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NEWARK
BOARD OF EDUCATION
SECURITY OFFICERS

INTRODGCTION

In the fall of 1983 the New Jersey State Commission of
Investigation received reports of irregularities in the operation
of poard of education security forces, specifically in Newark and
possibly in other school districts. An evaluation o©of these
reports prompted the Commission to adopt, on November 2, 1983, a
resolution authorizing an inquiry into:

Whether the laws of the State of New Jersey
regulating the appointment, training,
conduct, and funding of board of education
security officers are being faithfully
executed and effectively enforced; and
whether the laws, regulations, and local
board of education policies pertaining to
such officers are adequate to effectuate the
public policy of this State.

During the next several months the Commission conducted a
canvass of major school districts throughout the State. These
districts included ©Newark, Jersey City, Paterson, Trenton and
Camden., SCI lawyers, agents and accountants interviewed various
state, county and local officials directly or indirectly involved
in school security programs, subpoenaed numerous administrative
Pecords, operational reports and other documents, and took sworn
executive session testimony at the Commission's office.

The bulk of these investigative efforts soon centered on
Newark's Department of Security Services and Drug Enforcement
because its problems were the most serious, complex and

pervasive. Indeed, the Commission's review of other school
districts uncovered no deficiencies of such substance as to
warrant continued probing. In Newark, on the other hand, the

school security force was found to have been plagued from its
outset by misrule and misconduct. Certain essential reforms have
been initiated in recent months, some as a result of stringent
disciplines imposed by Prentiss E. Thompson since his appointment
on July 29, 1983 as the Department's executive director and some
by the Board of Education reacting to the SCiIi's investigation.
These few belated improvements, however, have had only a
superficial impact because of 15 years of administrative and
operational improprieties. The 57,000 students attending classes
in the city's 82 schools cannot be guaranteed, under present
security conditions, the peaceful surroundings so necessary to
their intellectual and physical maturation as responsible adults.
The parents of Newark's public school children -- indeed, all of
Newark's taxpayers -- merit a far safer educational atmosphere
than now exists. Por that reason, the SCI in this report not only
will specify the problems its investigation has uncovered but will
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also recommend corrective actions for consideration by the Newark
Board of Education as well as certain reforms that deserve the
attention of the Legislature and the State Department of
Education.
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NEWARK'S SCHOOL SECURITY PROBLEMS

Preface

Most of the basic difficulties that beset the Newark School
District's Department of Security Services and Drug Enforcement
stem from the absence of any original statutory source for its
authority to function. No resolution creating the Department and
defining its structure and responsibilities can be found. As
Robert Ahmad, II, Executive Director of the O0Office of Board
Affairs, reported to the Board of Education on October 3, 1983:
", ..regarding the alleged resolution approved by the board
sometime in the late 1960's, attached please find the only
documentation on file in the O0Office of Board Affairs, which
addresses the position of security guard..." The attachment
consisted of fragmented school board minutes indicating the
establishment of the positions of School Security Guard and
Supervisor on May 28, 1968; the specification of civilian clothes,
including photographs and identification tags, to be worn by such
guards on November 26, 1968; and the appointment of a roster of
security guards at $5,300 vyearly on February 25, 1969, Since no
one has known under what statutory authority the Department was
created 1its functional expansion during the past 15 years of
unprecedented social change has been based to a large extent on
whatever those in charge assumed were its responsibilities and
obijectives, A faulty management pattern, lacking statutory
definition and guidance, is largely to blame for the overall staff
and operational deterioration that afflicts the Department.

The Police Powers Issue

The Board of Education has obtained 75 percent reimbursement
of the annual cost of its security force under N.J.S.A. 18A:17-42
through 45. This law, enacted in 1967, but now 1inadequate to
fulfill its purpose, authorizes the employment of state-aided
"public school law enforcement officers" to assure the safety and
welfare of public school students while attending classes. The
law requires the State Commissioner of Education to promulgate
rulzs and regulations, This promulgation, in addition to
indicating the procedures for establishing a public school
security force and for obtaining the 75 percent cost
reimbursement, also bans the bearing of firearms in school
buildings, an issue to be discussed later in this report.

