, and as such did not work, the other asked 
not to be included. 

One important note to the method of opening the first shifts to all and building the job pool 
from that, is that it allows individuals to get into multiple job pools, rather than spreading the 
opportunities. In the pools for these jobs, there are two officers who got into three of the pools 
and five officers who got into two of the pools.  

While there does appear to be inequity in how personnel were assigned to job pools, records 
maintained by the Secondary Employment Coordinator did show some personnel being 
provided to a Job Site Coordinator based on off-duty work requests that she kept in binders. In 
2006, a group of 9 officers in the book was provided to a JSC for a job pool. During an 
interview, a different JSC stated he was given personnel off “the list” for his job pool 2 or 3 
years ago. 

Coordinated jobs were also examined to see the extent to which the job pools were actually 
being used and the distribution of hours within those pools. Many of the pools appear to have 
personnel assigned who do not actually work, and in many cases (including this inspector) 
personnel are in pools they do not know about and have never worked. For many pools there 
are a small number of officers working most of the hours, with a few others getting just a few 
hours each and some getting none. In some cases individuals may only want a few hours 
while others want more. The fair and equitable distribution of work within the coordinated 
pools is up to the Job Site Coordinator. Some examples of disparity in the use of the pool 
from January 1st to the present include: 

• La Maraka, coordinated by Jeffries – 464 hours worked by 6 employees. The job pool 
includes 14 employees. One employee got only 4 hours while others got over 100. 

• Carlyle Jewelers, coordinated by Balch – 1563 hours among 18 employees. There are 
28 employees in the job pool. Five employees had less than 10 hours, while six had 
more than 100 and one had more than 200. 

• American Tobacco, coordinated by A. Taylor – 170 hours among 11 employees. There 
are 31 employees in the job pool. The hours among the 11 employees are reasonably 
balanced ranging from 3 to 29.  

• Durham Bulls, coordinated by Sarvis – 642 hours were worked by 33 employees. The 
job pool includes 79 employees. Several employees who got hours have less than 5, 
while others have more than 50. 

• Kroger, coordinated by A. Taylor – 1235 hours among 20 employees. There are 42 
employees in the job pool. Five employees had only five hours while three had more 
than 100. The JSC did not have any hours during the period.  

• Food Lion, coordinated by A. Miller then S. Pennica – 3213 hours among 32 
employees. There are 52 employees in the job pool. Several employees with less than 
10 hours, one with more than 500. 
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• Githens Middle School coordinated by J. Brown, Hillside High coordinated by W. 
Tate, and Jordan High coordinated by R. Hunter all use less than half of their listed job 
pool. 

During the review of coordinated jobs, there were several jobs that had pools that appeared to 
consist (or should have consisted) of all department personnel. With that said these groups did 
not appear to have been updated and contained different numbers of personnel. These jobs 
need to be reviewed to ensure they need to have pools, and if so that personnel are accurate. It 
appears that these jobs should just be open agency jobs. They are summarized below: 

Job Name # of People in Pool* 

District 1 537 

District 1 NECD 528 

District 4 Weed & Seed 517 

District 5 527 

Amusements of America 484 

     *as of 3/23/08 

Job Site Coordinators 

The distribution of Job Site Coordinators also appears unbalanced. The Secondary 
Employment Coordinator did not appear to be maintaining an organized file of who had 
requested Job Site Coordinator (JSC) positions. There was a partial file on her computer and a 
pile of requests in a folder on the floor. The 110 active jobs are being managed by 83 different 
coordinators. 63 JSCs manage single jobs while 16 manage two. Three JSCs have three jobs 
each and one JSC controls five active jobs. When CYA records that include inactive jobs are 
reviewed, six individuals are found to have coordinated more than three jobs, 29 had two or 
three jobs, and 70 had coordinated a single job. Some of the coordinators with multiple pools 
were interviewed and many of them described having inherited the pools from the previous 
Job Site Coordinator. 

• Command Staff Direction - During an interview with the SEC, she stated that JSC 
positions are assigned based on the waiting list and by requests. She also stated that 
some personnel receive JSC positions at the direction of then Maj. Council. Two 
examples she described were Sgt. McDowell for Southpoint Mall and Off. Ochman 
for Durham Access. I spoke with Officer Ochman about his selection and he stated 
that he was selected by Council due to his work in the CIT program and her desire to 
develop the partnership between CIT and Durham Access. He also stated that Council 
directed them to open the initial jobs and create the job pool from those who signed up 
for these open jobs (disregarding any use of a job pool list).  
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It is noteworthy that the selection made by Council for Durham Access, 

in the opinion of this inspector, was an excellent one. Ochman seems to 

be administering the job in a fair, open and equitable manner. He is 

active at ensuring everyone gets some work hours, and that personnel 

who are not participating are removed. 

• Discrepancies - During the interviews with the SEC and other staff, some 
discrepancies did arise. One of the most notable is the coordinator assignment for 
Cricket Communications. One of the workers interviewed stated he was approached 
by the business and asked to coordinate the job. He told this to the SEC but was told 
that Maj. Council had directed her to assign coordinator jobs to people who had not 
coordinated before, which he had, so she could not. Sgt. Gibbons ended up getting the 
coordinator position. I asked the SEC how Sgt. Gibbons had been chosen (since there 
were obviously people on the list ahead of her). The SEC told me the business had 
requested Sgt. Gibbons. During an interview with Sgt. Gibbons, she stated a job she 
had coordinated came to an end recently, so she thought that was why the SEC 
selected her.  

• Training – several Job Site Coordinators who were interviewed described having 
received no training in the use of CYA and were just “figuring it out on their own.” 
Others described very limited training and seemed unsure if they were using the 
system correctly or not. In one case, the assigned JSC did not know how to use CYA, 
so the SEC backup was inputting the data for him.  

 

The chart below lists the top 15 Job Site Coordinators in order in terms of the number of 
hours they have controlled from January 1st through May 30th of 2008. It also lists the number 
of active jobs those hours have come from. 

Coordinator # of Hours # of Jobs 

Allen, Chris - 7189 6050 4 

Pennica, Scott - 9211 3577 1 

Ochman, Tadeus - 8289 3549 1 

Anderson, Terry - 4537 1781 1 

Tate, Jr., Walter - 4394 1741 2 

West, Delois - 9147 1732 3 

Cartwright, James - 5425 1663 1 

Gaddy, Robert - 4361 1557 5 

Balch, Charlene - 7734 1471 1 

Addison, David - 1265 1456 2 

McDowell, Juanetta - 4020 1456 1 

Earp, Danny - 7845 1378 1 
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Kelly, Joseph - 4067 1362 2 

Hunter, Rodney - 4363 1325 2 

Taylor, Alesha - 4548 1234 2 

 

 

Conclusions 

In terms of coordinated jobs, there is significant evidence from which to draw a number of 

conclusions: 

• There is a significant variation in the size of job pools and there is little relationship 

between job pool size and the available hours. 

• There is significant variation in the degree to which all personnel listed in a pool are 

used. 

• Many job pools contain inactive personnel who have not worked any hours in that job 

this year. 

• There is significant variation in how coordinated jobs are defined. 

• Multiple methods of determining Job Site Coordinators has been used, and 

discrepancies of how and why personnel were selected exist. 

