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I. INTRODUCTION  
 
A. Purpose of Document  
 
This paper was designed to accompany the Model Policy on Juvenile Enforcement and Custody 
established by the IACP National Law Enforcement Policy Center. This paper provides  
essential background material and supporting documentation to provide greater understanding of 
the developmental philosophy and implementation requirements for the model policy. This  
material will be of value to law enforcement executives in their efforts to tailor the model to the 
requirements and circumstances of their community and their law enforcement agency.  
 
B. Background  
 
There have been separate standards for dealing with juveniles in the justice system in the United 
States since the late 1800s; however, a separate juvenile justice system is a relatively new  
concept. Under common law, children aged seven and younger were considered incapable of 
possessing criminal intent. Beyond that age they were subjected to arrest, trial and in theory, to 
punishment like adult offenders. But even in those days, there were those who questioned the 
rationale for punishing children like adults. Imprisonment of children, in particular, was frowned  
upon by early reformers. The following description of London’s Newgate Prison in the early 
1800s reflected those concerns:  
 
 the keeper of Newgate never attended divine service, and the ordinary  
 did not consider the morals of even the children, who were  
 in prison, as being under his care and attention. No care was  
 taken to inform him of the sick, till he got a warning to perform  
 a funeral. There was no separation of the young from the old, the  
 children of either sex from the hardened criminal. Boys of the tenderest  
 years, and girls of the ages of 10, 12 and 13 were exposed  
 to the vicious contagion that predominated in all parts of the  
 prison; and drunkenness prevailed to such an extent and was so  
 common, that, unaccompanied with riot, it attracted no notice.1  
 
 
However, the real break between the way in which we handle juveniles and adults was made 
formally in this country with the formation of the first juvenile court system in Chicago in 1899.  
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The reformers of that day were concerned that children were being tried in the adversary 
atmosphere of an adult court, were often given long prison sentences with little rehabilitative 
services available and were sent to the same prisons as hardened adult criminals. The reformers 
believed that society had a larger duty to the child than simply determining guilt or innocence.  
Society had a duty to save the child from a life of crime by providing treatment and training. The 
juvenile court system adopted a fatherly approach and attempted to serve as a parental substitute  
in order to serve the rehabilitative interests of the youth.   In this system, there was no apparent 
need for the legal safe guards of the adult criminal justice system.  
 
After only 30 years, however, some states began to express concern over this informal system 
that often subjected children to arbitrary decisions of juvenile court judges and their frequent  
incarceration for extended periods without the opportunity to effectively defend themselves. In 
the 1930s and ‘40s, some states began to enact statutes that returned some basic procedural  
rights to juveniles. It was not until 1967 in the landmark Gault decision 2 that the Supreme Court 
corrected these deficiencies by requiring certain procedural safeguards during the child’s 
adjudication. In effect, the decision returned the juvenile court to much of the basic legality of 
the adult system that the early reformers abandoned. Additional Supreme Court decisions since  
that time have further expanded the rights of juveniles during the pre- and post-trial phases of our 
legal process.  
 
On the heels of Gault, the 1968 President’s Crime Commission report, The Challenge of Crime 
in a Free Society,3 recommended an extensive revamping of the juvenile justice system with 
particular emphasis on providing services to meet the individual needs of juvenile offenders. 
Other national standards for the custody and treatment of juveniles were to follow in the early 
1970s from such sources as the American Bar Association, the American Correctional 
Association and the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, to name just a few.  
 
C. The JJDP Act  
 
Within this historical context of juvenile justice reform, Congress acted in 1974 to pass the 
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (JJDP) Act, which established the Office  
of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP) within the Department of Justice. The 
act, responding to earlier recommendations from the President’s Crime Commission, recognized  
that many juveniles come into contact with the police through no fault of their own. Primary 
among these are juveniles who are abused or neglected. In addition, many juveniles come into 
con tact with police through committing acts that would not be criminal offenses if committed by 
an adult. These “status offenses,” such as running away from home, violating curfews or 
possessing alcoholic beverages, while troublesome, are not offenses that would otherwise 
involve law enforcement officials if they did not involve juveniles.  
 