With no other available guidelines, it could be presumed that
from the time of the initial State reimbursement the Newark public
school security force consisted of law enforcement officers
subject to N.J.S.A. 18A:17-42 through 45. However, the SCI's
investigative counsel, James A. Hart, III, asked Louis C. Rosen,
the Board's general counsel at that time, to clarify the statutory
basis for the appointment of such personnel. On February 2, 1984,
Rosen responded that the Board's appointments have been pursuant
to N.J.S.A. 18A:6-4.2 et seq. This law, effective in 1970,
authorized public schools, among other educational institutions,
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to appoint individuals "to act as policemen for the institution.™
In addition to stipulating more precisely than N.J.S.A. 18A:17 how
such policemen were to be appointed and tralned, the statute
specified that they shall, while on school property and on
contiguous streets, "possess all the powers of policemen and
constables in criminal cases and offenses against the law." In
his letter to the SCI, Rosen declared that he based his opinion
that the Board's security personnel were appointed as "policemen"
under 18A:6-4.2 et seq. on job descriptions and actual
performance: - T '

For instance, our security personnel do
exercise all powers of policemen in criminal
cases and offenses against the law during
terms of duty on school properties. They
investigate, question, stop and arrest
individuals who, in their opinion, trespass
on public property or individuals who engage
in disorder or criminal activity.

The absence of any original statutory citation for the
appointment process was noted during an SCI executive session
discussion with Columbus Salley, Executive Superintendent of the
Newark school system:

0. Did you ever have occasion to search the
records of vyour department to determine
whether or not the board of education had
passed a resolution either at the time the
security department was first organized or
any time thereafter stating in effect that
security personnel were to be appointed
pursuant to N,.J.S.A. 18A:6?

A, As I recall, there's never been any real
definitive statement in that regard in any of
the records that I've been privy to. I think
that's been part of the ambiguity and the
lack of clarity around this whole issue. We
can't really find a board action that would
delineate itself along your lines of inquiry
so that I can say yes, it took place on this
date and, yes, from this point on forward in
time they behaved -pursuant to statute and
regulation. I can't say that. The record
seems to be incomplete.

0. Did the board just recently pass a resolution
stating in effect that security officers were
to be considered police officers appointed
under 18A:62

A, Yes, they did that March the 13th at the
board's work action session.

As Superintendant Salley observed, on March 13, 1984, the
Newark Board of Education adopted a resolution recognizing that
its security employees have in the past and continue to "exercise
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the full and appropriate police powers granted to them under the
authority of Title 18A...." This resolution alsco mandated that
all appropriate steps, including training, be taken to bring the
force in compliance with the resolution,

The Iocal 617 Issue

Local 617 of the Service Employees International Union,
AFL-CIO, represents about 1,000 Newark Board of Education workers,
including security and public property guards, custodial workers,
bus superintendents, laborers, repairmen and central office

clerks. Local 617's leadership disagrees with the Board of
Education resolution of March 13, 1984, that members of the
security staff have full police powers. Note the following

excerpts from the testimony of Curtis Grimsley, president and
business agent of Local 617, at the SCI:

Q. Does the union have a policy or a position
concerning whether or not Board of Education
security officers should arrest brother union
members for crimes those union members have
committed on Board of Education property?

A. The position that the union takes is that the
security guards within the Newark Board of
Education are not security officers and
should have no power of arrest; further, that
the other employees in the Board of Education
should not be subjected to the procedures
that have been followed by the security
guards because there's a union contract which
states that there's a disciplinary process
that should be followed when any infraction
against board policy takes place.

Q. Are you aware that state law empowers board
of education security officers with full
police powers, including the power of arrest?

A, No, I'm not.

This conflict between the school administration and Local 617
is of critical concern to each faction because N.J.S.A. 34:13A-5.3
states that "no policeman shall have the right to join an employee
organization that admits employees other than policemen to
membership."

The conflict also confirms the validity and logic of the
reason for such a statute, according to both the SCI's
investigative findings and testimony by witnesses, Numerous
disciplinary problems have arisen within the Security Department
and between the security force and custodians and other members of
Local 617 that threaten to undermine the entire school security
system. Executive Director Thompson's authority to run the
Department is being thwarted, official directives and assignments
for handling statutory and regulatory violations are being
ignored, and an obvious -- and dangerous -- reluctance exists
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among some security officers to investigate or arrest other Local
617 members for alleged wrongdoing. A glaring example of the
insubordination, confusion, inefficiency and waste caused by this
conflict occurred during 1983. This case involved a guard of
public property who was assigned by Thompson to monitor the
comings and goings of alleged "no show"™ custodians assigned to the
headguarters building. ‘Thompson had received information that as
many as nine custodians would punch the time clock and then leave
the premises., After conferring with an official of Local 617, the
guard refused the assignment, stating that it was contrary to his
job description and that he would not spy on another union
member, This individual was suspended by Thompson, but the union
filed a grievance and the dispute had to be submitted to
arbitration in 1line with Local 617's collective bargaining
contract. The property guard subseguently was ordered
reinstated. This disciplinary breakdown, no matter what its
ultimate resolution, derailed an inguiry that could have regquired
the dismissal of Board employees for accepting wages they did not
earn and could have spurred corrective steps to improve the
productivity and effectiveness of the custodial staff.