•  Job pool membership has been set through different methods and there is evidence of 

personnel being added questionably. 
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Favoritism 

From the letter sent to the Chief of Police and numerous interviewee comments, it is clear that 
there is significant belief that certain individuals have had advantages in securing work in the 
way Secondary Employment was being managed. The statement of “you always see the same 
people working the good jobs” was expressed repeatedly.  

First the distinction between “good jobs” and all jobs must be made. Typically the “good 
jobs” are defined as cash jobs or jobs that require little work and/or are unlikely to result in 
enforcement action. Generally the “good jobs” that were described were often those found to 
have been administratively assigned and not opened to all personnel.  

In order to draw conclusions about favoritism, three elements, all of which could relate 
directly from favoritism out of the SEC office, were considered: 

• Individuals with administratively assigned jobs (5 or more) 

• Individuals in a high number of job pools (10 or more) 

• Individuals who have been allowed to coordinate numerous jobs (3 or more) 

When these three factors are reviewed certain personnel are found in two or more of these 
categories. Presence in two of these categories could indicate favoritism, and presence in three 
of these categories seems a clear indication of favoritism. An abbreviated chart is included 
below showing just those who were found in two or more categories – the full table is 
included in Appendix 5. 

 In 10 or more 

job pools 

Had 5 or more "open" 

jobs assigned  

Listed as coordinator 

on 3 or more jobs 

Addison, David - 1265 X X  

Bekhet, Shereé - 8962 X X X 

Browne, April - 5690 X X  

Caldwell, Andre - 4563 X X  

Drinker, Tracy - 9272 X X  

Gaddy, Robert - 4361 X  X 

Gaither, DeLondon - 5479 X X  

Gibbons, Juanda - 2653 X X X 

Greenlee, William - 6468 X X X 

Gregory, Kimley - 1461 X X  

Jeffries, Everette - 1412 X X  

Paylor, Tony - 8130 X X X 

Shackleford, Pamela - 3709 X X  

Taylor, Alesha - 4548 X X X 
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Thorpe, Nathan - 5907 X X  

Winstead, William - 9380 X X  

NOTES 

• “10 or more job pools” is as of 3/23/08 according to CYA records. Some of 
these may be inactive jobs. Inclusion in multiple school pools was counted as 
“1” pool. 

• “5 or more open jobs assigned” is based on the list of 313 jobs administratively 
assigned the same day they were created between 6/9/07 and 1/24/08. 

• “Coordinator on 3 or more jobs” is based on CYA and SEC records over the 
past five years. Some of these may be inactive jobs or short assignments, but 
still shows opportunity. 

With these factors in mind, there are numerous others that could be considered, but the three 
used above seem the most likely to indicate favoritism. Also considered were: 

• Total work hours – but many of those with the highest work hours never came up in 
any of the above categories and seem to get all their hours through coordinated jobs or 
by signing up for open jobs. Many of those believed to have had an advantage did not 
work high numbers of hours, but appeared to be selective. 

• Total hours coordinated – but many of these larger jobs were “inherited” or in place 
prior to the advent of CYA and the current SEC. 

One other factor that was examined was assignments of all open jobs during the period of 
6/9/07-1/24/08. The chart below shows the top 25 personnel who got shifts during that period 
(both self-assigned and assigned by admin) including jobs such as supplemental that were 
factored out of much of the previous analysis. 

Employee # jobs  

Hembrick, Marvin - 6342 45 

Mues, Michael - 0798 43 

Paylor, Tony - 8130 38 

Crews, Jerome - 1287 34 

Clayton, Richard - 7219 33 

Sexton, Danny - 9381 32 

Caldwell, Andre - 4563 30 

Fitzgerald, Mark - 4525 29 

OBrien, Lawrence - 4120 29 

Kuszaj, Daniel - 0861 28 

Greenlee, William - 6468 25 

Rausch, Douglas - 5445 25 

Taylor, Alesha - 4548 25 

Drinker, Tracy - 9272 24 

Navarre, Thomas - 8909 24 

Miller, William - 0874 23 

McDowell, Juanetta - 4020 22 

Colquitt, Durward - 4810 22 

Swilley, Jay - 6120 21 

Winstead, William - 9380 21 

Strandh, Dan - 0181 21 

Bowling, Robert - 7824 21 

Shackleford, Pamela - 3709 20 

Addison, Robert - 6134 20 

  

 

While some of the names that appeared in two or more favoritism categories are still included, 
others do show up. In most cases these other names are personnel who were self-assigning 
and working large amounts of supplemental and few of them had any jobs administratively 
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assigned. A total of 248 individuals were able to get at least 1 shift during that period, with 70 
having 10 or more.  

Conclusions 

In terms of favoritism, there is significant evidence from which to draw a number of 

conclusions: 

• Numerous personnel appear in categories that are indicative of favoritism. 

• Many of these names appeared throughout the investigation in numerous areas. 

• Much of the advantage seems to have been in securing “good jobs” and being included 
in job pools. 
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Regional Practices Comparison 

As part of this inspection, selected agencies across the state were contacted and interviewed 

about their policies and practices to help develop a picture of “best practices.” The agencies 

contacted were: 

• Greensboro PD 

• Winston Salem PD 

• Raleigh PD 

• Cary PD 

• Fayetteville PD 

• Asheville PD 

• High Point PD 

• Wilmington PD 

From these interviews, it was clear that no agency has come up with a truly equitable system, 

and our program is superior to many. Detailed notes from each organization are included in 

Appendix 6.  In summary, there were some common elements that many programs shared: 

• Written policies governing secondary work. 

• No off duty until all phases of training are complete. 

• Officers must sign up and be approved to work off-duty. 

• Standard pay rate of $22-$30. 

• Some type of requirement that officers have a certain amount of time off between their 

regular work days. 

With that said, there were a number of practices, different from our own, that stood out and 

may be worthy consideration for our own program. These included: 

• Using Contracts. 

• Controlling pay through the city. 

• Having a civilian Secondary Employment Coordinator, and/or having secondary 

employment controlled under Professional Standards or the Office of the Chief. 

• For jobs that required a marked vehicle, additional fees are charged to the employer.  

• Rotating or targeting job announcements for particular patrol squads. 

• Officers must meet with the Secondary Employment Coordinator annually to “renew” 

jobs they are actively working. If they are not actively working or they do not renew 

they are removed. 
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APPENDIX 1: Photos of SEC work area 

 

   

    Photo of the SEC’s General Work Area  Photo of material under SEC desk 

 

 

   

Location of the JSC request forms. 

The forms were located in the manila 

folder that is circled in red. 

  

     

     

The “list” was kept in two of the 

binders pictured above, but loose 

forms were found in the papers under 

the binders as well as other locations in 

the workspace.
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APPENDIX 2: Overlapping Shifts detail 

Addison, Robert 5/22/08 Gas Give-away 0800-1300, Rogers Herr 1145-1445 

• Did not work Gas Give-Away, transferred job to Hembrick on 5/23. 

Anderson, Terry 5/24/08 Carlyle Jewelers 1000-2100 (2 shifts), Food Lion 1630-2230 

• Worked Carlyle 1000-2100, transferred Food lion to Troy Stewart 

on 5/26.  

