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rnAPTER I 
IfSCRlPTIOO OF THE POLICE HANDLING OF JUVENILES PROJECT 

From October 1978 to December 1981, the Center for Criminal Justice of 

the Boston University School of La,., worked with the Boston (District 15, 

CharlestOl>Jl1), Stamford (Conn.), Arlington (}1ass.) and Belmont (}1ass.) police 

departments, and with relevant agencies and citizens mthin each cormnunity 

to develop policies relating to the police handling of juvenile~.l. This 

study attempted to do the following: 

1. Determine the feasibility of implementing the provisions of 

national juvenile justice standards that ,.,ould guide police 

decisi.ons on intervention, diversion, referral, and other 

aspects of the handling of juvenile problems and cases; 

2. Fonnulate local policies for police handling of juvenile 

problems that are based on national juvenile justice stan­

dards but that also consider local problems and needs; and 

3. Implement selected policies on the police handling of juve­

niles in the Stamford Police Department. 

l"Policymaking Relating to the Police Handling of Juveniles," funded by 
Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, Office of Justice 
Assistance, United States Department of Justice under grant IN-l\X-OOOS. 
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In order to develop policies based on national standards~ project staff 

reviewed :and compared the various national juvenile justice standards for 

the police handling of juveniles, surveyed'the statutory and constitutional 

issues relevant to processing juveniles through local juvenile justice systems, 

and analyzed data to determine current police practices. 

~,~ortant part of this study was" the involvement of police officers 

and residents of each COITmlunity. These individuals assisted project staff 

by providing detailed infonnation about the juvenile justice system, offering 

suggestions ~ reviewing proj ect materials and recorrnnendations. They were 

helpful in developing policies appropriate for each co~ity. 

The study produced recommendations on the police handling of juveniles 

in accordance with the national standards, as well as suggestions on which 

reconnnendations should be priorities. More specifically, this study has 

formulated policies in seven areas: 

1. hmv the departments are organized to respond to juvenile 

problems; 

2. the nature of police authority to jntervene in selected juvenile 

problems, and the nature of initial intervention; 

3. the options available to the police once there has been an 

intervention and the relative priority given to these options; 

4. the procedures to be used once the police proceed formally 

''lith a case in the juvenile justice system; 

5. the recordkeeping system in each department; 

6. the relationship of the police to other juvenile justice and 

-2-

r r 

r 
i 

I 
I 
I 
r 

J[ 

11 

I 
I 
1 

youth-serving agencies; and 

7. the role of non-police agencies to which refeITals are or 

should be made. 

This is the final report of the study. In this chapter the three major 

sets of standards on the handling of ju"Veniles are discussed and the 

work of the study described. 

National Standards 

The national standards are collections of recommendations and guide­

lines for improving the efficiency and equity of the juvenile justice 

system. Following the work of the 1967 Presldent I s Crime C01TIITl,ission, 2 

the standards ar'e a response to problems of juvenile justice, the urban 

unrest of the 1960's and claims of increasing juvenile crime. The purpose 

of these standaTds is to stimulate change in the juvenile justice system 

by presenting an array of short-ternt and long-term goals in such diverse 

areas as organization, intervention, processing, referral, and record­

keeping in the various cornponents--police, courts, Sdlools, corrections-­

of the juvenile justice system. In fonnulating the standards, present 

laws and practices were examined to determine which basic principles should 

be reaffinned and which discarded. As a result, the standards have 

incorporated selected innovations, which can be translated into model acts, 

new legislation, and administrative rules. 

2p °d ' C 0 reSl ent s ornmlss~on ~n Law Enforcement and Administration of Justice, 
~e Challenge of Crlme ln a Free SOCiety CWashington, D.C.: U.S. 
overnment Printing Office, 1967). 
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In formulating policies for the police handling of juveniles, the 

project made use of juvenile justice standards developed by three separate 

groups: the Institute of Judicial Administration/American Bar Association 

Joint Commission; the Task Force to Develop Standards and Goals for Juvenile 

Justice and Delinquency Prevention; and the National Advisory Committee for 

Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention. 

The Institute of Judicial Administration/American Bar Association 

Joint Conunission (IJA/ABA), wnich consisted of members of the legal, 

academic, corrections, and treatment communities, began its work in 1971. 

Organized into four representative drafting committees staffed by more 

than thirty reporters from law schools and universities, the Joint 

Corranission prepared twenty-three volumes of standards, most of which have 

been approved by the American Bar Associatlon for implementation. 3 

These recorranendations represent the official position of the ABA, and as 

such are designed to influence state-legislators throughout the country. 

The Task Force to Develop Standards and Goals for Juvenile Justice 

and Delinquency Prevention, organized in 1975, complemented the original 

standards and goals project of the National Advisory Commission on 

Criminal Justice Standards and Goals for adUlts in National Strategy to 

3 All volumes except Noncriminal Misbehavior and Abuse and Neglect. 
were approved by the ABA. 
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Reduce Crime publiShed in 1973. 4 'The Task Force~ composed of judges, 

prosecutors, attorneys, law enforcement, correctional and school officials, 

social service personnel, and other individuals directly involved in the 

juvenile justice system, considered existing state practices and the 

standards of other profess-ional groups in order to deve19P models for 

state and local juvenile justice systems. 'These models or guidelines 

have been reviewed oy the National Advisory Committee for Juvenile 

Justice and Delinquency Prevention, which nas prepared a third set of 

standards. 

The National Advisory- Committee for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 

Prevention was created by the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention 

Act of 1974 and began work in 19.75. This Committee prepared reconnnendations 

based on an independent review of rrexisting reports, data, and standards 

. . -1' . ,,5 concernmg ]UVenl e ]ustlce . The Committee proposed that professional 

groups in the juvenile justice and delinquency prevention area be 

encouraged to facilitate the adoption of standards and improve the 

administration of juvenile justice through. training and accreditation 

programs. It also recommended that financial support be made available 

4This volume was a response to the Presidentts Connnission on Law Enfo~cement 
and the Administration of Justice, which called attention to the problem 
of crime in the United States and to the inadequacies of the criminal 
justice system. See Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act 1974, 
42 U.S.C. 5601-5751. 

5See National Advisory Corranittee for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention, Standards for the Administration of Juvenile Justice, 
QVashington, D.C.: u.s. Government Printing Office, 1980). 

- 5-



r---- ------------

to provide technical assistance, continued research and evaluation~ and 

infonnation about the standards as well as support for their implementation. 

Unlike the other two standards-setting groups, the Cormnittee was to remain 

in existence in order to implement its recorrnnendations, to assess costs 

and benefits, and to consider modifications where necessary. 

Philosophies 

The philosophies of the IJA/ ABA Standards and the Tasle Force Standards 

differ. Simply stated, the IJA/ ABA Standards emphasize the legal issue of 

due process for individual juveniles, while the Task Force Standards stress 

the social issues of delinquency prevention and maintenance of the family, 

as well as the administrative issue of coordinating juvenile justice 

agencies. 

IJA/ABA. The IJA/ABA Juvenile Justice Standards Project has outlined 

four major purposes in promulgating the IJA/ABA standards: 6 

1. to achieve tmifonnitr.. in the law for greater fairness, 
effiCiency, and predlctability in the consequences of the 
same conduct, action, or behavior, regardless of jurisdiction; 

2. to develo\, linkages within the system by: defining the roles of 
affected mClividUals and agencies; eliminating gaps and dupli­
cation in services; and coordinating the planning, operation, 
and monitoring of programs; 

3. to re-examll1.e accepted concepts and premises underlying the 
current laws in the light of objective findings derived from 
recent studies and other developments. Basic principles should 
be reaffirmed, revised, or rep1aced~ as a result of takL~g a 
fresh look at the system; 

6See IJA/ ABA, Standards for Juvenile Justice: A Sumnary a...~d Analysis 
[Cambridge, MA.: Ballinger, 1977), p.3. 
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4. the relevant case law, administrative decisions, 
se ecte statutory innovations, and fundamental principles 
approved in the standards in a fonn readily translatable into 
model act or acts. 