Thompson during his testimony at the SCI frequently cited
administrative and disciplinary difficulties caused by Local 617's
intrusion into his management of the Security Department:

Q. You indicated that another problem area was a
failure to report crimes by some of your
employees, Could you elaborate upon that for
us, please?

A, Okay. Many of the -- all of my -- all of the
security personnel are in unions, and the
security officers are in Local 617. I have
problems with the wunion influencing and
intimidating my people as to where their
loyalty lies and job descriptions and duties.

Again:

Qe Did you have other problems ... specifically
after the arrest of three custodians for two
separate incidents of theft?

A, Yes. We've had confrontations wherein the
method that I use to apprehend security
personnel and also custodians, as far as
that's concerned, anyone else who's
committing a criminal act, where, according
to them, they feel that I do not have the
right and/or powers to make arrests.

In addition, 1it's in wviolation of their
contracts, that these individuals are to be
given a warning and that they're supposed to
be disciplined. The first time I apprehend
them they're to get a verbal warning. The
second time I'm suppose to counsel them. The
third time I'm suppose to submit it in
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writing, and I believe the fourth time I am
to seek disciplinary action, to wit, a
suspension for one to three or five days,
something of that nature.

Are they taking that position because that's
what's set forth in the collective bargaining
agreement?

No, they're taking that position because
that's what they want. I don't see anyplace
within the contract where it says when a
person commits a criminal act I am to give
them any type of warning.

That is my next gquestion. They want you to
follow this process that you just set forth
even though you caught someone in the act of
committing a crime, is that correct?

That's correct. They have led campaigns
against me as far as my use of the Miranda
warning, which you read in the newspaper
wherein that I submit it to them -- that
whenever I apprehend a person or a person is
a prime suspect, prior to questioning that
person and asking for a statement, a
confession, I state them their Miranda
warnings. It's their feeling I have no right
to do that, it intimidates the people, and
what these people are doing is not really
criminal, it should be handled in an
administrative disciplinarian way as opposed
to me actually making the arrests.

and again:

Q.

A,

What position does the Board of Education
take?

The Board of Education, I believe, currently
takes the position that they should be
arrested.

Have you and the union appeared before the
Board of Education and made your respective
positions known?

That's correct. 'That was when the union led
a campaign against me stating that I had no
right to make the arrest; I had no powers to
make the arrests; and that I was not a
policeman; this was an educational
institution and that these individuals should
be handled, dealt with administratively as
far as the disciplinary rules are concerned
in their contract.

You're saying that the union led a campaign
against you. Can you tell me what the union
did during this campaign?
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A. The campaign was that they got X amount of
security officers and also union -- other
union members to come forward before the
Board of Education to speak out against that
which I was doing. That which I was doing
was nothing more than conducting investiga-
tions and apprehending individuals on drugs,
selling drugs, theft and no show, and also
the use of Miranda warning whenever I took a
statement or questioned a person that I knew
~- that I considered the prime suspect; and
in doing so the Board of Education had
several hearings where I had to produce doc-
uments to substantiate that which I was
doing.

Newark Schools Superintendent Salley also recalled at the SCI
the administrative and personnel problems stemming from the dis-
pute with Local 617 over the definition of the school security
officer's job responsibilities. Counsel Hart reminded Salley of
an interview with a Commission agent about Local 617. Salley's
testimony:

Q. At that time you made a statement that the
union during your tenure has engaged in
efforts to disrupt the educational system and
to avoid the detection of improprieties with-
in the union. Can you explain to the Commis-
sioner what you meant by that statement?

A. Yes. We are in the business of educating
young people and it's obvious you can't do
that in environments that are not conducive
to teaching and learning. Therefore, vyou
have to create the climate that is conducive
to teaching and learning and one such way is
to make sure that people feel secure in the
physical environment in which the 1learning
and the teaching are taking place.

Mr. Thompson brings a tremendous amount of
competence in dealing with security matters.
He has been able to ferret out people who
have belonged to 617 who have not given us a
full day's work for a full day's pay. And
some will give you a full day's effort but it
will be according to the priorities that they
set in that environment. Some of it has to
do with maybe drug dealings. Some use it as
an opportunity to steal. That is, we caught
several people who were pilfering and ripping
off the Board of Education. Then a lot of
public protest was generated by people
associated with Iocal 617 accusing us of
being Gestapo.
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The public smear was that I somehow through
Mr. Thompson was using the resources of the
Board to beat up on innocent people -- people
who would be caught with a trunkful of meat,
or people who would be caught signing out and
being paid for work that they did not
perform, or where we found that security
people were contact people in dealing in
drugs or people who were molesting our
children. And when I said that they were
blocking our efforts at reform, I'm alluding
to that.