  6/13/08 Carlyle Jewelers 1000-1700, Food Lion 1600-2200 

  6/14/08 Carlyle Jewelers 1000-2100 (2 shifts), Food Lion 1600-2200 

  6/21/08 Carlyle Jewelers 1000-2100 (2 shifts), Food Lion 1630-2230 

Bobbitt, Tracey 5/29/08 Jordan High 0700-1530, Bacon St. 0830-1530 

• Did not work either job. Transferred Jordan to Winstead on 6/2, and 

transferred Bacon St. to Jaynes on 6/2. 

5/30/08 Jordan High 0700-1530, Bacon St. 0830-1530 

• Worked Bacon Street 0830-1530. Transferred Jordan to Winstead 

on 6/2. 

Bond, William  6/4/08 Carlyle Jewelers 1000-1700, Durham Bulls 1300-1600 

• Worked Carlyle, transferred Bulls to Wiesemann on 6/5. 

6/5/08 Food Lion 1600-2200, Durham Bulls 1900-2200 

• Worked Food Lion 1600-2200, Transferred Bulls to Wiesemann on 

6/5. In addition was assigned to work and worked Durham School 

of Arts that day as well. Worked DSA 0800-1600. 

6/19/08 Food lion 1600-2200, Durham Bulls 1900-2200 

6/26/08 Food lion 1600-2200, Durham Bulls 1900-2200 

7/3/08 Food lion 1600-2200, Durham Bulls 1900-2200 

7/10/08 Food lion 1600-2200, Durham Bulls 1900-2200 

7/31/08 Food lion 1600-2200, Durham Bulls 1900-2200 

8/14/08 Food lion 1600-2200, Durham Bulls 1900-2200 

Crews, Jerome  5/23/08 TGIFridays 2130-0030, Extended Stay 2345-0345 

• Worked TGIFridays 2130-0030, transferred Extended Stay to 

Commander on 5/26. 

Davis, Robbie  5/30/08 Rumba 54 2230-0230, El Palanque 2230-0230 

•  Worked El Palanque 2230-0230, transferred Rumba to Scott on 

6/1. 

Drinker, Tracy  5/31/08 La Luna 2200-0230, Rumba 54 2230-0230 

• Worked La Luna 2200-0230, transferred rumba to Valle on 6/1. 
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Francis, Felisa  5/30/08 Judea Reform 0730-1030, Hillside 0900-1700 

• Worked both jobs, closed out Judea Reform starting at 0730 and 

working 3 hours, closed out Hillside starting at 0900. The officer 

was interviewed and stated that Judea reform had been put into 

CYA incorrectly and was actually 7:30 PM – 10:30 PM. She stated 

she just did not think to change the times when  she closed it out. 

Freeman, Ryan 5/30/08 City Hall 0730-1730, Serenex 1700-2000 

• Worked City Hall 0730-1730, then worked Serenex 1730-2030. 

Gaddy, Robert  6/1/08 Durham Bulls 1600-2000, Mayflower 1830-2230 

• Worked Bulls 1700-2145, transferred Mayflower to Crenshaw on 

5/30. 

  6/8/08 Durham Bulls 1600-2000, Mayflower 1830-2230 

• Did not work either shift. Deleted himself from Bulls on 6/2 – later 

self assigned by another officer, transferred Mayflower to 

Southerland on 6/6.  

  6/22/08 Durham Bulls 1600-2000, Mayflower 1830-2230 

• Deleted himself from Bulls on 6/22, later self assigned by another 

officer. 

Gibbons, Juanda 6/6/08 Dollar Tree 1000-1400, Jamaat Ibad Arrahman 1200-1500 

• Did not work either shift. Dollar Tree transferred to Thomas on 

6/10 and Jamaat transferred to Suitt on 6/5. 

  6/20/08 Dollar Tree 1000-1400, Jamaat Ibad Arrahman 1200-1500 

Jefferies, Everette 6/8/08 Supplemental 0900-1300, La Superior 1000-2300 

• According to CYA, worked both jobs. Closed out supplemental 

working 0900-1300, closed out La Superior working 1000-1500. 

Lawson, Andrew 5/24/08 Kroger 1900-0000, Brookwood Inn 2300-0500 

• According to CYA, worked both jobs. Closed out Kroger working 

1900-0000, closed out Brookwood working 2330-0500. The officer 

was interviewed and stated he started early at Kroger and left at 

2330, and did not change the times in CYA. He stated he often 

starts one job early or starts the other late. 

  5/30/08 Kroger 2100-0200, Brookwood Inn 2300-0500 

• According to CYA worked both jobs. Closed out Kroger working 

2000-0100, closed Brookwood working 2300-0500. The officer 

stated that he actually started Brookwood late this date at 0100 and 

did not change the times in CYA. 
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  6/21/08 Kroger 1900-0000, Brookwood Inn 2300-0500 

• According to CYA worked both jobs. Closed Kroger working 

1900-0000 and closed Brookwood working 2300-0500. As with the 

previous he started Kroger early but did not adjust the time. 

  6/28/08 Southpoint Cinema 1830-2300, Kroger 1900-0000, 

Brookwood Inn 2300-0500. 

• According to CYA worked Southpoint then Brookwood, but 

worked “0” hours at Kroger. During the interview he stated he had 

someone who was supposed to work for him at Kroger, but called at 

the last minute and cancelled and he could not find anyone. 

Macaluso, Daryl 5/31/08 Southpoint 1800-0100, Pop-A-Top 2230-0130. 

•  Worked Pop-A-Top 2300-0200. Self deleted Southpoint on 5/27. 

McCoy, Clyde  5/26/08 Bacon St. 0830-1530, Southeast Inv. P-lot 0900-2000, Food    

Lion 1830 – 2230 

• According to CYA worked all three jobs. Closed Bacon St. working 

0830-1530, closed Southeast P-lot working 0900-1100, and closed 

Food lion working 1430-1830. The officer was interviewed and 

stated that Southeast P-lot is a flexible job and that he did not 

actually work it from 0900-1100 as he closed it. He stated that he 

works the two hours sometime between 0900 and 2100, or may 

carry it to the following day working 4 hours. 

McDonough, John 6/9/08 Carlyle Jewelers 1700-2100, Grove Park 1900-0000 

• Did not work either job. Self-deleted from Grove Park on 6/2, and 

transferred Carlyle to Eubanks on 6/10. 

Mitchell, Elbert 5/31/08 TGI Fridays 2200-0100, Esquire Lounge 2345-0245 

• According to CYA worked both jobs. Closed TGIF working 2200-

0100, closed Esquire working 0030-0300. The officer was 

interviewed and stated that he actually worked TGIFridays 2130-

0030 but did not change the times in CYA. 

Pounds, John  5/19/08 Carlyle Jewelers 1700-2100, Parkway Plaza 2000-2300 

• Worked Carlyle 1700-2100, and worked Parkway 2100-0000. 

Rhodes Lester  5/29/08 Githens 0700-1500, Jordan 1030-1700 

• Worked Githens 0700-1500, was scheduled for Jordan in error and 

did not work (no sign of job being transferred). 

Sexton, Danny  5/23/08 DSA 0800-1600, Carlyle Jewelers 1000-1700 
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• Worked  DSA 0800-1600, transferred Carlyle to Bryant on 5/23. 

Watkins, Larry 5/24/08 Kroger 1900-0000, Esquire Lounge 2345-0245 

• Worked Kroger 1900-0000, then worked Esquire 0015-0315. 