In. developing the specific standards, the IJA/ABA project based its work 

on ten underlying principles: 

1. Proportionality in sanctions for juvenile offenders based on the 
seriousness of the offense committed, and not merely the court's 
view of the juvenile's needs, should replace vague and sub j ecti ve 
criteria. 

2. Sentences or dispositions shOUld be detenninate. 

3. The least restrictive alternative should be the choice of 
decision-makers for intervention in the lives of juveniles 
and their families. 

4. Noncriminal misbehavior (status offenses, PINS} and private 
offenses (victimless crimes), should be removed from juvenile 
court jurisdiction. 

5. Visibility and accountability of decision making should replace 
closed proceedings and unrestrained official discretion. 

6. 'lhere should be a right to counsel for all affected interests 
at all crucial stages of the proceeding. 

7. Juv:nil:s should have the right to decide on actions affecting 
thelr llves and freedom, unless they are found incapable of 
making reasoned decisions. 

8. The role of parents in juvenile proceedings should be redefined 
with particular attention to possible conflicts between the 
interests of parent and child. 

9. Limitations should be imposed on detention, treatment, or 
other intervention prior to adjudication and disposition. 

10. Strict criteria should be established for waiver of juvenile 
court jurisdict~on to regulate transfer of juveniles to adult 
criminal court. 

7Ibid., pp. 22-23. 
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These principles were derived from fundamental premises. The most 

important premise was that court-prescribed treatment and services are not 

inherently beneficial to the juvenile or other respondent and should be 

restrained. TI1US the IJA/ABA rejected the rehabilitative model of the 

juvenile court, regarding treatment and services as secondary to the 

primary goal of justice for juveniles, their families and comrmmities. 

Of major importance here were the concepts of relating the severity of a 

disposition to the seriousness of the offense and of prescribing maximunl 

penalties for specific offenses. 

A second premise was that fair proceedings could be ensured only 

through procedural safeguards, legal representation, and written decisions 

subject to judic;ial review; court officers must be held accountable for 

their actions and there must be an end to closed and unregulated hearings 

and procedures. 1v.hile supporting confidentiality of and limited access to 

judicial records, the IJAI.~ advocated opening the judicial process to 

greater scrutiny and review and curtailing the exercise of official 

discretion. 

IJA/AEA also supported juvenile cotrrt handling of all serious or 

habitual offenders and would impose strict restraints on the transfer 

of juveniles to adult criminal court. In addition, tlle IJA/ABA Standards 

supported the principle of family autonomy and the avoidance of state 

intervention in most family matters, while recognizing that conflicts 

between parental and juvenile interests are possible. 
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In essence, the IJA/ABA Standards rejected the view that delinquency 

prevention tllrough treatment is the principal function of the juvenile 

justice system; they also doubted' the reliability of predictive 5ehavior 

. d 8 h AI JU gments. As a result, t e IJ ABA rejected alternative sets of, 

standards that merely codify the better features of the existing system 

and trrged the adoption of the entire set of IJA/ ABA Standards to preserve 

the philosophical integrity of their approach. 

Task Force. The Standards of the Task Force outlined five maj or 

goals that directed their development. 

1. Reduce juvenile violence by isolating or supervlslng those 
whose behavior poses a threat to the lives and safety of others. 

2. Reduce the number of juveniles' who repeatedly commit delinquent 
acts by identifying those who can be helped and those who cannot. 

3. Provide due process for all children by removing discrepancies 
based on race and class. 

4. Integrate and coordinate the present fragmented juvenile justice 
and delinquency prevention system. 

5. Provide protection for children who need it. 9 
" 

A number of themes guided the deve19pment of standards based on 

these goals: maintenance of the family unit by providing it with 

sufficient resotrrces to deal with its own problems; court jurisdiction 

8Ibid., pp. 265-267. 

9See National Advisory Committee on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals, 
Juvenile Justice ana Delin uenc pr~ven~lon, ~e ort of the Task Force on 
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, ashington, D.C.: U.S. 
Government Printing Office, 1976), pp. 14-15. 
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under the Families with Service Needs (Fi-liSNJ. concept over truancy, 

rt.lIUling away, disregard of parental authori ty ~ use of intoxicat~g 

beverages, and "delinquent acts tf by children lIDder ~o years of age; 

limiting state coercive intervention to cases of endangered children; 

delinquency prevention through service delivery to potential career 

criminals; diversion when effective alternative services and due process 

guarantees exist; use of the least coercive disposition, with institu­

tionalization as a last resort; the extension of due process considerations 

to juvenile justice; equipping the juvenile justice system to deal with 

the small number of violent and repeat delinquents; more minority 

representation at all decisionmaking levels'; consistent policies to 

foster coordination among agencies; improved research geared to prohlem-

. "1' . 10 solving; and increased allocation of resources to ]UVen1 e ]ust1ce. 

'1he Task Force outlined sets of general and specific priori ties 

for state and local action based on these goals and themes. General 

priorities are to 

--improve programs for preventL~ juvenile delinquency; 

--design policies and programs to increase family stab.ility; 

--improve planning and coordination of agencies; 

--implement better research and data bases; 

·--allocate sufficient resources for effective reform; 

iOIb ' d _1_", pp. 12-14. 
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--adopt Task Force Standards for Endangered Children; and 

--implement1!amily Counsel~g and Fmuily Crisis Intervention 
Programs. 

The primary emphasis of the Task 'Force Standards is on maintaining 

and strengthening the use of the jU'leIlile justice system for the prevention 

of future delinquency; minimizing state intervention in family and juvenile 

matters; and coordinating more closely juverdJ.e justice agencies based on 

system-generated data. 

l'lAC. The NAC Standards are based on a SUI11ey of other standards 

that were adopted or modified without formulating nelV' prescriptions. 

The forward to the 1980 NAC report outlines the three goals of the 

conunittee. 

1. To propose a set of recommendations addressing the full. 
range of law enforcement, judicial, prevention, correctlonal, 
service and planning activities affecting youth~ 

2. To orgrulize these recommendations so that groups and agencies 
performing similar functions would be governed by the same 
set of principles; and 

3. To distill the best thinking from the standards', models, 
and public policies proposed and adopted by national and 
state standards, commissions, professional organizations, 
advocacy groups, and agencies. 

TIlUS, the NAC stancL.1.rds are based on a survey of other standards that 

they adopted or modified without formulating new prescriptions. As a 

result, no philosophy has been established for them. However, five 

basic themes do bind all the recommendations together: 

l1 Ib1·d., 14 16 pp. - . 
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I. The family remains the basic unit of our social order­
govennnental policies, programs, and practices should 
be designed to support arid assist families, not 
usurp tlieir functions. 

II. Together with any grant of authority by or to a govern­
mental entity must be the establishment of limits on 
the exercise and duratlon of that authority, and 
mechanisms to assure accountability-guidelines and 
review procedures should be established for all 
i~tervention, intake, custody, and dispositional 
decisions. 

III. Age is not a valid basis for denying procedural 
protections when fundamental rights are threatened­
juveniles should be accorded the best of both 
worlds-lithe probation accorded to adults-(llnd) 
the solicitious care and l~generative treatment 
postulated for children." 

IV. l~enever there is a choice among various alternatives, 
the option which least intrudes upon liberty and 
privacf should be preferred-'when you ~vat a 
mosqui to on a frj:3nd' s back, you should not use 
a baseball bat;' and 

V. When rehabilitation forms a basis for the imposition 
of restraints on liberty, an obligation arises to 
offer a range of services reasonably deslgned to 
achieve the rehabilitative goals within the shortest 
period of time-governmental intervention justified 
upon the doctrine of E,g.rens patriae triggers at 
least a moral duty to provide the resources 
necessary to fulfill the promise of care and 
assistance. 

l2Kent v. United States, 383 U.S. 541,556 (1966). 