The JJDP Act specified that these status offenders and non offenders not be placed in secure 
detention and correctional set tings. It also required that juveniles who are securely detained in  
jails and lockups must be separated by sight and sound from incarcerated adults. To encourage 
state and localities to implement these guidelines, the act linked compliance with these standards  
to state eligibility for the OJJDP formula grant funding program.  
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However, attempts to conform with the separation mandate has often resulted in additional 
problems. In particular, having no special facilities for juveniles, administrators of jails and lock 
ups often have been forced to dedicate entire sections of their facilities to relatively few 
juveniles. This greatly exacerbates already crowded detention facilities. In addition, isolating 
juveniles to protect them also can create opportunities for these juveniles to hurt themselves. 
Isolation often heightens a young person’s sense of crisis and can contribute to implosive and 
some times desperate acts.  
 
For example, in 1980, it was revealed that juveniles commit suicide in adult jails and lockups at a 
rate eight times higher than when they are held in juvenile detention centers, and four times  
higher than in the general population. In addition to the obvious tragedy of these acts, local units 
of government are often held financially liable by the courts for negligence or related reasons  
in these situations.  
 
For these reasons, Congress amended the JJDP Act in 1980 to prohibit the secure detention of 
juveniles in adult jails and lock ups.As a result, law enforcement agencies across the country  
have modified their policies and procedures to be consistent with these jail and lockup 
provisions. Yet, as of today, almost half of all law enforcement agencies in the United States do 
not have writ ten policies and procedures on the handling of juveniles in accordance with OJJDP 
guidelines. This is the case in spite of the significant involvement of juveniles in our nation’s 
enforcement efforts. In 1989 for example, 27 percent of all arrests in the United States were of 
persons under the age of 18. 4 Considering that arrest and detention are leading sources of 
lawsuits against law enforcement agencies, the need for contemporary policy and procedure  
in this area becomes particularly imperative.  
 
In addition, only a small percentage of juveniles commit the majority of juvenile crime. One 
study found that 7 percent of juveniles commit 70 percent of juvenile crimes.5  There is also 
virtually unanimous agreement that the proportion of all people involved in crime peaks at age 
16 or 17 and then declines rapidly. While this minority of offenders may require secure custody, 
it should be provided in juvenile detention centers rather than in jails and police lockups. The 
vast majority of offenders are likely candidates for non-secure custody and positive diversion 
and intervention strategies. There is clear and convincing evidence that non-secure alternatives 
such as foster and shelter care work for some youths save money without increasing the crime  
rate or the rate of failure to appear in court.  
 
This data also supports the position of the model policy that police agencies should have at their 
disposal a variety of alternatives from which to select the most appropriate enforcement 
option. This graded sequence of escalating enforcement options should be applied to juvenile 
offenders in proportion to the seriousness of their offense, (particularly with a view toward the  
degree of violence involved) and their past history of involvement with the police and other 
elements of the criminal justice system. Arrest of all or even a large percentage of juvenile 
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offenders is not in the best interests of the community, the criminal justice system or the 
juveniles who are potentially subject to the system’s sanctions.  
 
 
II. PROCEDURES  
 
A. Enforcement Alternatives  
 
In dealings with juveniles in enforcement capacities, the model policy suggests that officers be 
given reasonable discretion to decide appropriate enforcement options. Here, as in other 
contexts, the limits of that discretion can be established to some degree by established 
procedures, but the use of alternative enforcement strategies should be defined more clearly 
through agency training. Examples of the types of enforcement situations that are suitable for 
various enforcement options should be presented and critiqued by line and supervisory 
personnel.  
 
The model policy outlines nine general alternatives that may be employed by officers depending 
upon the circumstances of the enforcement situation. The alternatives are presented in general  
ascending order with regard to the severity of police response. Agencies may subscribe to the use 
of most or all of these options on a formal or informal basis, or may provide additional  
options for their officers in juvenile enforcement situations. Whatever the nature of acceptable 
options available to law enforcement officers, they must be formally acknowledged through 
agency policy, and guidelines must be provided to officers on their appropriate use. Within the 
model policy, these basic enforcement options are as follows:  
 
1. Release without further action. In many cases, questioning youths in an informal manner will 
resolve officer concerns about the individuals involved and the circumstances surrounding the  
incident sufficiently to dismiss juveniles without further action.  
 
2. Informal counseling to inform the youth of the consequences of his actions. Informal 
counseling consisting of advice and/or admonitions is often appropriate and sufficient to curtail 
potential problems or respond to minor infractions.  
 