  5/31/08 Kroger 1900-0000, Esquire Lounge 2345-0245 

• Worked Kroger 1900-0000, then worked Esquire 0015-0315. 

  6/22/08 Kroger 1900-0000, Durham Access 2300-0700 

Wood, Cindi  5/20/08 Food Lion 1500-2200, Golden Corral 2030-2330 

• Worked Food lion 1500-2100, transferred Golden Corral to Quick 

on 5/28. 
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APPENDIX 3: Personnel breakdown of 313 jobs between 6/9/07 and 1/24/07 assigned 
by administrators on the same day they were created. (Yellow highlight indicates 5 or more shifts, 

bold and highlighted indicates 10 or more shifts) 

D. Addison 5 b/m 

R. Addison 4 b/m 

D.C. Allen 2 b/m 

G. Andrea 4 b/m 

D. Anthony 1 w/m 

C. Barkley 1 b/m 

S. Bekhet 10 b/f 

R. Bowling 2 w/m 

A. Browne 3 b/f 

C.M. Bullock 2 b/m 

J. Butler 2 w/m 

A. Caldwell 23 b/m 

K. Cates 4 w/m 

M. Clancey 2 b/m 

J. Cloninger 1 w/m 

N. Cloninger 1 w/m 

B.J. Council 7 b/f 

L. Cox 2 w/m 

J. Crews 1 b/m 

K. Crews 2 b/m 

P. Daye 3 b/m 

D. Dowdy 8 b/m 

T. Drinker 11 b/m 

J. Evans 2 b/m 

D. Ferrell 1 b/m 

W. Forbes 1 b/m 

J. Fountain 1 b/f 

F. Francis 1 b/f 

J. French 1 b/m 

D. Frey 1 w/m 

J. Frederick 1 w/m 

R. Gaddy 1 b/m 

D. Gaither 13 b/m 

J. Gibbons 4 b/f 

T. Gilliam 2 w/f 

F. Gore 4 b/m 

C. Goss 1 b/m 

J. Green 1 b/m 

R. Green 1 b/m 

W. Greenlee 14 b/m 

K. Gregory 9 b/f 

M. Grissom 2 b/m 

J. Hamilton 5 w/m 

M. Hembrick 12 b/m 

T. Hinton 1 b/m 

A. Holland 4 w/m 

A. Jackson 1 b/m 

E. Jefferies 8 b/m 

J. Jones 2 b/m 

R. Jones 2 w/m 

N. Keith 3 b/m 

J. Kelly 1 b/m 

C. Knight 1 b/m 

A. Lawson 2 b/m 

T. Little 1 b/f 

J. Love 1 b/m 

J. McDonough 1 w/m 

E. Mitchell 9 b/m 

D. Mussatti 2 w/m 

R. Paffel 1 w/m 

N. Parker 1 b/m 

T. Paylor 17 b/m 

G. Pickrell 2 w/m 

D. Raush 1 w/m 

T. Schultz 1 w/f 

P. Shackleford 9 b/f 

T. Stubbs 1 w/m 

J. Swilley 4 w/m 

A. Taylor 24 b/f 

R.E. Thomas 1 b/m 

N. Thorpe 7 w/m 

T. Tuck 2 b/f 

A. Tyndall 3 w/m 

P. Vickers 1 b/f 

T. Willett 3 w/m 

L. Williams 2 b/m 

W. Winstead 12 b/m 

C. Wood 1 w/f 

R. Young 2 w/m 

 
Summary:  
313 jobs assigned to 79 individuals.  
79 individuals: 26 white (33%)   53 African-American (67%) 
313 jobs: 256 assigned to African Americans (82%) 57 assigned to white officers (18%) 
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APPENDIX 4: Notes on jobs analyzed from 10/1/07 until 1/14/08 

 
1. OPS-SUPPLEMENTAL, CSB-Operation Bulls Eye (10/5-10/13): 10 shifts were created on 

10/2 and immediately assigned by the SEC. This assignment was restricted to Community 
Service Bureau Personnel. The shifts were provided to the SEC who then entered them into 
CYA. 

(10/16): As with the previous, this assignment was restricted to Community Service Bureau 
Personnel. The shifts were provided to the SEC who then entered them into CYA. 

2. HALLOWEEN – Watts-Hillandale Neighborhood (10/31): 4 shifts were created on 10/3 
and assigned within 2 minutes by the SEC. On 10/17 one of these officers was  deleted and 
another officer assigned in their place. One of the personnel who worked it was interviewed 
and stated that the SEC asked them if they wanted to work the job. They also stated all the 
personnel had worked it the previous year. This was confirmed by others interviewed. The 
workers were paid by the homeowners association by check. 

3. American Diabetes Walk (10/6): 3 shifts created on 10/3 by the SEC and assigned within 1 
minute. One of the personnel who worked it was interviewed and stated that they were 
contacted directly by the SEC and asked if he wanted to work. He stated he was told they were 
trying to find someone to fill it at the last minute. He stated he had not worked it before. 
According to CYA admin logs, this job was never opened to all personnel even though the job 
was 3 days away. Another of the workers interviewed stated they had worked “walks” before 
and were called directly by the SEC. 

4. Business Expo @ Brightleaf (10/4): 1 shift was created on 10/3 and immediately assigned by 
the SEC. This job appears to be a short notice job having been created 24 hours before the 
assignment.  The officer assigned was interviewed and stated they knew one of the people 
involved with the event, and the person contacted the SEC and requested them. The officer 
assigned did not work the event the previous year. 

5. Marriott-Downtown (10/5): 1 shift was created on 10/4 and immediately assigned by the 
SEC. This is a short notice job listed as $35/hour. According to CYA records, Marriott is 
listed as a coordinated job, but this was not handled by the coordinator and the officer 
assigned is not on the Marriott list. The person listed as coordinating the employer was 
interviewed and advised that they were told by the SEC that the SEC would be coordinating 
the employer without any explanation. According to CYA records, an August job listed the 
coordinator, but he was not listed on this job. This job was assigned without ever being made 
available to all personnel. The officer assigned was interviewed and could not provide a 
reason why they were selected. 

6. Ride without Limits (10/13 – 10/14): 1 shift was created on 10/8 by the SEC and made 
available and subsequently self-assigned. On 10/9 the SEC created and immediately assigned 
7 additional shifts. One of the assigned officers was interviewed and stated that they were 
contacted directly by the SEC and asked if they wanted to work. They stated they had not 
worked the event before. The interviewee did state that the month before they complained to 
the SEC that they were never contacted about jobs, and then they started getting called. They 
were also called about another job during this period. These additional shifts were never 
opened to all personnel. Another interviewee told of seeing the SEC in the parking lot and 
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telling them of a hardship and asking to be considered if any jobs came up – then got the call. I 
could find no record in CYA of this event happening previously. 

7. Marriott (10/12): 1 shift was created on 10/9 and immediately assigned by the SEC. Same as 
previous Marriott, coordination was removed from coordinator without explanation and 
personnel who were never on the list were assigned. The officer assigned was interviewed and 
stated they were contacted by another officer and asked to work last-minute. I interviewed that 
officer and they advised that this job was related to the UNC football team and that a family 
member actually managed the business and had requested they coordinate it. The interviewee 
stated they talked to the SEC who approved their being the coordinator, but they apparently 
were never entered into the system as the coordinator. They stated they called the officer 
because they “wanted someone who would not screw up.” 