1 3Chambers, ''The Principle of the Least Restrictive Alternative: The 
Constitutional Issues~" in the President's Committee on Mental Retardation, 
The Mentally Retarded and the Law, 487 C1976}. 
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Although there are differences among the standards p:.oduced by the 

three groups, the three sets agree in their general perspective: the 

juvenile justice system may cause a juvenile great harm and actually 

prevent successful rehabilitation. Consequently~ fonnal processing 

within the system shOUld be minimized and surrounded with stringent 

safeguards for the juvenile. The standards agree that defining the 

proper roles of individuals and agencies within the system will lead to 

less duplication of some services and a recognition that other services 

are seriously deficient. 

The standards also agree on the role of the police. For example, 

the standards recommend that the police employ the least restrictive 

alternatives available when dealing with juveniles. 

This theme is reflected, for example, in the proposals 
relating to narrowing the scope of juvenile codes to 
diverting many juvenile problems. to other connnunity 
reso~rce:, an~ to ~etting the hig~est priority to re-· 1 
leaslllg Juvenlles lnstead of detaining them in custody. 4 

Increased diversion of juveniles away from the formal juvenile justice 

process is the central goal of each of the standards. 

Furthermore, all the standards emphasize that police departments 

should formulate administrative policies to guide officers' discretionary 

decisions; some of the major recorrnnendations involve structuring discretion 

of both patrol and juvenile officers. The concern with the present system 

14 See IJ~/ABA, 'Standards Relating to'PoliceHandling of Juvenile Problems, 
(Cambrldge, MA: Ballinger, 1977) p. 31.. 
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"is not that police do refer or divert most of the j~~enile cases before 

they become court issues; it is that most police actions, are taken on an 

ad hoc basis by individual officers and are not guided either by depart­

mental policies or joint policies with other juvenile justice agencies. ,,15 

The same can be said of referral or diversion practices of most other 

d b.a
. . 16 

agencies as well, such as prosecutor an pro tlon agencles. 

In support of this approach, the standards recommend that the police 

establish juvenile bureaus to handle juvenile problems and juvenile 

diversion, and that the police receive special training in the proper use 

of diversion and other alternatives that are less restrictive than arrest. 

The standards also stress that the police should evaluate their awn 

perfonnance and accountability. 

This project developed policies by first exrunlning those standards 

that relate to the role of the police in the juvenile justice system. This 

includeG standards developed specifically for polic~ agencies, standards 

for the way the police work with other components in the juvenile justice 

system (e.g., the courts, social agencies, schools), a.nd standards 

addressing particular issues relevant to the police (~.g. , recordkeeping). 

lSIbid., p. 32. 

16Por example, the national standards argue .that at the present time, 
diversion, referral, and adjudication declslons are and can be made at 
various times and stages in the juvenile justice process by police 
officers, prosecutors, court intake personnel, and juvenile court judges, 
among others. The standards assume that there is little co~eren:e 
within or among these agencies' or persons today on the way ln WhlCh 
these decisions are made. Police agencies in most jurisdictions probabIy 
serve as the primary source of referral and diversion of juvenile 
problems away from the juvenile court. 
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It is important to stress tha.t the philosophical differences among 

the policy drafters are ~ .. reflected in the recommendations in this 

report. Altliough we are mindful of the' different philosophies, w.e have 

not hesitated to draw upon all three sets of stand.ards for recommendations. 

In the area of handling juveniles, there is a remarkable degree of agreement 

on what are appropriate procedures and conduct for the police. 

Project History 

In 1978, the Natior.~l Institute for Juvenile J~~tice and Delinquency 

Prevention awarded the Center for Criminal Justice of the Boston Universitr 

School of Law a grant to work with District 15 [Charlestown) of the Boston 

Police Department to develop policies relating to the police handling of 

juveniles. Project work in Charlestown and Stamford Q:onn.) formally 

began in October 1978 and ended in the summer of 1980. 17 In the fall of 

1980 two new sites were added to the project: Arlington and Belmont, 

two suburban towns in the Boston metropolitan area. 

Gaining access to the Boston and Stamford Police Depa.rtments was 

straightforward in each jurisdiction. The chief executive granted pennission 

based on his understanding of the project's goals and the potential 

benefits to his department. 

l7p- I . ubmi 1TIa reports were s tted to the Boston Police Department and 
~tamf?rd Police Department in December 1980. They are referred to 
m this' text as 'Pinal 'Report:' Boston andFinal'Re~ott: Stamford. 
The table of contents of these reports and the tab e of contents of 
the Center's reports to Arlington and Belmont are reproduced in 
Appendix B. 
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The process of approval in Arlington and Belmont sites was time consuming 

and involved considerable effort. Project staff initially contacted the 

juvenile officer of each police department and a joint meeting was held 

wi th them to explore their interest, Botli officers agl'eed that they wanted 

their department to participate and a joint meeting of command personnel from 

Arlington, Belmont, and Cam1Jr5.dge was held in early October. 18 At this 

meeting, both Arlington and Belmont police departments' agreed to participate 

in the project. However, additional approval was required in Arlington 

and Belmont before the study could begin work.. In Arlington, project 

staff were obliaated to meet \ifith the Director of Public Safety, who I::> 

oversaw police and fire services and was responsible to the Board of Selectmen., 

Project staff members were then asked by L~e Director to describe the project 

at a public meeting of the Board of Selectmen 04 December 1. At that 

meeting the Board approved the town's participation in the project. 

In Bel~ont, project staff were also asked (pn November 24, 19801 5y 

the Board of Selectmen to describe the project. The Board deferred wZking 

a decisioil,for two weeks to review the project proposal and a draft copy of 

our final reports to the Stamford and Boston police departments. Approval 

wac; granted at the December 8th meeting of the Selectmen .. 20 

18The'Cambridge Police Department was also considered as a possible site 
since the Middlesex Cambridge Division C01.mty Court has jurisdiction 
over Cambridge, Arlington, and Belmont. Cambridge declined to participate 
because of the Department's connni tment, to other research. 

19ArIington police are a division of the Department of Community Safety. 

20See newspaper articles in the Belmont Citizen, November 27, 1980 and 
Belmont Herald, November 27, 1980. 
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In neither Boston nor Stamford was approval of city hall needed. 

However the director of the mayor's office in Charlestown' t,Little City Ha1l1~ , 
who "las a member of the citizen task force', kept the mayor ["s office L-rfonned, 

After pennission to proceed witli the study was granted, the first 

activity we undertook was the formation of police task forces, comprised 

solely of' police department personnel, and citizen task forces, comprised 

of citizens and representatives of juvenile justice agencies, Both 

groups in each jurisdiction w'ere responsible for advising project staff 

members and helping us gain access to other officers, citi.zens and data. 

The police task force in Charlestown consisted of the districtts 

commanding officer (a captain), two sergeants, the juvenile detective, 

and two patrol officers, all from District .15. These members were selected 

by the Captain and one of the s~rgeants. Due to rotation of assigrnnents 

within the Boston Police Department, it was impossible to maintain the 

membership of this group or to meet on a regular basis: three different 

captains commanded District 15 during the life of the study, and the two 

patrol officers were transferred. 

The Stamford Police task force consisted of the Chief of the Stamford 

Police Department, two Deputy Chiefs, the sergeant who commanded the Youth. 

Bureau, the Youth Services Supervisor, four patrol officers and the Chiefts 

administrative assistant. These members were selected by the Chief and 

the Chief"s administrative assistant, who was responsible for handling 

departmental memoranda and other communications' concerning the project. 

In the early stages, members were helpful in providing their own assessment 
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of the connmmityl.s jlNenile problems, and in identifying agency personnel 

to be interviewed, identifying data sources, and suggesting research 

strategies. 

In Arlington and Belmont there was: one combined police task force 

consisting of six patrol and juvenile officers most clos~ly involved in 

the handling of juveniles. rThis group met together twice. Staff then 

met individually with officers from each. department. 

The Center sought participation of civilians in the project to 

provide additional sources of infonnation and to criticize and connnent 

on possible decisions and recommendations to be made by the project. 

In Boston and Stamford, the citizen task forces included, in addition to 

residents and youth service workers, prooation officers and (~n Charlestown) 

the First Assistant Clerk of tEe Court. In Arlington and Belmont only 

residents and youth service workers served on the task forces. Court 

officers were contacted as needed. 