3. Informal referrals to community services. Referral to community service agencies is indicated 
when problems related to drug use or other substance abuse, and/or personal or family crises  
appear to be involved or serve as an influence on a youth’s behavior.  
 
4. Referral to parents or responsible adult. In some cases, the officer should make contact with a 
youth’s parents or another adult who is responsible for the youth. This can be performed at the  
time of the incident or later. In conjunction with this, the officer may choose to direct the child to 
return home, or, if there is some doubt whether this directive will be followed, the officer may  
choose to personally transport the child home. Any youth should be transported directly home 
when there is reasonable suspicion to believe that he may be endangered if allowed to remain 
without adult supervision.  
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Transporting a youth home may also be done to determine the level of adult supervision that is 
being provided, assess the conditions of the home environment and/or advise parents or other  
responsible adults of the actions of their child and potential con sequences. A “responsible adult” 
is defined by the model policy as an adult, other than the youth’s parents or legal guardians,  
who is responsible for the physical custody of the juvenile, or who is another adult acquaintance 
of the juvenile’s parents or legal guardian who agrees and reasonably demonstrates the ability  
to provide supervision for the juvenile until parents, legal guardian or next of kin can assume that 
responsibility.  
 
The foregoing alternative may be most suitably employed in incidents where property damage or 
personal injury is not involved, but when some form of intervention appears warranted  
to avoid potential delinquent actions. Some form of intervention is certainly warranted when the 
youths involved have had prior contact with the police in an enforcement capacity. The  
nature of these prior incidents should generally be of a non-violent nature such as curfew 
violations, loitering, minor liquor law violations or disorderly conduct.  
  
5. Informal counseling of parents or responsible adult. Discussions with parents are sometimes 
indicated when it appears that parental supervision and/or involvement in a youth’s activities  
is insufficient to maintain proper control and when it is likely that the parents are either unaware 
or insufficiently concerned about  
 
6. Limited custody and station house warning. In cases where prior contacts have been made 
with a youth, and possibly his parents or guardian, and the youth has received sufficient 
opportunities to modify his behavior, an officer may choose to take the youth to the station. 
Sometimes exposure to the physical surroundings of a police station can have an intimidating 
and shock effect on juveniles, as well as their parents, who are still susceptible to such 
authoritarian influences.  
 
Limited custody in this context is essentially the same as non-secure custody and is subject to the 
same provisions of nonsecure custody as defined in the model policy. The only difference in this 
setting is that the intent of the officersí custodial decision is not to investigate an offense or 
charge the juvenile, but to demonstrate to the youth the seriousness of his actions. It is also a 
means to summon parents or guardians to the station house in order to emphasize the seriousness 
or potential seriousness of their childís behavior and the importance of their parental super vision 
to avoid future problems. In addition, youths should be taken to the station house pending return 
home or remand to the juvenile authority when officers are unable to locate and return the youth 
to a parent or other responsible adult and when there is no assurance that the child will not 
become involved in additional illegal behavior or will not be endangered.  
 
Officers may decide to employ the above-two options in any of a number of contexts. However, 
these measures should generally be employed when the nature of the incident is more serious  
than those involving minor liquor law violations and similar offenses previously noted. These 
options should also be considered when the youth involved is (1) fully aware of the serious ness  
 
or potential seriousness of his actions and/or is acting in collusion with others to commit the acts, 
(2) fails or has otherwise failed to positively respond to police intervention and direction,  
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(3) has received prior informal warnings or referrals or has engaged in delinquent acts, and/or (4) 
the youth’s parents or responsible adult have apparently failed to provide appropriate control and 
supervision.  
 
7. Issuance of a summons or complaint. Short of actual arrest, officers may elect to issue a 
summons or complaint to a youth where permitted by local ordinance or state law.  
 
8. Arrest under non-secure custody. A juvenile may be arrested depending upon the nature of the 
charge. An officer may choose to detain the youth at the police facility under non-secure custody 
pending investigative action, referral to a youth authority, notification of parents or guardians, or 
while awaiting other for malaction.  
 
9. Arrest under secure custody. A juvenile may be arrested and placed in a secure holding area or 
lockup under the most serious of situations. Secure custody is defined by the model policy as a  
condition in which the juvenile is physically detained or confined in a locked room, set of rooms 
or a cell that is designated, set aside or used for the specific purpose of securely detaining 
persons who are in law enforcement custody or when the juvenile is physically secured to a 
cuffing rail or other stationary object.  
 