8. American Heartwalk (10/21): 12 shifts created on 10/9 and 10 of them immediately assigned 
by the SEC. The remaining 2 shifts were opened on 10/12 and self assigned. One of the 
personnel who worked it was interviewed and stated he was contacted by the SEC about 
working this event. They had not worked it previously, but stated they had worked a similar 
event, the MS Walk, that was no longer happening, and that is why the SEC contacted them. 
Others interviewed stated they had worked this event before. CYA records show that 6 of the 
10 personnel assigned to this job had worked the MS Walk and/or the previous Heartwalk. 4 
had not worked either, though one may have been a replacement for a motor officer who 

worked it previously. It is unclear why the 2 shifts were held 3 days before being opened 
unless responses from previous workers were pending, and it is unclear how 3 people were 

selected for assignment before the job was open. 

9. Juvenile Diabetes Walk (10/27): 4 shifts were created on 10/9 and immediately assigned by 
the SEC. On 10/17, 2 additional shifts were created and immediately assigned. I interviewed 
one of the personnel who worked this shift, and they advised they were contacted by the SEC 
for the job, and that he had worked the job previously. Another stated that he was offered the 
job because he had worked other “walks” in the past. CYA records do not show any of the 
employees assigned to this job as having worked it the previous year. 

10. Greystone Baptists Church (10/13): 2 shifts were created on 10/12 by the SEC and posted as 
open jobs and subsequently self-assigned by officers.  

11. Ivy Community Center-Teen Party (11/3): 1 shift was created on 10/12 by the SEC and 
immediately assigned. This is not listed as a coordinated job according to CYA records, and 
there is no indication of why this job should not have been posted for all employees. The 
officer assigned was interviewed and stated that he works at Rogers-Herr and knows a lot of 
the kids who were at the party, and he was requested by parents. 

-Wedding Reception (10/26): 1 shift was created on 10/24 by the SEC and immediately 
assigned. Ivy Community Center seems to have periodic events and is in CYA under 
Secondary Employment and under Ivy Community Center as the employer, but it is not listed 
as a coordinated job. This assignment was listed as a cash job. This could have been short 
notice (but only listed as $25/hr job), but CYA records show all events at this location have a 
history of being assigned by administrators and not open to all personnel. The officer 
assigned was interviewed and stated that he had worked events there before. 

-Party (11/10): 1 shift was created on 11/8 by the SEC and immediately assigned. As with the 
previous event at this location, this could have been short notice (but only listed as $25/hr 
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job), but CYA records show all events at this location have a history of being assigned by 
administrators and not open to all personnel. 

– Wedding (11/24): 1 shift was created on 11/14 by the SEC and assigned. As with the 
previous events at this location, the officer had worked there before, but no indication of why 
they had priority of this cash job.  

12. SECONDARY EMPLOYMENT – Cultural Event (10/27): 2 shifts were created on 10/15 
by the SEC and one was immediately assigned while the other was held for almost 4 hours 
before being assigned. This was a cash job at the Carolina Theater. One of the personnel 
assigned was interviewed and stated that they were contacted by the SEC and believe they got 
called because of their squad assignment and availability to work. CYA records show that the 
officer assigned to this job at 1455hrs went into CYA at 1326 and deleted themselves from a 
coordinated job they were assigned that would have conflicted with this job. This job was kept 

in hidden status and never opened to all personnel. The other officer assigned was interviewed 
and could not recall a reason they were selected. 

13. Shooters 2 (McKinney Group) (10/19): 2 shifts were created on 10/16 by the SEC backup 
and one of them was immediately assigned, while the other was left open and self assigned by 
an officer. The SEC backup was interviewed about this job and stated that the job was actually 
an American Tobacco Job (that she coordinated) being held at a different venue, so she 
assigned someone from her American Tobacco list.  

14. Technology Journal South (10/18): 2 shifts were created on 10/16 and immediately assigned 
by the SEC.  There were more than 48 hours between creation and the assignment date, so it is 
unclear if this could be considered short notice. One of the assigned officers was interviewed 
and stated they were not sure how they got this job, but had been contacted by the SEC to 
work jobs and believed it was due to their squad assignment, availability for work, and 
willingness to work. According to CYA records, the job was never made open to all 
employees. There is no record of this being a reoccurring event. The other officer assigned 
was interviewed and stated they were called by the SEC, but did not know why they were 
selected. 

15. Inner City Boxing – High School Party (10/27): 2 shifts were created on 10/16 and 
immediately assigned by the SEC. One of the officers assigned was interviewed and stated he 
knew the people who managed the location and that they requested certain officers to work the 
jobs there based on their familiarity with them.  According to CYA records, this is a cash job 
with no assigned coordinator. There have been several events in the past, some worked by the 
two officers initially assigned, though other officers have worked this site.  

– High School Party (10/19): 2 shifts were created on 10/19 and immediately assigned by the 
SEC. At 1530 One of them was deleted and another officer directly assigned by the SEC. This 
is a $35/hour last minute job, but was never opened to all personnel. 

16. Blue Coffee Café (10/19): 1 shift was created on 10/16 and assigned by the SEC. Based on 
CYA records, the job remained “hidden” and not open to all personnel and was assigned on 

10/18 by the SEC. The officer assigned was interviewed and stated that the SEC called them 
about the book signing. They stated they had worked events there before, though no record 
could be located in CYA (it is unknown how it may have been entered). 
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17. Hillside High School Parade (10/21): 7 shifts were created on 10/19 by the SEC and 2 of 
them were immediately assigned. The remaining shifts were left open and self assigned by 
officers. One of the assigned personnel was interviewed and stated they were selected for the 
job because they had “coordinated’ a lot of events at the location due to their position in the 
District and had a history of working these events. The other person assigned was not on the 
Hillside list and had no history of working Hillside events in CYA. It is unclear why this was 
listed as an open job and not through the coordinated Hillside pool. 

18. Motorcycle Anniversary/Halloween (10/27): 2 shifts were created on 10/23 and assigned by 
the SEC. This job was never opened to other personnel. This does not appear to be a 
reoccurring job nor did it qualify as last minute. According to CYA records, the location where 
the event was held, Parizades, is actually a coordinated site, but neither the coordinator nor 
anyone on the list was involved in this assignment. 

19. Habitat for Humanity – Full Moon Meander (10/26): 3 shifts were created on 10/23 by the 
SEC and immediately assigned. One of those assigned had worked Habitat for Humanity 
events in the past, and one of the others interviewed stated they were on a motorcycle and 
likely selected due to that. (Note:  Habitat events in the past had not specifically required 
motor officers.) According to CYA this is not a coordinated event. 

20. Habitat for Humanity – Halloween 100 Bike Ride (10/27): 8 shifts were created by the SEC 
and immediately assigned. Three of those assigned had worked this event the previous year. 
This job was never opened to all personnel. One of the assigned officers was interviewed and 
stated that they were contacted directly by the SEC and asked if they wanted to work. By 
reviewing CYA records, there were 3 Habitat for Humanity events from September to October. 
Different people were assigned to all of these events with all but the three listed above not 
having a record of working Habitat for Humanity. None of these were last minute jobs. All 

were directly assigned by the SEC. 