We met separately in each jurisdiction with police officers and the 

citizens throughout the project, although each group was kept infonned of 

the other's activities. At the meetings, proj ect staff presented issues 

to be addressed, findings, and drafts of policy reconnnendations. After 

the short preliminary presentation by project staff, police and citizens 

were free to offer whatever advice, criticism, and comment they wished. 

Project staff also contacted police officers and citizens individually, 

some of them frequently. This was useful for addressing specific 

problems: access to data, understanding a specific procedure or record, 
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making contact with certain people, and so on .. 

The most important work of the task. forces was to review the 

final policy recommendations for'the police depal:u"11ents. The development 

of these policies is discussed in detail below. 

Definition of Juvenile Problems 

In Charlestown and Stamford, we attempted to focus research on 

a small number of juvenile crimes that were troublesome to the police 

either because of the frequency of their occurrence or because of 

particular legal or social issues that complicated their handling by 

the pOlice. 21 To develop this list, we surveyed police officers, 

juveniles, and community agencies, and examined police and court records. 22 

On the oasis of the information collected, we recommended to police 

officers and the citizen task forces the selection of the following 

ju~enile-related problems for intensive study: 

Boston 

--auto theft; 
--assault; 
--drug use; 
--street gangs; 
- -vandalism; and 
--family problems with 

stubborn children. 

Staniford 

--vandalism; 
--shoplifting; 
--drug use; 
--disorderly conduct; 
--family' problems with 

stubborn children; and 
--truancy. 

21See Appendix A in Final Report: Boston and Final Report: Stamford. 

22This approach was not used in Arlington and Belmont. After w~ completed 
our work in Boston and Stamford, we realized that rec?~endat~ons for 
Bosto~ mId Stamford could not be made to address sDec~~lc dGllnquent acts 
or specific juvenile relate,d problems.' A '''problem-solving'' approach is 
not compatible with :implementing national standards. 
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Project Research 

The major research work of the project centered on several issues: 

1. How did patrol and juvenile officers deal with juvenile offenders? 

2. How waseacn police department organized to address juvenile 
issues and maintain juvenile records? 

3. What type of interaction took place among the police, the 
juvenile court and other local youth-serving agencies? 

4. What services for juveniles were available in each connnunity? 

5. To what extent should the police have utilized diversion to 
community ag~ncies rather than court referrals in their 
exercise of authority over juveniles? 

In order to address these issues, we collected several types of infor-, 

mation from a number of sources. 

Crime Statistics 

To detennine ''1hich juvenile problems the police encountered most 

frequently, police reports from each department were analyzed. These 

included incident and arrest reports, contact cards (Arlington}., patrol 

logs (~oston) and field interrogation and observation reports [Boston 

and Belmont). 23 

23A questionnaire was also distributed to police persoIUlel in District 
15 of the Boston Police Department and the Stamford Police Department. 
The questionnaire asked officers to indicate those juvenile activities 
tha t, from their perspective, were the most serious for the community, 
frequently occurring, or troub.lesome for them. The questionnaire, 
based on the F.B.I. 's official crime categories, listed activities 
that ,vere violations of the criminal law. Even though police 
officers spend more of tfieir time on non-criminal calls for service, 
the information collected foC?Sed on crime-related problems. 

-20-

-, I : 

I 

1 
, 

I 
L 
[ 
'-" 

u" 

~~. 
11" 

~., 

r 
I 
I 
I' 
I 
. 

I 
I 

I 

I' 
r I 

r 

[ 

T 
('I 

a~ 

r I' r' 
J L 

If 
L 
r 

l 

{ , 

L 
r 
l 
""'" I 
L 

r 
J~ 

F ! ~ 

f : 

i 
I 
i 
i 
! 
<: 

~ ¥ 

I 
I' . !; 

I t; ,. 
f; 
l' 

if 

P r t, 
l' l' 

I; 

Numerous field observa tions l-rere conducted to observe actual 

police handling of juveniles in District 15 1 Arlington and Belmont. 

Project staff also observed the proceedings of the juvenile s'es-sions 

of the Charlestown District Court and the East Cambridge District Court. 

No field observations were conducted with the, police or the courts in 

Stamford. In addition, staff obtained recordings of the emergency (9111 

calls to the Boston Police Department concerning Charlestown residents, 

how these incidents were translated into police department categories, 

and what was the police response to the calls. 24 

Court Data 

Project staff obtained from the Probation Offices of each. juris-

diction's juvenile court extensbre statistical infonnation on all 

juveniles arrested for the previous year. Information on Charlestown 

juveniles' social backgrounds and on all arrests and court dispositions 

prior to 1978 or 1979 arrests were recorded, providing complete crime/ 

court histories of 127 individuals. In Stamford, Arlington and Belmont 

project staff were able to track, selected cases from the initial police 

involvement to court disposition. We observed -5-3 cases involving 

Arlington and Belmont· youths handled in juvenile court. 25 

24Por excerpts from these transcripts, see Sectlon B-6, below and 
Appendix C of Pinal Report: 'Boston. 

25Several hundred cases we observed involved Cambridge youths. 
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Youth Serving Agencies 

Staff completed extensive interviews with. local youth.-serving agencies 

in Charlestown and Stamford: governl1lental, private social service, and 

recreational agencies. A staff mE'.mber conducted interviews in person and 

d Ii . th h . . 26 later supplernente t ese Wl telep one lntervlews. 

Project Recommendations 

Based on an examination of model codes and proposed standards? 

our legal staff surveyed the pertinent statutory and constitutional 

issues. We prepared a draft outline of issues and questions developed 

from the various sets of standards on the police handling of juveniles. 

Each subheading in the standards was treated as a separate topic; when 

possible, issues relevant to each commtmity were posed as questions 

to be addressed through discussions with police and citizens and 

considera.tion of the infonnation gathered. 

Using the infonnation gathered from records, surveY$, and inter­

views, we prepared drafts of policy recommendations on each. issue in 

this outline for consideration by police officers and the citizen 

task forces. Each policy recommendation contained: 

--a background statement outlining the positions of the three 
sets of national standards on the particular issue; 

--the project1s research findings as they applied to the issue 
being addressed; 

--a set of recommendations; and 

26por a discussion of our contact with. students and agenC)[ personnel see 
Flnal Report: Boston, pp. Ll-22 and Flnal Report: Stamford, pp~ 19-2L 
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--a short discussion of the project staffls reasons for offering 
the recommendations. -

We stressed that these were preliminaryrecorrnnendations and that 

it had always been our tmderstanding that they could be rejected
1 

altered or augmented. 
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GfAPTER II 
C(11\UiIlY PROFIl£S 

We conducted this study in four connnunities: Arlington (}1A.) , 

Belmont (Iv1A.), Charlestown (l'.1A.) and Stamford ccr.). The sites varied 

in size, wealth, composition of the population and the kinds- of juvenile 

problems reported to the police. 

Arlington and Belmont are two small affluent suburban jurisdictions 

located to the west of Boston. Charlestown 1 a political subdivision of 

Boston, is a densely populated, mostly white working class community_ 

Stamford, located near New York City, is a medium sized city with a 

~f diverse population. Below is a capsule description of the jurisdictions. 

Tables that appear ln Appendix A summarize the information presented. 

Arlington and Belmont are two small towns located west of Boston 

near a major commuting artery lRoute 2) with Arlington's popUlation 

almos.t twice that of Belmont (4~,000 vs 26,000). Ihe residents 

of both towns are predominantly white collar professionals although 

proportionately more blue collar workers reside in Arlington than 

Belmont. In Arlington there are more mu1 tiple dwellings and apartment 

buildings. Both towns 1:lave one high school and several middle and 

gr_ammar schools. Tlle towns are operated by town managers who are 

Preceding page blank 
-25-

-, -



~- - --~-------

accountable to elected boards of selectmen. Each town has separate 

chiefs of police and fire. lVhe:h this study began, Arlington police and 

firefighters were under the authority of a director of public safety. 