Use of these last three options should be reserved for instances in which there are limited or no 
other alternatives and when the actions of the youth(s) are serious enough to issue a citation, a  
summons or an arrest. Officers should file delinquency charges against juveniles when they 
commit (1) acts that if committed by an adult would be felonies, (2) delinquent acts involving 
deadly weapons, (3) serious gang-related offenses, (4) delinquent acts involving assault or 
similar acts of violence, (5) delinquent acts while on probation or parole or when they already 
have charges pending against them, (6) delinquent acts as repeat offenders or when they refused 
to participate in diversion or intervention programs, or (7) when it has been determined that 
parental control or other adult supervision is inadequate to prevent further acts of delinquency.  
 
Obviously, acts of delinquency are subject to harsher response from law enforcement officers 
than other acts. In addition, when dealing with delinquent acts that involve the use of or the 
threatened use of firearms or violence, officers have less room for using discretion and 
employing alternatives to arrest.In addition to the above enforcement options and enforcement  
scenarios, the model policy cites several situations where officers should consider taking formal 
custody of a child. In the first case, any youth who is lost, seriously endangered or a runaway 
may be taken into custody. In these cases, the youth should be held in non-secure custody 
pending notification of parents, legal-guardians or other responsible adults. When such 
individuals cannot be contacted, or when there will be a significant delay in their arrival, an 
approved youth service agency should be contacted to take charge of the child.  
 
In cases of child abuse, the recommended procedure is to contact the recognized state or county 
authority to help investigate the complaint or suspected abusive situation. However, where  
there is probable cause to believe that a child is in imminent danger  
from abuse and a delay would further jeopardize the child’s well-being officers should be 
authorized, through approval of their immediate supervisor, to remove the child from the abusive  
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situation. This is a serious action by law enforcement and should be undertaken with extreme 
caution. However, in exigent circumstances, it may be necessary to protect the life or physical  
well-being of a child.  
 
 
B. Juvenile Custody Decisions and Procedures  
 
There are two basic measures that law enforcement officers must follow when taking juveniles 
into custody: eliminating  secure custody of status offenders and limiting secure custody of  
those accused of criminal-type offenses. These federal regulations recognize that law 
enforcement officers must fulfill their responsibilities for identifying, investigating and 
processing these juveniles and, therefore, incorporate certain allowances for adequate time to 
perform these functions. The model policy provides guidelines for transporting juveniles, 
conducting interrogations and interviews, and processing accused juveniles, as well as 
recommendations for record-keeping. These recommended procedures are relatively 
straightforward and therefore will not be expanded upon in this discussion.  
 
 
Clearly, not all jurisdictions have equal access to alternative housing specifically intended for use 
by juveniles. This is most often the case in rural settings where juveniles must be trans ported  
over substantial distances and where 24-hour intake ser vices are not available. With this in 
mind, certain allowances have been built into the regulations to provide time for these agencies  
to make alternative arrangements.  
 
1. Status Offenses. In the first instance, under federal regulations, juveniles taken into custody 
for status offenses must be held non-securely in law enforcement facilities until they can be  
released to a responsible adult or transferred to a juvenile facility. A status offender is a juvenile 
who has been charged with an offense that would not be a crime if committed by an adult, such  
as running away, being a truant, possessing alcoholic beverages or being beyond parental 
control.  
 
Key to this and other provisions is the definition of secure and non-secure custody. A juvenile 
may be in law enforcement custody and, therefore, not free to leave the presence of an officer or  
the premises of the law enforcement facility, but not be in a secure detention status according to 
federal guidelines. Specifically, the guidelines state that:  
 
 A secure detention or confinement status has occurred within a jail or lockup facility 
 when a juvenile is physically detained or confined in a locked room, set of rooms or a cell 
 that is designated, set aside or used for the specific purpose of securely detaining persons 
 who are in law enforcement custody. Secure detention or confinement may result either 
 from being placed in such a room or enclosure and/or from being physically secured to a 
 cuffing rail or other stationary object.6  
 
Another criterion for determining whether custody is non-secure is by establishing whether the 
area in which the juvenile is held is designed or intended for use as a residential area. Once an  
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area of a jail or lockup facility begins to be used for residential purposes, the juvenile is 
considered to be in a secure detention status. If a status offender cannot be released to a 
responsible parent or guardian within a reasonable amount of time, he must be transferred to a 
juvenile care facility.  
 