21. Hillside High School Dance Competition (11/10): 2 shifts were created on 10/31 by the SEC 
and one of them was immediately assigned. The other was left open and self assigned by an 
officer. Similar to the previous Hillside event, the officer assigned was on the Hillside list, but 
the officer who signed up was not. Again, while Hillside is coordinated, this was apparently 

an open job. The officer assigned was interviewed and stated they had worked the event 
before, but not in 2006.  

22. Tyler’s Tap Room (11/2): 2 shifts were created on 11/2 by the SEC and opened for all 
personnel. 2 officers subsequently self-assigned. In reviewing CYA records, it appears this 
job, while not coordinated, had a “preferred pool of people associated with it, though none of 

them got this job. It shows to only be released to that pool, but it is unclear if that is the case 
and if so how the individuals who got it found it. This job appears to have been posted and 

signed up for legitimately. 

23. Greater Emmanuel Church (11/9): 2 shifts were created on 11/2 and immediately assigned 
by the SEC. (One officer later transferred his shift and then it was cancelled, so only one 
officer worked.) Not short notice and no indication of why this was not open to all employees. 
The officer assigned was interviewed and stated the SEC called him and he did not know why 
he was selected. 

24. Scientific Properties – Poetry Slam (11/16): 1 shift was created on 11/2 by the SEC and 
opened to all employees. It was subsequently self-assigned. 
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25. Marriott – RTP (11/2 and 11/9): As with previous Marriott jobs, this was not run through the 
coordinator or pool. The officer who worked the 11/9 event was interviewed and stated they 
got the job because they have worked Carolina Football (the job was being at the hotel since 
the team was there) assignments in the past.  CYA logs are unclear on when this job was 
created and assigned, but it was assigned to the officers directly on 11/3. 

26. Benson Nursery Tree Auction (11/10): 2 shifts were created on 11/6 by the SEC and opened 
to all personnel. They were subsequently self-assigned by officers. 

27. OPS Special Assignment (11/6) Several shifts were created on 11/6 by the SEC, but only one 
appears to have been opened and subsequently self assigned. The remaining shifts were 
assigned to a placeholder and never filled. Notes say 4 officers were needed, but only 1 ended 
up working. 

28. Club 9 – College Party (11/8): 3 shifts were created on 11/8 by the SEC and 2 were 
immediately assigned. The remaining shift was left open and self assigned by an officer. This 
was a cash job. Previous events to this location show one of those assigned as being the 
coordinator, but this job lists no coordinator. Both of those assigned were listed in the 
“preferred pool” of the jobsite when it was coordinated. One of the officers assigned was 
interviewed and stated it was previously a job he coordinated, but was infrequent now. 

29. Walmart (11/23): 3 shifts were created on 11/8 by the SEC and immediately assigned. This 
was a cash holiday job ($35/hr) and it was not opened to all personnel. One of those assigned 
was interviewed and stated that it was “Black Friday” and that she and one of the others had 
worked it before. CYA records confirm that all personnel had worked Walmart assignments 
before. 

30. Hilton RTP (11/10): 2 shifts were created on 11/8 by the SEC and immediately assigned. One 
of those assigned was interviewed and stated that the employer was a friend/relative of one of 
the officers and had requested the officers to work the event through the SEC. 

31. Pulley, Watson, King (11/8 – 11/9): 3 shifts were created on 11/9 by the SEC and 
immediately assigned. This was a last minute job ($35/hr) and shifts appear to have been 
created after one of the workdays. One of those who worked was interviewed and stated that it 
was last minute and he was contacted and could get off and work so he did. Another of those 
assigned stated he was contacted directly by the SEC. 

32. Shepherd Middle School – Step Show Competition (11/10): 1 shift was created on 11/9 by 
the SEC and assigned. This job was created and posted by the SEC, but the jobsite is 
coordinated by another officer. This job was restricted to personnel who were on the school 
payroll. The person assigned was on the school payroll.  

33. OPS-SUPPLEMENTAL Special UP (11/13-11/16): 4 shifts were created on 11/12 and 11 
shifts created on 11/13 by the SEC. All were self-assigned by officers. 

34. NC Mutual Insurance Co. (11/12): This job appears to have been created and assigned after 
the assignment date. It was created and assigned to the then Chief of Police. No details are 
available on this job. 
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35. Best Buy (11/23): 1 shift was created and assigned on 11/16 and another created on 11/19 by 
the SEC. The shift on the 16th was opened to all personnel and self assigned by the officer. 
CYA logs are unclear on how the shift on 11/19 was assigned. This was a $35/hr holiday job. 

36. The Picture Gallery (12/8): 2 shifts were created on 11/9 by the SEC and immediately 
assigned. It appears to be a cash job that has occurred periodically. Both the officers who were 
assigned have worked there in the past (along with others), but it is listed as an uncoordinated 
job. One of those assigned was interviewed and stated he had worked it a few times before, 
and thought he got it because he knew the officers who worked it regularly. It was never 
opened to all personnel. 

37. Triangle Grading and Paving (11/26-12/3): Multiple shifts were created for this job and 
opened city-wide. All shifts were self-assigned by officers, but only 11/26 and 11/27 ended up 
happening. All others were cancelled. 

38. Durham center for Senior Life Concert (12/1): 2 shifts were created on 11/27 by the SEC 
and immediately assigned. One of the officers assigned was interviewed and believes the job 
involved a family member of their former commander and that they were requested. 

39. Immaculate Conception (12/1): 2 shifts were created on 11/29 by the SEC and immediately 
assigned. Both officers assigned were motor officers and the assignment was to escort a torch 
run. CYA records indicate there have been Immaculate Conception jobs this year for similar 
escorts/traffic that were open to all personnel.  

40. Holy Cross Church (12/2): 1 shift was created on 11/29 by the SEC and later assigned on 
11/30. This assignment is for traffic direction at a church and CYA records indicate it was 
kept “hidden” and have never been opened to all personnel. The officer assigned was 
interviewed and stated he was called by the SEC and offered the job. 

41. Campus Point Apartments (12/8): 1 shift was created on 11/29 by the SEC and immediately 
assigned.  The officer assigned was interviewed and stated that a civilian department 
employee contacted the SEC about the job and requested this officer for the job.  

42. Precision Platinum Jewelry (12/8): 1 shift was created on 12/4 by the SEC and immediately 
assigned. This job was for security at a Christmas party and was never opened agency wide.  

43. Christian Assembly Church (12/12-12/15): 4 shifts were created on 12/12 by the SEC and 
immediately assigned to one officer. That officer later transferred some shifts to others. The 
officer assigned was interviewed and stated he was contacted by the SEC and believes it was 
short notice. He stated that he had a history of being available for short notice jobs. 

44. Spring Arbor of Durham (12/19): 1 shift created on 12/17 by the SEC and immediately 
assigned. This was just a traffic direction job and it paid cash. Possibly short notice. The 
officer assigned was interviewed and stated it was in the District he was working and needed a 
car, so the SEC contacted him.  