Charlestown. Charlestown, a political subdivision of Boston? 

occupies an area of approximately one square mile and in 1980 had a 

population of about 17,000. Located on a small penip~ula between the 

estuaries of the Mystic and Charles Rivers, it is cut off from the 

surrounding communities by Day, river, bridge, expressway, and rail­

road yards. Charlestown has some single family Ch'lellings; but many more 

two or three family homes. Charlestown is also the site of some 1100 

units of low-income housing: the Btmker Hill Housing Project, Charles­

town Newtowne Coop, and Mishawum Park. Approximately one third of 

Charlestown's population, including some 2000 children, live in these 

projects.
1 

Of the approximately 5,100 total residential units (project 

and non-project) in Charlestown, 30.4 percent were owner occupied, 

63.3 percent were renter occupied, 'and the rest (P. 3 percent) were 

vacant in 1970. Some sections of Charlestown are given over 

primarily to old warehouses and a small number of manufacturing, 

trucking and shipping operations, with little or no residential use. 

IToday, public housing residents in Charlestown are !mown as "proj ect 
rats," an identity having both positive and negative connotations. 
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The population of Charlestown is almost all white and predomi­

nantlyof Irish ancestry'. 2 Second and third generation residents 

refer to themselves as "townies," a laDel selectively applied and to 

a certain extent reflecting standards of acceptance in the community. 

The tern expresses a certain community spirit and identification. 

There are seven schools in Charlestown: five public schools 

(three elementary, one middle, and Charlestown Highl and b'lO private 

(parochial) 5cllools: St. Catherine and St. Francis. 

The court-ordered desegregation of the Boston PUblic Schools in 

1974 has affected the community deeply. Viliile the racial violence 

surrounding busing has suosided, opposition is' still strong. Truancy, 

much of it parent supported, became the major forn of protest against 

busing and remained a community problem five years later. Althougn no 

figures were available, reports of Cllarlestown children truant from 

school for between b'lO and four years were not uncommon. 

Stamford. Located on Long Island Sound in Fairfield County, 

Connecticut, th(~ city of Stamford lies 37 miles northeast of New York. 

City and 21 miles southeast of Bridgeport. It is the state's fifth 

largest city, with a population in 1975 of approximately 105,000 people, 

and a geographic area of 39.9 square miles, larger than that of any of 

the four other major cities in the state. Between ~970 and 1975, 

2 
In 1970, there were 76 blacks in Charlestown and the percentage 
nu:mer is helieved to be even smaller today. The Spanish and 
ChInese population together is about one percent. 
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there was a decline in total population of 3.6 percent lfrom 109,000 

to 105,000). Blacks continued to represent approximately ~3 percent, 

while the Spanish-speaking group grew to 7 percent. The 1980 census 

indicates total population of approx:iJnately 101,000. 

Stamford is noted for its industrial research laboratories in the 

chemical, electrical, optical, electronic, and phannaceutical fields'. 

Over 45 major companies have settled in Stamford during the pas't ten 

years, mId several major corporations have their hea~uarters there: 

General Telephone and Electronics (GTE), Singer Company, Continental 

Oil, Xerox, Champion International, Combustion Engineering, and Olin. 

One third of Stamford's civillan labor force (65,000) were employed 

in manufacturing. 

The northern half of the community is suburban and affluent in 

character, much like sections of Arlington and Belmont, with a minimum 

lot size of one half to three acres. Ih this half there are many 

schools and shopping centers, and a heavy concentration of churches. 

The southern'half is urban, less affluent (with the exception of 

property bordering on Long Island Sound), and more heavitr populated 

by ethnic and minority groups, particularly Irish, Italian, black 

and Spanish-speaking. 

One third of the total population of Stamford was under 18 years 

of age. Between ~970 and 1979 the number of young people less than 16 

years of age declined by 30 percent, while the nlEber of youths (ages 

16 and l7} was estimated to have increased slightly (J:>y 4 percent). 
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Stamford! s public school system serires more than 14, 000 students in 

three comprehensive high schools, four middle schools, and ~7 element~ry 

schools. The parochial school system had a total enrollment of over 

3,500 students in one high. schOOl, one middle school, and nine elementary' 

schools. The vast majority (97 percentl of all children age 5-17 are 

in school. 

In the past 10 years, tlie school popUlation declined from approximately 

20,500 students to the current total of .14,000. Recent projections by 

the school department suggested that by 1929 the total figure will decline 

to 10,282: that is, the public school population ($indergarten to grade 

12) should de1ine by about 26 percent between 1920 and 1989. The grades 

above grade 7 should show the steepest decline, and percentage declines 

were expected to be greatest between 19-80 and 1985. 

As the largest of the four communi.ties we studied, Stamford was 

more heterogeneous socially and economically than the otller three COI!IDluni-

ties. Arlington and Belmont were mostly white and affluent hut sections 

of Stamford were equally affluent; Charlestown was white working class. 

All four communities had public housing projects with nearly one third 

of Charlestown residents residing in them. In both Arlington ruld 

Charlestown these areas were perceived as sources of problems with. 

young people but objectively the magnitude ruld kinds of problems, were 

qui te different. 
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Juvenile Problems 

In each. of the four communities we collected data, includ~ng 

incident and arrest reports, from police department records. However, 

the infonnation we collected was not always comparable. Two 

jurisdictions (Boston and Belmont) use field interrogation cards, but 

we gained access to only one department's file (Belmont). In Arlington 

we gathered infonnation from contact cards that recorded the. outcome 

of cases investigated by juvenile officers. We analyzed Stamford 

police reports of cases that juvenile officers investigated after 

they received them from patrol officers. In two of the cormnuni ties 

(Charles·town and Stamford} we administered questionnaires to police 

officers asking them to judge the kinds of juvenile problems they 

considered serious and troublesome. 

It is important to note that in some respects Charlestown is not 

typical of other police districts in Boston. A comparison of arrest 

data from Charlestown with arrest data from four other Boston police 

distr lcts showed 

--Charlestown (pistrict 15) ranked fourth and fifth. among the 
districts on ~~enile and adult arre.sts lner 10,.000 population) 
for Part I crIIDlnal offenses (felonles) but ranked first and 
second for juvenile and adult arrests for Part II misdemeanors. 

--Of the five districts, Charlestown had the highest juvenile 
arrest rat~s for traffic, "other" offenses (primarily possession 
of burglarlous tools), drugs, assaults, vandalism and weapons 
and the second highest for stolen property. ' 

--Charlestown had the highest ratio of juvenile arrests to adult 
arrests. 
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-~The ratio of Part II (misdemeanorl arrests of juveniles to 
Part 1 (felonyl arrests was neai:ly two and a half times. that 
of the next highest district and over four times that of the 
others. 

These data suggest that the police in District 15 spent mum more of 

their time on minor offenses involving juveniles than in the other 

sections of Boston. 

Cnarlestown also differed from Arlington, ~elmont and Stamford. 

Police arrested more juveniles at a higher rate and for different offenses. 

Charlestown juveniles were most frequently' arrested for traffic, "othert! 

offenses (primarily possessing 5urglarious: tools}, and disorderly 

conduct. While juveniles frequently drank in public in Charlestown~ 

they were rarely arrested for that offense. In Arlington, not known as 

a street corner society, almost half of the juveniles arrested were 

arrested for drinking or disturbing the peace. 'The Stamford pollce 

chose to refer juveniles to juvenile court for more serious offenses: 

larcenies, burglaries, assaults. Most of the thefts were shoplifting 

cases. Belmont, the most affluent and smallest community studied, 

had the lowest arrest rate for juveniles, even though the police 

observed as many lncidents of drirLcing and disorderly conduct as 

police in other corrnntmities. Police in the' three communities (Arlington, 

Belmont and Stamford) received a sizable number of vfuldalism reports 

but did not or could not act upon them. 

Both Charlestown and Arlington contain public housing proj ects . 

In Charlestown there was a consensus mnong Boston police and social 
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service workers that while only a minority of the population lived 

in the low-income housing projects, more than half of the police 

interaction with juveniles took place there? mainly with project 

youths. The housing projects inevitably surfaced as a major issue 

jn any discussion of the Charlestown community. The Arlington housing 

project dld not contribute a disproportionate number of serious 

juvenile crimes to the Arlington total. 