We had public hearings where they actually
sent to the microphone people in their
bargaining unit to verbally abuse and attack
Mr.. Thompson and myself. I guess that's par
for the course but, nonetheless, that was a
tactic that they chose to use.

Actually the labor union dispute was a problem the Board of
Education itself created -- that is, those members of the Board
who in April, 1975, voluntarily agreed to allow Iocal 617 to
repregsent security officers as well as custodians and other
employees in a single bargaining unit. The Board's subsequent
action in March, 1984, in formally subscribing to a law which

characterizes security officers as "policemen" -- and therefore
subject to the labor union membership restrictions of yet another
statute —-- was a direct contradiction of the 1975 action.

Superintendent Salley questioned the motives of the 1975
decision to allow security officers to join a union whose members
would include employees the officers would have to police. The
testimony:

0. Dr. Salley, I have to ask you a question
about something that occurred prior to your
tenure there and I want you to understand
that right up front. Back in 1975, the
Newark Board of Education voluntarily agreed
to allow union local 617 to represent
security officers, office and <clerical
employees, and custodians as a single
bargaining unit, Now, state law prohibits
pelice officers from belonging to a
bargaining unit in which nonpolice officers
are also members. Are you in a position to
tell me why it was back in 1975 that the
Board voluntarily agreed to accept the
officers in a union with nonpolice officer
personnel? :

A, I don't know what weight you give to
impressionistic data because I don't have any
hard data because I wasn't there...There
seems to have been a tendency prior to my
tenure of the Board voluntarily giving ~up
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those things that were not necessarily in its
best interest,

The SCI learned that the Board was attempting to separate its
security force from Local 617 membership in order to eliminate the
conflicts that were at the root of the Security Department's most
serious difficulties. Salley was asked about this when he
. testified at the SCI:

Q. Is the Board at the present time undertaking
any steps to separate the security officers
from Local 617?

A. Yes. First of all, the resolution directs me
and really encourages me to take whatever
appropriate administrative or fiscal steps to
be in compliance with (Title) 18A as well as
other regulations; and Mr. Thompson, who's
the executive director, has, I think,
initiated something before . PERC (Public
Employment Relations Commission) that would
bring about the phasing out of this personnel
from the rest of 617.

Th=> Firearms Issue

Just as Title 18A has conflicting references to a school
security position as being that of a "policeman", a "security
officer" or a "law enforcement officer," it also has been the
basis for a contradictory viewpoint on firearms. N.J.S.A.
18A:6-4.2 et seq. contains no prohibition against policemen
employed by schools carrying weapons and N.J.S.A. 2C:39-6c(1)
specifically authorizes such officials to carry firearms while on
duty. But, under the Education Commissioner's regulations
required by N.J.S.A. 18A:17 et seq., security officers cannot
carry weapons on school property. BAgain a critical ambiguity has
developed because of the absence of any original statutory
citation for the creation of Newark's Schocl Security Department.

& disturbing finding of the 8CI's inguiry has been the
“failure of the Board to adopt and promulgate any formal policy and
detailed guidelines on the carrying of firearms by employees of
the Board's security force. While emphasizing its concern in this
area, the Commission wants to make clear that no allegations have
been made and no evidence of any kind has surfaced that firearms
are being carried by security employees in schools during school
hours. The SCI's inquiry was directed at the issue of security
officers carrying firearms while on patrol duty outside of school
hours.

Director Thompson confirmed in. his SCI testimony that some

security emplovees are armed, that the school board knows it, but
that no written policy on the subject has been formulated:

Q. Can you tell me approximately how many
employees you have that carry flrearms while
on duty?
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A. I think maybe eight. 1I'm not certain of the
number, but there are individuals that do
carry firearms.

0. Do you know what the authority is for those
individuals to carry firearms?

A, That's a good question. As far as the Board
of Education, there is no authority by the
Board members, to my knowledge, for them to
carry weapons. The individuals who do carry
weapons, some of them are special police
officers, Newark special police officers;
some have just regqular carrying permits; and
then there's one individual who's employed by
the post office as a security officer there
who is licensed to carry a weapon. However,
my concern is that these individuals have
Civil Service status as security officers
with the Board of Education and they're
working in that capacity, not in the capacity
as a special police officer for the City of
Newark, and not in the capacity of a post
office guard; and until this matter 1is
cleared, I have given orders that no one is
to carry a weapon.

Q. Does the Board of Education have a written
policy concerning the carrying of firearms?

A, No, they do not. We have had discussion in
that matter at hearings, but as far as
something clear~cut that's documented, no.