In summary, there are five basic criteria for judging non-secure custody under the model policy 
and federal guidelines. To qualify as non-secure custody, the following standards must be  
met:  
 

 The area where the juvenile is held is an unlocked, multipurpose area such as a report 
writing room or an office.  

  The area is in no way designed for residential use.  
 At no time is the juvenile handcuffed to any stationary object.  
 The juvenile is only held long enough to complete identification, investigation and 

processing, and is then released to parents, guardians or other responsible adults or 
transferred to a juvenile facility or court.  

 The juvenile is under continuous visual supervision until release.  
 
State laws prohibiting the secure detention of status offenders in law enforcement facilities have 
also been passed in more than 30 states. Officers should be familiar with the provisions of these  
state codes, and departmental policy and procedure should reflect these requirements.  
 
There are two exceptions to the prohibition against detention of status offenders. First, 
preadjudicated status offenders may be held in a juvenile detention center for up to 24 hours 
(excluding weekends and holidays) to allow time for investigation and release to parents or 
transfer to a non-secure facility or court.  
 
The second exception involves status offenders who violate a valid court order. These youths 
may be held in a juvenile detention center if they receive a detention hearing within the first 24  
hours (excluding weekends and holidays), and if they are granted full due process safeguards as 
enumerated in federal regulations.  
 
 
2. Juveniles Accused of Criminal-Type Offenses. The prohibition on secure detention of 
juveniles in adult jails and lockups does not apply to youths who have been officially charged in 
adult criminal court with a felony offense. Once officially charged with a felony in an adult 
court, the youth is excluded from federal guidelines.  
 
Second, juveniles accused of a criminal-type offense may be securely detained in jails and 
lockups for up to six hours to allow time for identification, investigation, processing and release 
to parents, or transfer to a juvenile facility or court. During this six-hour “grace period” the 
juvenile must be sight and sound separated from incarcerated adults. Sound separation means 
that no conversation is possible.  
 
For purposes of the federal regulation, the six-hour “grace period” for secure detention begins to 
run when the juvenile enters a secure detention status and ends six hours later. Also, handcuffing 
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techniques that do not involve cuffing rails or other stationary objects will be considered non-
secure custody where the additional criteria for non-secure custody set forth in the policy  
are adhered to.7 As such, officers need not feel inhibited from using handcuffs on accused 
criminal-type juvenile offenders when appropriate because of concern over the six-hour rule. 
This also holds true for status offenders. In either situation, when an officer reasonably believes 
that the safety, security and well-being of the juvenile and others warrants handcuffing, this can 
and should be done, and it will not be considered secure detention so long as a stationary object 
is not involved.  
 
Sheriffs’ departments and other law enforcement agencies that may also be responsible for court 
holding facilities should be aware that these facilities are not exempt from the federal regulations 
on secure detention unless the facility is clearly nonresidential.  
 
The court holding facility cannot be used for punitive purposes or for other purposes not related 
to a court appearance. In these, as in other circumstances where secure detention is involved, 
juveniles being held must be sight and sound separated from adults in custody whether they are 
status or non-status offenders or criminal-type offenders. In these cases, juveniles must be 
brought to and removed from the facility during the same judicial day.  
 
While the level of supervision for juveniles in these facilities is not clearly specified by federal 
regulations, here, as in other custody situations, youths must be given sufficient supervision for  
safety and to legally protect the agency responsible for their wellbeing. Some jurisdictions have 
found that the use of “youth attendants” provides a cost-effective alternative to juvenile  
supervision where the volume of juveniles is sufficient to support this alternative. Youth 
attendants are specially trained civilian or off-duty sworn personnel who are available to serve 
the supervision needs of youths in custody. As such, they can free law enforcement personnel 
and their supervisors from responsibility for this function and return them to normal duty in a 
timely fashion.  
 
 
C. Custodial Concerns and Strategies  
 
Federal courts have made it clear that the existence of federal regulations on the custody of 
juveniles creates an enforceable civil right that must be recognized bylaw enforcement officers  
and agencies.8  
 
Moreover, the regulations have become a widely recognized professional standard that serve as 
the basis for judging whether a law enforcement agency’s handling of a juvenile in custody was  
reasonable. Failure to comply can have liability consequences for the officers and agencies 
involved as well as have consequences to the parent state in terms of federal financial assistance 
in juvenile justice areas.  
 