Almost 4Q officers in Stamford and Charlestown voluntarily completed 

a questionnaire that asked them to rate how serious theybelie~ed 

problems were and how much trouble they gave tllem when they encountered them 

on patrol. Officers were asked to rate the problem on a scale of 0 to 

5 for both seriousness and troublesomeness; serious and troublesome 

were not defined. The ratings given by the officers for each problem 
28 were averaged. 

Table A-7lists the six offenses (problems) that officers in 

Charlestown and Stamford perceived as more serious and troublesome. 

It is noteworthy that the two lists wi thin each community do not 

correspond perfectly; some problems reported to be very "serious" 

were not reported to be very "troublesome" (e.g., muggings/purse 

snatchings, disrespectful attitudes towards the police). On the 

28Th t" " e q~es lonnalre was based on the FBlts official crime categories; 
that 1S, most of the problems were violations of the criminal law . 
even though police officers spend more time on non-criminal related 
mat~e~s (Le., non-crime calls for servicel. The questionnaire 
adm1n1stered to students also incorporated these official crime 
categories, but in tenns students could tmderstand. The officers 
who completed the survey were volunteers. 
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other hand, some problems rated low on seriousness were rated higher on 

troublesomeness (e.g., family problems with stubborn children). It 

should also be noted that in both corrmunities the average seriousness 

scores were higher than the average troublesomeness scores for each 

problem. Officers saw most problems as more serious than troublesome 

for themselves. Finally, problems appeared on these lists that did not 

appear on the lists derived from Department statistics: 

1. using and selling drugs (Stamford) 

2. disrespect toward the police 

3. truancy (Stamford) 

4. public intoxication (Charlestown) 

Comparing the two communities, it is clear that the police perceptions 

did not always correspond to the different problems officers confronted in 

these connnuni ties. AI though Boston police officers perceived public drink­

ing as a problem, arrests for this were relatively rare. Stamford police 

received reports of disorderly conduct but rarely did their investigations 

lead to referrals to Superior Court: Juvenile Matters. Stanford police 

did not perceive this as a problem. In most cases, in both communities 

officers aefined problems as troublesome because they could not apprehend 

the perpetrators. 
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CHAPTER III 
PROJECT FINDINGS AND PEOHENDATI~ 

L'rltroduction 

This chapter discusses the policy reconnnendations presented to the 

police departments. Each policy recommendation contained: 

are 

--a background statement outlining the positions of 
various s'ets of national standards on the issues . 
discussed; 

--the findings from research as they apply to the 
issues being addressed; 

--reconnnendations; and 

--project staff's reasons for offering the recommendations. 

The three sets of national standards referred to in these recommendations 

Institute for Judicial Administration/American Bar 
Association (IJA/ ABA), Standards Rellting to Police 
Handling of Juvenile Problems (1977}' 

National Advisory Committee on Criminal Justice 
Standards and Goals (Task Force), Juvenile Justice 
and nelinjUenqr Prevention, Report of the Task 
Forc;e onuv'enile Justice alid Delinquency Prevention 
l1976} 

lTlle IJA/ ABA Standards consist of 20 approved volumes, several of which 
we have drawn upon for recommendations. 

PreCed~Rg page blank -35-
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The National Advisory COJllfni ttee for Juvenile Justic~. ~~d . . 
Delinquency Prevention CNAC1, Standards for the AdmmJ.Strat~Ol! 
of Juvertile·Justice C~g80) 

Our recommendations to the Boston and Stamford police departments 

were more extensive and elaborate than those made to Arlington and 

Belmont.
2 

TIlis report contains only our more important reculTImendations 

to the four departments. In some instances, we made recommendations· 

to two police departments on the same topic but not to another department. 

Our choice of rf~''',:~;,,::menda tions was dictated by the topics contained 

in the national standards and the circumstances in eacll of the d.epart­

ments at the time of our study. 

2Arlington and Belmont police officers were given copies of the reports 
we ~Jbmitted to the Boston and Stamford police departments. 
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A. POLICE ORGANIZATION 

A-I. CENTRALIZED JUVENILE. UNITS AND THE ROLE. OF JUVENILE. OFFICERS 

All national standards agree that police agencies shOuld establish. 

specialized juvenile units (see IJA/.f.J3A, Stn.d. 4.1; Task Force Stnd. 7.1; 

and NAC Stnd. 2.251). They vary only in the criteria they offer to 

detennine the appropriateness of a centralized juvenile unit. The 

IJNABA cOIl!Ilentary (Stnd. 4.1) states: 

The organization of police work witli juveniles 
must necessarily vary depending on the size of 
the police department, tlie kind of community in 
which it is located, and the ammmt and quality 
of resources available in the community. It is 
obvious that departments consisting of very few 
officers are not likely to develop features of 
internal division of labor encountered in large 
metropolitan organizations. Moreover, the 
department serving an affluent retirement com­
munity '~ll need to distribute its capacities 
differently from one serving a lower class' 
industrial town. 

All the standards suggest tliat at a minimum one officer be assigned 

the prinCipal responsibility for handling juvenile cases', even if the 

assigrunent is not on a full-time basis. However, tIley also assume 

that, ~11e~ver pOSSible, a centralized bureau IS the best organizational 

vehicle for the police handling of juvenile problems, and that 

"departments capable of staffing bureaus specializing in work with 

juvuniles shOuld consider the adequate staffing of them as a matter 

of the highest priori.ty·. If 

The IJA/ABA Standards provide no criteria for assessing a community 

or police agency's need for a centralized juvenile unit, Deyond these 
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general statements. By comparison, the other national standards provide 

more specific criteria, recommending that 1 in general, every police agency 

with more than fifty or seventy-five sworn officers establish a juvenile 

investigation unit (see NAC, Stnd. 2.251, and Task Force, Stnd. 7.1). 

TIle commentary to all the national standards offers two basic 

reasons for establishing a specialized juvenile unit in a police agency. 

First, handling juvenile crime involves procedures and resources that 

are sufficiently different from those in the adult criminal justice 

system to warrant specialization. Second, the kinds of criminal and 

non-criminal activities encountered in youth-related work can b.est be 

deal t with by skilled and sympa thet ic youth specialists. 

A national evaluation of police juvenile units reports that many 

of the departments surveyed have units specializing in the handling 

of juveniles. 3 Of the 125 departments responding to a question about 

juvenile specialization, 89 percent had a centralized juvenile unit, 

6 percent had juvenile officers but no juvenile unit, while 5 percent 

had neither a unit nor juvenile officers. The study noted that in 

jurisdictions with a population of over 100,000 there was likely to 

be a juvenile unit. 

3See Roberta Rovner-Pieczenik, National Evaluation of Police Juvenile 
Units, Q"lashington, D. C. : Po lice Foundation, 1978 J • 
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Findings 'and Recommendations 

The four connnunities differed with, respect to how they-were 

organized to respond to problems involving juveniles. 

describe each department and its juvenile operations. 

Below we 

Boston (District 15). Police District 15 lCharlesto,~) was the 

smallest of Boston's eleven police districts. At the time of our study, 

Charlestmm had the fewest officers (pO) assigned to it, but the 

greatest number of officers per 10,000 population (35.5) of the five 

Boston police districts we studied. FortY7three of the 60 officers in 

Charlestown were patrol officers' and two were juvenile detectives. 4 

In addition, the police in Charlestown were much older than the officers 

serving other neighborhoods: more than 60 percent of tne officers in 

Charlestm~ were over 50 and nearly 12 percent were over 60 (;lS of 

December 1, 1978). In contrast, only 25 percent of the officers 

assigned to Roxbury were over 50 years of age . 