0. Is the Board aware that at least certain
security officers had been carrying weapons
while on duty?

A, Yes, I did make them aware of that because
that's a matter that has to be addressed
immediately, because if they are to carry
weapons, who is to train them? By statute
they must have biannual training. I am a
State firearms instructor. Am I to train
them? The 1liability: If they injure
someone, does that fall on the Board of
Education, does it fall on the City of
Newark, does it fall on the Federal
government -- these are questions.

Thompson also testified that the Board has neither owned nor
issued weapons to any security officers and that the armed
officers have not received adequate training, if any, to his
knowledge, Yet, he continued, there are duty assignments and
other circumstances that warrant the arming of certain security
guards. For example, security officers who serve as escorts for
the transfer of school cafeteria proceeds to a school safe or a
bank depository must be armed. Thompson added:
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... I feel that the patrol division should be
armed, These individuals that patrol these
streets in the City of Newark at night time
from four to twelve and alsc midnight tour of
duty. I have patrolled the streets with
them, and when you go into a school looking
for a suspect and you don't know what type of
weapon that suspect has, you're at a great

disadvantage. In addition, I believe the
nature of the investigations that I have
assigned, my investigators should be

gualified and also certain supervisors. I'm
referring to your night supervisors now.
Your night supervisors are out on patrol also:

and we have -- well, under my leadership in
the four or five months I've been there, we
have arrested individuals for —-- one of the

latest arrests was a rape that was occurring
in the rear of a school where one of my
patrolmen happened to ride by and this woman
was being beaten and she was screaming rape
and he called for immediate backup and Newark
P.D. responded and the arrest was made. And
as you may recall, just a couple of days ago
on school property a Newark police officer
was shot 1in his attempt to apprehend a
robbery suspect. We're in a high visibility
crime area. '

Q. Do you know whether or not, prior to your
taking the job, security officers carried
firearms within school buildings =-- within
schools, during school hours?

A. To my knowledge, no one ever carried a
firearm within the school during school
hours, authorized.

Osborne Frazier, a security consultant who was Director
Thompson's predecessor, began working for the Newark Board of
Bducation as a security officer in 1969. He was promoted to chief
officer in 1974 and to departmental director in 1976. His
testimony at the SCI was revealing since his recollections spanned
practically the entire history of the Newark school security

SyGSLtEm. On certain issues, such as the question of firearms
policy or guidelines, Frazier confirmed the Board's failure to
take appropriate action from the outset of the system. In

addition, he described the confusion that arose because of the
intermix of security guards and "special police officers" on the
Department's payroll. Excerpts from Frazier's testimony: -

0. Mr. Frazier, throughout your employment with
the Board of Education, either as a guard or
later on as director of security services,
did the Board of EBducation have a firearms
policy in so far as guards carrying firearms
was concerned?

A, No security guards ever carried firearms.
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After you were the director did a certain
limited number of your security guards hold
the status of special Newark police officers?
That's correct, sir.

pid they carry weapons while on duty as a
school security officer? '

Not as a school security officer, no. As a
patrolman. :

And was the special police officer also a
Newark school security guard or security
officer? o

In some instances, no. They were Jjust
special police officers hired, that were paid
by the Board.

In some instances were they?
We had some special police officers that were
also employed by the Board, yes.

puring the occasions that the special police
officers who were also employed by the Board
of Education transported sums of money, did
they carry weapons?
Yes, they did. Yes.

pid the Board of Education ever set forth a
policy statement concerning the carrying of
firearms by security officers who were also
special Newark police officers?

No, sir,

pid you ever issue, as the director, a set of
guidelines or a policy concerning the
carrying of firearms?

Yes, sir.

pid you distribute that written policy to
your security guards?

All of my security guards, and I even posted
it in some of the work areas, that's correct.

pid the policy prohibit the carrying of
firearms? '
Yes, it did.

Under any and all circumstances?
That's correct.

Did the Board of Education provide any
training, to your knowledge, to any security
guards with regards to firearms?

No, sir. o



-14-

Q. Did the Board of EdJucation ever issue any
type of weapons to security officers?
A. None whatsoever.

Newark Police Chief Charles M, Zizza told the SCI that
so-called "special police officers" employed by the Newark Board
of Education as security guards were not only carrying firearms
illegally but were also illegally utilizing the special officer
status. PFollowing are portions of Chief Zizza's testimony on this
subject:

Q. Do you know whether or not there are any
special police officers who are employed by
the Newark Board of Education in their
security department?

A. To my knowledge, most recently I was made to
understand that between five or seven persons
that hold commissions as special officers
have been employed by the Board of Education.

Q. Now, you mentioned before that when an
individual applies for the position of a
special police officer he's required to file
a certificate or proof that he has a promise
of employment in the security field; is that
correct?