45. Voyager Academy (12/18) and (1/11-1/28): 1 shift was created on 12/17 by the SEC backup 
and immediately assigned. 5 shifts were created by the SEC backup and assigned. 3 were 
assigned to an officer, 2 were assigned to the SEC backup. The SEC backup was interviewed 
and stated that the officer assigned initiated the job and was acting as the “coordinator” though 
it only had 2 people and she did all the assignments in CYA. She stated she was available so 
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she filled the other shifts. The other officer was interviewed and stated he was not sure how he 
came to get the job, that a relative of a Captain worked there and the Captain contacted the 
SEC requesting a “good” (reliable) person work the job.  He believed the SEC then contacted 
him. He stated he did not know anyone there previously. He stated he and the SEC backup 
worked all of it, and he never did anything in CYA. This job is not listed as a coordinated job. 

46. Durham Rescue Mission (12/24): 2 shifts were created on 12/17 by the SEC and opened for 
all personnel. Both shifts were self-assigned by officers. 

47. Barnes and Noble (12/21-12/23): 3 shifts were created on 12/20 by the SEC and one of them 
was immediately assigned. The other two were opened to all personnel and self assigned by 
officers. The assigned officer later self-deleted and the opening was self assigned by another 
officer. The assigned officer was interviewed and stated that it was an open job, that the SEC 
had offered them a shift.  

48. Chick-Fil-A (1/9): 2 shifts created on 1/3 by the SEC backup and immediately assigned. One 
of those assigned was interviewed and stated that he and the other officer knew the owners of 
the business and the business requested them through the SEC. When interviewed, the SEC 
backup also confirmed that these officers had worked for the employer in the past. 

49. G-loft (1/12): This shift was assigned to an officer after the shift had been worked. CYA 
records show it was assigned to a “placeholder” before that, but it is not clear when the shift 
was created. 

50. Martin Luther King Jr. Parade (1/19): 9 shifts created on 1/14 and 3 were assigned by the 
SEC. The remaining shifts were opened to all and self assigned. 2 of the three assigned shifts 
were motor officers, the other assigned party was interviewed and stated he “coordinated” it 
while serving in District 4 and worked it.  

51. Judea Reform (Planned Parenthood) (1/22): This shift was created and assigned by the 
SEC, but this appears to have been a coordinated job and it was assigned to someone in the 
job pool. Appears to have been entered as an open job in error.  

52. Union Baptist Church – Capital Broadcasting (1/25): 3 shifts were created on 1/24 and 
assigned by the SEC.  Several of those who worked were interviewed and stated it was a 
political event that was being run by the owner of the Durham Bulls and that the owner 
requested officers who worked at the ballpark work this event. 
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APPENDIX 5: Officers found in one or more of the possible favoritism categories. 

  

 In 10 or more 

job pools 

Had 5 or more 

"open" jobs 

assigned  

Listed as 

coordinator on 3 

or more jobs 

Addison, David - 1265 X X  

Addison, Robert - 6134  X  

Allen, Chris - 7189   X 
Andrea, Greg - 6834  X  
Bekhet, Shereé - 8962 X X X 

Bobbitt, Tracey - 8136 X   

Browne, April - 5690 X X  

Bynum, Vincent – 7841   X 

Caldwell, Andre - 4563 X X  

Cartwright, James - 5425 X   

Crenshaw, Harlan - 8161 X   

Council, BJ - 4141  X  

Crews, Jerome - 1287 X   

Crews, Keith - 6156 X   

Daye, Paul - 7427 X   

Dowdy, Darrell - 3380  X  

Drinker, Tracy - 9272 X X  

Fair, Jeffery - 4359 X   

Forbes, Winslow - 6473 X   

Francis, Felisa - 4057 X   

Gaddy, Robert - 4361 X  X 

Gaither, DeLondon - 5479 X X  

Gibbons, Juanda - 2653 X X X 
Gore, Franklin - 5539  X  
Greenlee, William - 6468 X X X 
Gregory, Kimley - 1461 X X  

Hamilton, Jerrold - 1925  X  

Hayes, Maurice - 7424   X 

Hembrick, Marvin - 6342  X  

Honeycutt, Joseph - 7179 X   

Jackson, Anthony - 2657 X   

Jeffries, Everette - 1412 X X  

Jaynes, Alonzo - 4365   X 

Keith, Nathan - 3909 X   

Kelly, Joseph - 4067 X   

Little, TaLisa - 0105  X  

Love, Jeffery - 1358 X   
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May, Jr., Raymond - 1950 X   

Mitchell, Elbert - 1472  X  

Paylor, Tony - 8130 X X X 

Peace, Sherrod - 6895 X   

Pennica, Scott - 9211 X   

Pettiford, Natausha - 2101 X   

Pounds, John - 7715 X   

Rausch, Douglas - 5445 X   

Rhodes, Lester - 8128 X   

Schultz, Tammy - 9280 X   

Sexton, Danny - 9381 X   

Shackleford, Pamela - 3709 X X  

Swilley, Jay - 6120  X  

Taylor, Alesha - 4548 X X X 
Taylor, Kenneth - 4025   X 

Thomas, Ronald - 6249 X   

Thorpe, Nathan - 5907 X X  

Tinnin, Robert - 9301 X   

Tuck, Tammy - 4073 X   

Watkins, Larry - 2994 X   

West, Delois - 9147   X 

White, Miana - 0818  X  

Winstead, William - 9380 X X  

Wood, Cindi - 1551 X   

Wright, Curtis - 9445 X   

 

NOTES 

• “10 or more job pools” is as of 3/23/08 according to CYA 
records. Some of these may be inactive jobs. Inclusion in 
multiple school pools was counted as “1” pool. 

• “5 or more open jobs” based on the list of 313 jobs 
administratively assigned the same day they were created 
between 6/9/07 and 1/24/08. 

• “Coordinator on 3 or more jobs” is based on CYA and SEC 
records over the past five years. Some of these may be 
inactive jobs or short assignments, but still shows 
opportunity. 

 



 60

APPENDIX 6: Regional Practices Comparison 

 

Greensboro PD  

Coordinator: Civilian attached to Administrative Service Bureau. 

Process: Employers contact the SEC. SEC faxes them the paperwork and they complete it and fax it 

back. The paperwork is posted in a shared folder all officers can view. Officer can look through the 

folder and if they see a job they want to work they contact her. She assigns them on a first-come-first-

serve basis. Once she tells them they have the job, they are responsible for showing up. 

Pay: Officers are paid through the department and the employers wanting officers are billed by the 

city. They charge $26.75 for officers and $31.75 for a supervisor. Officers receive $25 and supervisors 

receive $30. Once officers have worked a job, they submit a pay sheet to the SEC and receive the pay 

in their check.  

Restrictions: Captains and above cannot work off-duty. Officers cannot work until done with all field 

training, and during an officer’s first year they can only work off-duty jobs that have a supervisor. 

Officers must have a request to work off duty approved and on file with the SEC. 

Equity Controls: No specific equity controls, but the coordinator will limit officers taking multiple 

jobs. Officers do transfer jobs (little control over it), but are not supposed to “broker” jobs – take jobs 

they do not intend to work. The SEC stated it is hard to detect those who are “brokering” jobs.  

Additional notes: Greensboro does try to honor requests for specific officers. Greensboro does use 

“assignment coordinators” to coordinate long term jobs. 

 

Winston Salem PD 

Coordinator: Internal Affairs coordinates the jobs – no single designated coordinator. 