4In June 1977, a special order established Team .Policing in District 
15. The District was divided into two geographlcal areas:. Ar:a A, 
which included t"Wo public housing proj ects, and ~rea B, w~ch rncluded 
the rest of the district. All officers were asslgned to .82ther A?r . 
B Teams and were instructed to respond to calls for servlce onlt IVlthln 
their team areas except for high priority calls. Each team Ulllt was 
responsible for ~onducting all investigations ~d_follo~-up.cases 

" With:im its area and for develoning a set of actlvlty obJectlv~s. TJ:e 
commitment to team policing had gradually dirnini~he~ ~d, ~url~g thlS 
study, the daily operations of District 15 were rndlstrngulshable from 
those of other Boston districts. 
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At the beginning of this study U-97Hl one juvenile detective was 

assigned to Charlestown (pistrict 151 working on the day shift,S Midway 

through the study, a second detective was assigned to do juvenile work 

on the evening shift. These officers were also responsible for investi­

gating cases involving adults. The day juvenile officer told us that ab.out 

a third of his time was spent handling juvenile matters. 6 He had been a 

patrol officer in Charlestown for 17 years before becoming a juvenile of­

ficer eight years before. 

The juvenile officer was one of five detectives (2 on nights, 3 on 

days) in the district who were under the captain's command. The district 

did not have a supervisor of detectives. For the most part, the juvenile 

officer set his own case priorities, as did other detectives. With the 

exception of sensitive cases (e.g., attempted rape, assaults on blacks 1 , 
the district captain did not appear to establish case priorities. 

The organizational structure under which the juvenile officers worked 

was relatively new at the time of this study. Previously, juvenile 

officers were orgalTIzed under tl:e Juvenile Aid Section' LJAS) which had 

been established by Boston Police Comirrissioner Leo Sullivan in 1958. 7 

Originally~ it has 26 officers who were assigned to the districts 

SSee Section A-4 below. 

6we could not verify this because we were not granted access to incident 
and arrest reports in Charlestown. 

7ane juvenile officer speculated that JAS was organized partially in 
respons~ to. the problem created by a citY-Wlde gang network called 
the "Ma]estl.cs." 
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but accowltabie to the unl.:t's commandl."n'g f·~· o Il.CerS at Headquarters._ 

There were no special requir-ements for selection and 

no specialized training, except that attendance was required at 

occasional seminars conducted by local universities. All juvenile 

officers met weekly to exchange information on particular kinds of 

cases and to discuss trends and problems. Each district Juvenile 

officer was required weekly to send infonnation to the JAS on the 

number of arrests, warnings, and court cases in the district. 

Policy Sl:atements distributed when JAS was first organized spec­

fically directed juvenile officers' not to get involved in social work. 

At the same time the lJepartment recognized the need for some kinds 

of unofficial diversion programs. It also suggested outreacrl to 

the corrnnunity, and juvenile officers did in fact attend church, school 

and corrnnuni ty meetings. A closer working relationship with the schools 

developed as juvenile officers became known to school staffs' school 1 

officials would call them more frequently to assist with problems 

they were facing. Juvenile officers had the power to return truants 

to schoolS, which resulted in rather effective control of the truancy 

problem. 

The JAS became defunct under former Commissioner Robert DiGrazia 

in about 1973 when the administration el:Lrninatecl some specialized 

and centralized units. It was never officially disbanded; its officers 

were simply transferred elsewhere and the corrnnanding officer and clerks 

were reassigned. One issue that the project addressed was 1vhether the 

JAS should be re-established in the Boston Police Department. 
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Some Boston juvenile officers with whom we spoke would 

have liked to see the JAS reinstated because they found the easily 

retrievable information in the central recordkeeping system useful. 

Reports on juvenile contacts were sent from each district to JAS 

and were an excellent source of infonnation on juvenile problems in 

general, and on individual juveniles. The JAS maintained a card on 

each juvenile contacted containing name, address, location and type 

of behavior that led to police contact, and disposition of the case. 

Any officer in the city could call JAS to get a history of a juvenilel's 

involvement with the police in order to reach a decision on how to handle 

a current case. This information is not easily retrievable today 

because of the absence of a centralized juvenile recordkeeping system. 

JAS also maintained a separate "gang filel! that contained city-wide 

information about gangs: unifonns, hangouts, membership, and activi­

ties. However, centralized information was less valuable after the 

demise of city-wide organized gangs; information derived from one 

district is not now particularly useful in predicting or controlling 

problems in other parts of the city. Some officers we spoke with 

believed that the JAS served only to collect unanalyzed statistics 

and store records on juveniles. 

Other interviewees believed that resurrecting the JAS would allow 

a separation of preventative and investigative functions: juvenile 

officers at the district level could deal with case investigations, 

while the centralized unit would focus on unspecified cooperative 
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prevention efforts with various corrununity institutions and groups., 

Such a separation of functions would minimize tile conflict tEat a 

district juvenile officer frequently encountered when attempt~g to 

establish. trust and rapport with a juvenile while having to conduct 

an investigation that might result in formal proceedings against· 

that same juvenile. 

The existence of a centralized unit did affect the day to day 

, handling of juvenile problems at the district level. For example, 

during the period when the JAS was in operation, patrol officers 

referred a large percentage of tEe juveniles they brought into the 

station to the juvenile officer. Flowever, this was no longer the 

case during the project period when, in the abscence of a centralized 

uni t, turning juveniles over to juvenile officers took court time 

(overtime) away from the patrol officer. 

The existence of a centralized unit with the command located at 

Headquarters did create administrative problems Slnce juvenile 

officers, though assigned to the district stations, were accountable 

to the JAS commanding officer at Headquarters rather than to supervisors 

at the district level. An equally compelling argument against the JAS 

was that the different ethnic, racial, and social compositions of the 

communities that comprise Boston r~uire different police responses. 

Consequently, we recommended that jtnrenile cases should be dealt 

with at the district level, with juvenile officers assigned to the 

districts and accountable to district supervision. Individual 
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juvenile offenders would be better dealt with at the district level by 

officers familiar with a"d responsive to the connnuni ty . 

Although addi.tional juvenile officers· in Charlestown might have 

been justified by the size of the juvenile population and the number 

of juveniles involved in reported crimes·, the size of District 15 

(one square mile) argued against this. Frequent police-juvenile 

contact could foster cornmunicatlon among officers and jlNenilcs, 

but could also increase hostility. Additior~l juvenile officers skilled 

in the legal and procedural aspects of handling juveniles were not 

needed. What Charlestown did need were patrol officers skilled in 

working with juveniles on a personal basis. 

At the time of our study, District 15 had no female officers. 

When a female officer was needed to conduct a search, there was 

often, a long wait before one could be sent from another district. 8 

Given the active street life of male and female juvenlles in 

Charlestown, female officers would be very beneficial not only in 

responding to police calls, but also in speaking with and counseling 
9 juveniles who congregate on Charlestown's street corners. In 

8The Boston Police Department employed approximately 80 female officers. 

9 Some observers believe that female juveniles' constituted a geI?.u~e 
problem. Girls in Charlestown did not have the same opportmutl:s 
as boys. Vocational aspirations are 'tste:e0trI?fca~tt (e.g., 1vantmg 
to be'a nurse, never a doctor) and the maln Ob]ectlve of most teenage 
girls was to have a boyfriend. Nighttime in warm weather ': ... transforms 
Btmker Hill Street into a fashion show. It It was repor~ed Lhat 
pregnancies at 14 or 15 \'lere falrly .common, ~d tl1at bl:th contro: ".flaS 

a difficult issue to deal with in this predomlnately Irlsh-Cathollc 
cormnunity. Females werl3 involved in juvenile problems to the extent 
that tney associated and drank witnmales. Few were arrested: tllere 
were 16 arrests of only 8 different girls. 
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August 1980 a female officer was assigned to District 15. We rec­

cormnended that there always be at least one female officer aSSigned 

to District 15. 

Stamford. In September 1980 the Stamford Police Department had 

an authorized strength of 286 full-time paid personnel and 86 part­

time personnel (85 school crossing guards and 1 psychologist). The 

number of sworn officers was 24Q, Among the seven largest cities in 

Connecticut, Stamford ranked sixth in the number of police officers 

per 10)000 population in 1978. It also ranked sixth in the number of 

serious (Part I felony} crimes per 10,000 population reported to the 

police. Stamford also had fewer offi.cers per square mile than did 

these other cities. 