A. Yes, sir.

0. What is the reason for that requirement?

A. Well, that's to prevent people from simply
applying for a commission so that they may
cCarry a gun or possess weapons or have -- you
know. Sometimes you find people who are on
ego trips and like to carry badges. So to
prevent that from happening and allow people
to apply for a commission so they can carry a
gun and badge and so forth, they must show us
some proof of employment.

Q. Of the special police officers employed by
the Board of Education, did any of those file
a promise of employment by the Board of
Education of Newark at the time they applied
for special police officer status?

A, I don't think so.

Q. In other words, they obtained their special
police officer status for employment by
entities other than the Board of Education?

A, To my knowledge, ves.

Q. Do the seven that are with the Board of
Education now comply with the rules and
regulations promulgated by your department?

A, In this instance I don't consider them
special officers at all because they have
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hired themselves out as some kind of guard
for the Board of Education. They're wearing
a uniform that has a patch on each shoulder
that says Board of Education, and it came to
our attention, 1I'd say three or four weeks
ago, that they were in fact carrying the
badge that said Newark special police. And
we simply had them all notified that they
were in violation, that they were not working
as Newark special police and they couldn't
wear that badge. If they wear that badge
they'd have to wear the entire uniform and
represent the City of Newark or the Newark
Police Department.

At this point I don't perceive or feel that
they represent the special police at all.
They're just hired as guards by the Board of
Education.

Chief Zizza testified that the security officers who were
notified they could not act as special police officers were also
informed that they should not carry firearms:

Q. In view of the fact that these individuals
don't comply with the rules and regulations
as promulgated by your department and that
they're not employed as special police
officers by the Board of Education, do they
have the powers of arrest?

A. No, they do not.

0. Do they have the right to carry weapons?
A. No, they do not.

0. Chief, do vyou know whether or not any
security officers who are employed by the
Newark Board of Education have state permits
to carry weapons?

A, We have three who have state permits to carry
weapons in the course of their duty.

But these permits were issued because in the
main they indicated that at a given time of
the day they were transferring money from
cafeterias, going from one cafeteria to
another and picking up money and going to the
bank. And that state authorization to carry
a weapon applies only to that particular
function and to apply to police work, can
carry a gun during their employment. There
is a restriction on their permit.
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Q. Does state law require approval by you as
chief of the municipality for the issuance of
a permit to an individual who resides in
Newark?

A, Yes.

Q. Did you ever approve any applications?
A. I know at least in one instance, maybe two, I
had disapproved.

No Board Guidelines

Another Departmental deficiency that relates to the hazy
origin of the security force has been the failure of the Board to
promulgate formal written guidelines setting forth the rules,
regulations, duties and procedures to which Department personnel
must adhere. Security Director Thompson told the SCI that, after
he was unable to locate any Board publication of this nature, he
accidentally came upon a so-called school security "program™ that
was prepared in 1969 by School Attendance Director Anthony G.
Coppola. The Board was to have replaced this interim guide with a

"more complete manual® -- but never did so. Thompson's testimony
on this subject: :

Q. Now, when you took on the position of
director of security you asked the Board for
any documentation and material setting forth
exactly what it was that the Security
Department was suppose to do, what the job
requirements were and so forth; is that
correct?

A. Well, not the Board members themselves.
Certain Board members. I asked the president
of the Board at that time, and he didn't have
the information; and I decided to go to the
Ssecurity department itself; and I asked the
former director and also the chief who was
acting director; and then I began to ask just
supervisors and Jjust officers, you know,
where did they derive their powers from, what
was the extent of their power? I would give
them an example, a hypothetical. What if A,
B and C happened, what would you do? Aand if
you did do it, what gave you the authority to
do it? BAnd no one gave me those answers.

Q. Neither the president of the. Board or any
officer within the Security Department you
spoke to could provide you with any wrltten
documentation?

A, That's correct.

Q. And I take it then no one supplied vyou at
that time with Exhibit C-7, which was the
(guidelines) document prepared by Anthony
Coppola back in 19692
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A, That's correct. That came into existence
after my review of the statute governing
public school law enforcement officers and
after actions I was taking to deal with the
criminal element that we had within the Board
of Education, and the union opposing the
actions that I took. This came out of
various hearings where the Board members
ordered that we put together some facts as to
how the security department came about, et
cetera.

Q. And if you look at the second page of the
exhibit, the last sentence of that memo says,
"A more complete manual for school security
guards is in process of preparation."
Have you ever found, since you've taken over
the director's job, a more complete manual?
A, To my Kknowledge, that manual was never
- completed and does not exist.