While the need for compliance is apparent, there have been and continue to be a number of 
legitimate obstacles to full compliance at many local levels. Among these are overextended and  
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inadequate staff, inadequate training of intake and other staff, lack of appropriate alternative 
custody options, transportation and logistical problems and lack of 24-hour juvenile intake ser 
vices.  
 
These and related problems are most often evident in rural settings where the custody of 
juveniles can create serious difficulties and affect the decision-making processes of officers in 
the field when confronting juvenile offenders.  
 
Aside from assistance at the state level in confronting some of these problems, localities can take 
independent steps towards compliance. Following examples in some states, the establishment  
of non-secure holdovers and a home detention system can add to the alternatives for non-secure 
housing. Some jurisdictions have used off-duty officers to transport juveniles to and from 
juvenile detention centers, while others have recruited and widely used “youth attendants.” Local 
jurisdictions that are experiencing difficulties in complying with federal regulations  
on juvenile custody should consult the state agency designated by their governor to administer 
the JJDP Act and/or the OJJDP located in the Justice Department in Washington, D.C.  
 
In addition, law enforcement agencies should review their departmental policies on the detention 
of juveniles to ensure that they conform with the previously outlined federal regulations.  
Moreover, the department should examine all policies and procedures that relate to custody 
decision-making and the intake process in general. For example, nationally in 1989, 29 percent 
of all juveniles taken into custody were handled within the department and released. The criteria 
for these release or custody decisions must be defined in agency policy and procedures, be incor- 
porated in training and, with appropriate supervision, should be uniformly and consistently 
adhered to within the department.  
 
Failure to consistently apply objective and reasonable criteria to such decisions can greatly 
increase an agency’s exposure to civil liability. Also of particular concern with regard to juvenile 
custody are agency policies and procedures for identifying and handling juveniles at risk such as 
the seriously intoxicated, and those who exhibit suicidal tendencies, the signs of drug overdoses 
or other medical emergencies. The handling of these and related types of potential emergencies 
should be clearly defined in departmental procedures and adhered to by all staff. This is 
particularly the cases with regard to intake and booking procedures. However, the observations 
of arresting officers are a critical link in identifying youths at risk.  
 
In addition, record-keeping procedures should be in place to document the actions taken with 
regard to these and other juvenile admissions. Simple record-keeping procedures should 
incorporate such essential information as the juvenile’s name or numerical identifier, date and 
time of admission and release, offense charged, when held under secure and non-secure 
conditions, releasing authority and criteria, and any related information of significance that 
serves to better document the agency’s actions with regard to the juvenile detainee.  
 
Finally, agency policies and procedures should encourage positive police intervention strategies 
with juveniles. Normally, youths are arrested or detained only once, yet for some even this  
can be avoided by officers who take modest steps to intervene in activities and youthful behavior 
that may lead to later, more serious offenses. By nature, children and young adults are experi- 
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menters and explorers of their social surroundings, and some are risk takers. Not infrequently, 
these tendencies, coupled with peer pressure and other factors, lead youths into unacceptable 
actions. Law enforcement officers have a significant impact on children and young adults, and 
their intervention in youthful activities that are misguided and seemingly destined for trouble can 
be the factor that thwarts future confrontations with the law.  
 
In addition, intervention and involvement with youth cannot and should not be the sole province 
of “juvenile” officers assigned to this task. While some officers may specialize in this function, 
all sworn personnel are responsible for taking those positive steps necessary to help youths avoid 
illegal behavior and to develop positive social attitudes.  
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Every effort has been made by the IACP National Law Enforcement Policy Center staff and 
advisory board to ensure that this model policy incorporates the most current information and 
contemporary professional judgment on this issue. However, law enforcement administrators 
should be cautioned that no “model” policy can meet all the needs of any given law enforcement 
agency. Each law enforcement agency operates in a unique environment of federal court rulings, 
state laws, local ordinances, regulations, judicial and administrative decisions and collective  
bargaining agreements that must be considered. In addition, the formulation of specific agency 
policies must take into account local political and community perspectives and customs, 
prerogatives and demands; often divergent law enforcement strategies and philosophies; and the 
impact of varied agency resource capabilities among other factors.  
 
 
 
 