Process: People wanting off-duty officers contact Internal Affairs, who takes all the info and puts it 

out in a department wide email. Officers then contact the employer directly and if they get the job they 

then contact IA and fill out a form on the job. 

Pay: 

Restrictions: Seems to be no restrictions or oversight. 

Equity controls: No controls in place – stated it was not a problem. 

Additional Notes: Seems to be very loosely run, with little oversight and control.  

 

Raleigh PD 

Coordinator: Not really coordinated in any way, but a Desk Sergeant under Special Operations is the 

contact person. 

Process: Officers find jobs directly and contract directly with the employer. There is a city contract 

that is used, but its main purpose is to protect the city from workman’s comp liability.  Jobs that come 

in to the contact are posted on an intranet and officers contact the employer and negotiate details. If it 

is a long term job, a coordinator is advertised on the intranet as well.  

Pay: Average is $30/hr, but not spelled out. Very few instances of city vehicle use. 

Restrictions: Officers cannot work more than 16 hours during a 24 hour period, but not clearly 

defined.  
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Equity controls: No real equity control. Put out for everyone, first-come-first-serve basis. Alerts about 

posted jobs are sent out by email and on to MDCs so on-duty personnel who do not have email up are 

notified. No tracking of those getting too much or controlling work.  

Additional Notes: Raleigh had a double-dipping problem recently and the initial reaction was to put 

more controls in place, but it was found to not be feasible and the new administration had not made it 

a priority so they have returned to a very uncontrolled system. 

 

Cary PD 

Coordinator: Coordinated by a Sergeant – the “Special Projects Coordinator” who currently works 

under the Special Operations Commander under Patrol. They are looking at moving it under Internal 

Affairs and upgrading it to a Lieutenant. All requests go through the Special Projects Coordinator 

(SPC) or his supervisor. 

Process: Person wanting off duty officers contact the SPC. The SPC gets the information on the job 

and sends it out one of several ways. For upcoming or short notice job, he sends it out through an 

instant messenger to all officers. Long term jobs or those a month out are sent out in a monthly sheet 

of upcoming available jobs and officers respond with a “bid” sheet showing which shifts they would 

like to have. For short notice jobs he will request an immediate response and selects (generally) the 

first responder. For upcoming jobs that can’t be put on monthly sheet, he sets a respond by date and 

then takes all the responses and decides who to assign the job to. Once he gets the bid sheets back he 

sorts the responses and decides who to give the jobs to. The decision of who to give jobs to is made by 

the SPC and is intended for jobs to be spread as equitably as possible. Detailed records are kept on 

why persons were selected for jobs to justify the equitable distribution.  

Pay: $30 for officers, $35 for supervisors. Officers are paid directly by the employer for most off-duty 

jobs. “Extra-duty” jobs, that is jobs for city departments or jobs that must be filled but no one 

volunteered, are paid as overtime through the 171 hour rule.  

Restrictions: Currently officers can only work 24 hours of off-duty or extra-duty work per week. They 

also cannot work directly before their city shift and must have at least 8 hours off before their next 

shift. It is not very common, but ranking officers can work off-duty, but not extra-duty due to the 

overtime issue. 

Equity controls: The main purpose of the SPC is to ensure that work is distributed as fairly as possible. 

All work goes through the SPC. 

Additional Notes: Cary does not use any job site coordinators. All jobs, including long terms ones are 

managed by the SPC. Generally officers who want to work get 2-3 days of off-duty a month.  

 

Fayetteville PD 

Coordinator: A Sergeant in Professional Standards 

Process: Jobs come to the coordinator who gets all the information and then puts out the work on 

email. Officers then respond and fill out paperwork and sign contracts with the employers. Generally 

first come first serve. Officers can also find jobs and bring them to the coordinator. The officers have 

to have the site reviewed to ensure it does not violate policy to have officers there (not a nuisance 

business). Generally the coordinator will let them then manage the job and ensure all steps are 

followed. For long-term jobs, an officer is chosen to manage the site and they are responsible for all 

scheduling etc with no control from the coordinator.  
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Pay: $25-30/hr. – negotiated by officers and business. Officer can work for less if they want to.  

Restrictions: Can’t work more than 16 hours in a day (regular duty plus off-duty). Officers are limited 

to 28 hours per cycle. 

Equity controls: Coordinator tries to give work to officers who have not gotten much when short 

notice stuff comes in.  

Additional Notes: Off-duty is managed through an access database. Each year officers have to see the 

coordinator and “renew” jobs they are working by confirming they are still active. If they do not do 

this within 30 days they are removed from the jobs. Contracts are used because they have had 

collection issues in the past. 

 

Asheville PD 

Coordinator: Coordinated by a Sergeant in Professional Standards 

Process: For internal jobs, officers are notified by email and officers who want to work contact the 

department with the work – for example parks and rec – and work out the details. External jobs, notice 

is sent out by email about the job, and officers go directly to the employer and get them to fill out the 

paperwork. Last minute jobs may go to “whoever is around.” 

Pay: Internal are paid through the city, external are paid by the employer. 

Restrictions: can only work 4 hours in the 12 hours preceding a work shift. Cannot work while on sick, 

family, worker comp, admin or suspension leave. Probationary employees can only work off duty at 

City-sponsored function, and have to be done with field training. 

Equity controls: Job announcements are rotated so they go out at various times to catch different shifts 

and work groups. 

 

 

High Point PD 

Coordinator: Secondary employment is coordinated by an officer who reports to the Chief’s 

Administrative Lieutenant. 

Process: Employers call the coordinator directly. Coordinator then calls officers based on their 

availability (work schedule) and a list. If he does not find anyone he will “walk the halls” and find 

someone who wants to work. Employers can also contact officers and the officer can coordinate the 

job themselves. They notify the coordinator and get approval, then run it all with little dept 

involvement. 

Pay: Regular rate is $22-$25, $35-$40 for short notice. The coordinator tries to get $25 for all jobs, 

and will up the rate based on perceived complexity of the job.  

Restrictions: Limited to 16.5 total hours of work each day (includes regular shift – 10.5 hours for 

patrol). Officers must have 6 hours off before a work shift. All officers must be approved to work off-

duty.  

Equity controls: At the beginning of the year all officers who want to work sign up for a pool and are 

randomly shuffled.  Officers who are working long term jobs have to renew each year if they want to 

continue working them.  

Additional Notes: 
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Wilmington PD 

Coordinator:  Civilian who works under Support Service and is physically located in the Chief’s 

office.  

Process: Employers contact the coordinator. The coordinator gets the information and gets a contract 

signed by the employer. The coordinator then determines what squad is eligible for the job and sends 

notice of the job to the sergeant. The sergeant then determines who will work and lets the coordinator 

know. The coordinator also maintains a “hot list” for last minute jobs and will directly call officers off 

that list if a job needs to be filled. 

Pay: Employers are charged $30 for an officer. Officers are paid through the city, and get about $22. 

The difference is used to pay for the SEC and administration of the program.  

Restrictions: 

Equity controls: The coordinator keeps a spreadsheet of all the squads by platoon and tries to rotate the 

work through squads based on availability. No real control over how the work is divided up by the 

sergeants. 

Additional Notes:  If the employer is an individual rather than a business, the coordinator gets the 

money up front, otherwise they bill businesses. If the job requires a city car, the employer is billed an 

additional $20.  

 

 