Minimal Job Qualifications/Requirements

Until Thompson became security director in 1983, the require-
ments for employment as a security guard in Newark's schools were
minimal -- and even one or another of them fregquently was
ignored. Job applicants apparently were required only to be
Newark residents and at least 21, to submit a medical certificate,
and to obtain a criminal background record -- a "rap sheet" --
from the Newark Police Department. Thompson has strengthened and
increased the qualifications for the job of security officer but,
as of June, 1984, these were still subject to labor union negotia-
tion pending submission to the Board for final approval. An
important additional qualification to be required is at least a
high school education. Further, Thompson has proposed strengthen-
ing the background clearance of an applicant by requiring a "clean
record" free of criminal convictions and other elements indicative
of potential on-the-job problems. Also, rather than a c¢riminal
record check limited to Newark Police Department data, which would
not reveal any c¢riminality outside the C(City, Thompson would
utilize files on criminal record input from all local, state and
national law enforcement jurisdictions.

As noted previously, the Board of Education never promulgated
a manual that would have established rules, regulations and
procedures for departmental operations and which would have
prescribed job requirements for security officers. However, as
also pointed out earlier, there were suggested job obligations in
a departmental "program" that was prepared by a school attendance
officer in 1969, which Thompson discovered only by chance. But
even these minimal job requirements were violated to the point
that, even if most members of the force are gualified and capable,
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too many others are misfits whose continued employment poses a
threat to school security. Thompson testified about these
conditions as SCI counsel Hart thumbed through
"program's" job standards: '

Q‘

A,

Q.

A,

Now, turning to the third page, Roman numeral
three is entitled "Minimum Qualification
Standards" with a 1listing of several, the
first one being, "Be able to read and write."
Could all guards read and write when you took
over the job?

To my knowledge, they could.

The second one is "Be of good moral character
and never convicted of a crime of moral
turpitude.” Can you tell me whether or not,
based upon your observations in the last four
months, that gqualification had been followed
by any of your predecessors?

No, it had not.

It had not been followed, meaning that at
least some individuals who had been employed

had been convicted of crimes of moral

turpitude?
Yes.,

The third one is "A responsible and reputable
citizen of the community®™? Can you tell me
whether or not that gqualification had been
followed prior to your taking over the job?
No, that had not.

Why do you say that?

Because of the individuals that are currently
there. That's what I'm Jjudging that
on....because I still have individuals who
are within the security department that
clearly violate.

You would say they are irresponsible
individuals?
Definitely.

And could you give me some examples of what
you consider to be irresponsible?

Irresponsible meaning that there are security
officers that I've terminated that were
apprehended under the influence of alcohol
and drugs. There are individuals that I've
terminated that have actually left a school
unattended. Not only did they 1leave the
school unattended but they stuck some form of
object into the door so they could be able to
get back into it, and they leave the school
for several hours and return., They left the

the

1969



A,

Q.

Q.
" A.

The absence of standard requirements
from uniforms to operating procedures, according

ranged
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door ajar like that, that means anyone could
have access to the building to rip the
building off. Then we have examples of other
individuals I terminated for no show, where
they report to a school and disappear and do
not return at all. They might stay on site
maybe an hour.

Ckay. All right. Another note indicates
that "Guards must have an annual medical
examination within 30 days of the anniversary
date of the previous examination.” Can you
tell me whether or not those annual medical
examinations were conducted prior to vyour
taking over the director's job?

No, they were not. That was not adhered to.

Letter G states that "No guard shall use
tobacco in any form while engaged in guard
duty."™ Can you tell me whether or not that
requirement had been followed either prior to
or after you assumed the directorship?

Prior to, no, it was not.

You're saying that guards while on duty used
tobacco?
And alcohol.

And alcohol?

And on occasion drugs. After my taking the
position I cut an order -- actually before I
took the position -- to let them know what to
expect, and that the alcohol or tobacco
and/or drugs was directly in violation and I
would deal with it swiftly.

Thompson's testimony:

Q.
A,
Q.
A.
Q.
A.

Q.

You also mentioned there was a lack of
uniformity in regards to the clothing worn.
That's correct.

And also in regard to standard operating
procedure,
Yes, that's correct.

Taking the c¢lothing first, is there a
prescribed uniform for security officers?
There is now.

Was there one prior to your taking over the
director's job?

for job performance

to
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A, No. There was —-- they had several, and what
would happen, the individuals intermingled
the clothing and that's the way they reported
to work.

0. And what guidelines have you set up since
you took over insofar as uniform is

concerned?
A, I have chosen a uniform outfit that is
mandatory that -- every person assigned to

security, pending their assignment, must
wear; and there's no deviation from those,
right down from the coat to the shoes,

0. You also said there was a lack of uniformity
insofar as standard operating procedures go.
Could you elaborate on that, please?

A. As far as submitting a report, making
arrests, did you have the powers to make an
arrest? Who were they responsible to, the
principals or were they responsible to me?
Things of that nature,

0. Prior to your taking over your job was there
a written set of guidelines or 'standard
operating procedures for security officers?

A, None to my knowledge.

0. Is there any now?
A, I'm in the process of drafting rules and
regulations.

16% Have Crime Histories

The SCI investigated the background of Security Department
employees on the payroll as of May 5, 1984. This inguiry included
a search for criminal records in the files of state and federal
law enforcement agencies and the National Crime Information
Center. The results were alarming. Of 239 employees checked, 38
or 16 percent had criminal records, These arrests, indictments or
convictions ranged from disturbing the peace to robbery and even
homicide. One employee's record showed at least a dozen arrests
and convictions between 1979 and 1983. In the course of this
individual's c¢riminal forays, which resulted in charges of
commercial sex, property theft and armed robbery, he utilized at
least nine aliases, two sets of Social Security numbers and seven
different birth dates. Another employee had a warrant outstanding
for his arrest. Yet another was found to have a history of 14
arrests for a variety of offenses as well as convictions for
assault and obstructing justice. In reviewing the criminal
histories of these 38 security guards, the Commission found that
17 had been arrested prior to their employment and that seven of
these and the other 14 employees were involved in criminal
offenses since employment,
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Despite this high incidence of crime in the collective
background of Newark's school security officers, many of those
with criminal histories remain con active duty. Under Thompson, an
effort is being made to weed them out but this essential reform is
being impeded by the same contradictions and misunderstandings
over executive jurisdiction and disciplinary authority that the
Commission emphasized at the beginning of this report.

Thompson in his SCI testimony described numerous examples of
on-the-job misconduct and alleged criminal acts attributable to
the poor personal and professional caliber of so many of the
security officers. He recalled that he once "apprehended" -~ not
arrested -~ three guards who became drunk on duty, smoked
marijuana and damaged glass partitions. Thompson said he obtained
signed confessions not only of this misconduct but also of
submitting a false report of the episode. Thompson reported that
a public property guard whose dismissal he finally obtained in
October, 1983, had previously been brought up on charges 11 times
within a six-month period, prior to Thompson's appointment as
director. This officer's misconduct included illicit use of drugs
and alcohol, a problem Thompson reported as widespread, according
to the testimony: '

Q. Mr. Thompson 1is there anything else that
leads you to believe that drugs or alcohol is
a problem within the security office -- or a
problem for security officers within the
Newark Board of Education?

A. Yes, I still have currently under investiga-
tion approximately 8 to 10 individuals for
the use of drugs and/or alcohol while on
duty.

Another problem Thompson was confronted with when he became
director involved security officers who performed outside jobs
when they were supposed to have been on duty in the school
svstem. His testimony on so-called "no-show" employees:

Q. You indicated that another problem area that
you had noticed was the situation of no-show
jobs. Could you tell us what leads you to
believe that that is a problem within your
department?

A, Yes, In the month of August, 1983, I began
to make spot checks of my security people
after receiving some anonymous calls; and
those spot checks revealed that those
individuals were not on their job at the job
site; and these were individuals within my
department. In addition, in checking
individuals out to see whether or not they
were on patrol and whether they parked their
vehicle and left the streets, I found out
that I had problems with indivduals staying
on patrol.
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Could you characterize how widespread that
problem is?

Prior to my taking this position, I would say
it was widespread. However, upon my appre-
hending and terminating individuals and
referring it to the prosecutor's office for
prosecution, the no shows within my depart-
ment I feel I have under control.

Now, you stated you felt that no shows were a-
significant problem within the department
prior to your taking over the position. Can
you tell me what it is that lead you to reach
that conclusion?

The anonymous telephone calls that I received
directly to me in addition to the anonymous
letters or notes that came to me.

Do you have any investigations pending into
no-show 3jobs so0o far as your personnel is
concerned?

My department right now I'd say is clean as
far as no-show jobs. I believe that,.

Mr. Thompson, other than the two individuals
that you terminated, did you have occasion to
discipline anyone else for not being present
at their station or on patrol when they were
suppose to be?

Yes, I did. Approximately five individuals,
some of the individuals on patrol division.
One individual had parked his vehicle after
only a couple hours of patrol and had gone
into his home and did not return for approxi-
mately five hours to his vehicle. I kept his
vehicle under surveillance from approximately
2:30, 3 o'clock, to maybe 6 o'clock, at which
time I stole the vehicle and took it to
Newark P.D. and advised Newark P.D. that I
had the vehicle and that when the individual
called for it to report it stolen that they
didn't have to send a patrol car there, that
it was an internal investigation. And among
individuals that I have actually terminated
was an individual who was assigned to a
school and instead of staying on his job at
his post he left that school, stuck a piece
of cardboard in the door and walked approxi-