Under the Chief of Police there was a deputy chief of administration/ 

support services and a deputy chief of operations. An internal affairs 

division, which investigated citizen complaints against tfie police and 

any alleged d1arges of corruption within city agencies, reported 

directly to the Chief. The patrol and major investigation units were 

under the cormnand of the deputy chief of operations, 

"'" The major investigations division (the Detective Bureau), in 

addition to conducting investigations referred from the patrol division, 

also contained specialized lll1its to investigate major crimes, burglary 

and gambling. This division was staffed primarily by officers drawn 

fram the patrol division and assigned to major investigations for 

an indefinite period of time. 
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The Department was gradually phasing out the rank of detective, listing 

only four at the. time of our study. The Youth Bureau fell under the 

major investigations division. 

The city was divided into two areas for patrolling: an east and 

west division, each under the command of a captain. Each division 

was geographically subdivided into posts, with posts one to three in 

the western division, and posts four through seven in the eastern 

division. Accountability and personal service by officers pennanently 

assigned to specific areas were emphasized. 

There is a long-established juvenile unit (Youth Bureau), which 

was organized in the late 1940's to establish direct contact with 

youths in the corrununity who were truants, delinquents, or runaways. 

At that time, the Youth Bureau consisted of a sergeant and two patrol 

officers; today, it consists of two sergeants, two patrol officers, 

and a Youth Supervisor. Compared to some larger communities, Stamford 

had fewer juvenile officers. 

At the beginning of this study the Youth Bureau was housed 

separately from police headquarters to ensure privacy, to facilitate 

communication with young people, and to comply with the requirement 

that juvenile records be kept separate from the central records division. 

The Department recently renovated and expanded'its lleadquarters 

and the Youth Bureau moved hack to that building in early 1981. The 

new facility contains a separate wing for the Youth Bureau, ,vith its 

own entrance and its own detention area away from public scrutiny 
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and contact with adult offenders. Juvenile records continue to he 

maintained apart from the central records system. 

Of the four communities we studied, Stamford was tne only 

police department with. a truly autonomous juvenile unit. One aspect 

of our research in Stamford was to detennine whether a centralized 

juvenile unit was the appropriate organlzational vehlcle for tile police 

handling of juvenile problems in that corrnnuni ty . 

We recorrunended that the Stamford Police Department retain a 

centralized Youth Bureau ,.,ri th responsibility for handling all juvenile 

related matters - - criminal and non-criminal, serious and non-seriolls -­

in both divisions of the city. In addition, we recommended tnat the 

Department strengthen the tmit' s organizational position by (a) assi31ling 

a more senior officer to command the unit, (b) adding more officers 

to the unit and (<:) routinely rotating officers through the unit. We 

also recommended that the Department provide fUll-time clerical as-

sistance to the Youth Bureau. 

These were the reasons for the recommendations: 

-The city of Stamford had an extensive network of services 
for young people, of which the Youth Bureau was an integral 
p~rt. In th: a~sence of this centralized unit, an agency' 
rrug~t have difflCul ty contacting an individual patrol 
offlcer who knew or had referred the juvenile, On the 
other h~d, some members of the unit had established 
strong tles to youth serving agencies. 

-Juv:nile co~rt personnel favored a centralized unit, In 
~helr. experlence, patro.l officers lacked familiarity with 
Juv~~ile ~aw ~d p:ocedures and in general did not perceive 
work:u:g WJ.th Juvenlles as real police work. Also, as a 
practlcal matter, it was easier to contact an officer in 
a small, centralized unit than one in the patrol division. 
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-Th: organizational alternatives to a centralized juvenile 
uru,~ were not workable. For example, . if certain patrol 
offlcers were designated as juvenile specialists and 
assigned to each division, problems of coordination and 
jurisdiction undoubtedly would have hampered the 
effectiveness of their activities. Giving patrol 
officers sole responsibility for handling juvenile cases 
and related matters would not have been acceptable: in 
general, patrol officers' handling of juvenile cases was 
criticized both inside and outside the Department 
especially as' that perfonnance pertained to their'know­
ledge of and respect for the legal rights of juveniles. 

Arlingt0n. TIle Police Division of the Arlington Department of 

Community Safety had, an autilorized strength of 82 sworn officers in 

1982, but only employed 75 officers. The patrol division consisted 

of 60 officers (45 patrol officers and 15 superior officers). The 

Detective Bureau consisted of eight officers (four patrol officers 

with the title of inspector and four superior officers), Two inspectors 

served as the Division's juvenile officers. One juvenile officer 

,~orked the day shift; the other worked the nignt shift. In addition 

to their duties as juvenile officers, they also had responsibility for 

adult cases: in 1980, 34 percent of the j-uvenile officers' caseload 

was adult cases. 

The Police Division expected juvenile officers to patrol, especially 

L! the evenings, and to be visible so the young people of Arlington 

Imow there are juvenile officers. (The day officer would generally 

patrol as the school day was ending.) However, the work routine of the 

juvenile officers included investigating cases considered important to 

all detective personnel (e.g., house breaks, serious incidents in 
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progress, etc.), but which. usua.lly did not involve juveniles.' 

Cases involving juveniles that were subsequently handled by' juvenile 

officers were initiated primarily at the patrol level. 

The juvenile officers did not generally answer routine calls 

for service involving reports of youths gathering or drinking unless 

additional assistance was needed. Although juvenile officers would 

keep an eye on trouble spots where youths gathered, their concern 

was potential illicit activity associated with a gathering place 

or whether memb,ers of a group were involved in burlaries or other 

crimes or delinquent acts. 

The Division's arrangement of combining the juvenlle officers' 

responsibilities' for handling juvenile and adult cases seemed appro­

priate. TIle juvenile caseload and absence of serious crime by 

juveniles in "~lington did not warrant assigning some officers to 

handle only juvenile cases. However, we did recorrmend that the 

current system of handling cases could be improved by creating more 

autonomy for tlle juvenile officers in matters involving juveniles 

by: 

a. referring all cases concerning juveniles directly to 
the juvenile officer who determines whether a case 
should receive follow-up investigation; and 

b. giving a juvenile officer responsibility for 
prosecuting cases involving juveniles. 

Belmont. The Belmont Police Department had a total of 63 sworn 

officers. In the patrol division there were 43 patrol officers and 
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nine superior officers (five sergeants and four lieutenants). A 

lieutenant commanded the patrol division. The Detective Bureau 

consisted of tw'O full-time detectives assigned to work days and one. 

detective who worl-ced niQ'hts. A lieutenant headed tne Detective Bureau o 

and was the police prosecutor. The Department had one captain who 

oversaw all operations. 111ere was also one sergeant assigned as an 

administrative aide to the Chief. 

When this study began in November 1980, one officer assigned 

to the Detective Bureau did juvenile investigations when time per­

mitted. After the appointment of a new' chief, this officer and two 

patrol officers were assigned to a centralized juvenile bureau. The 

patrol officers split their time between the patrol division (working 

nights) and the Juvenile Bureau (working certain clays). During our 

study, these officers also rode with the night in.spector on some 

weeknights. Wnen these officers worked evenings, t.~ey were in. unifonn 

and their time was divided. between juvenile and patrol \'Iork. Thus, the 

Juvenile Bureau was a seperate unit but -the Head of Operations 

exercised some control over personnel in the Juvenile Bureau. IO 

~OThi .. - 1 . f . s arrangement was not, ln our new 1 entlre y satls actory. 
The juvenile unit was not autonomous, tJie patrol officers were 
young and other officers were not likely to defer to tlieir 
judgment on rna tter involving juveniles. 
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When a juvenile was arrested by a patrol officer in the evening, 

a juvenile officer was not involved in the processing of the arrest 

unless he was the arresting officer. The juvenile was Dooked, parents 

or guardians were called, and the juvenile was usually released to 

their custody. A juvenile officer usually learned about such arrests 

by reading the report that was passed upstairs, reviewjng the Blotter 

or hearing about it from other officers. However, we were inforned 

that it was now departmental policy that an on-duty juvenile officer 

be called after a juvenile was arrested. 

We recommended that the Belmont Police Department implement 

its policy of calling a juvenile officer whenever a juvenile is arrested. 

The juvenile officer should contact the parent or guardian, fill out 

the appropriate fonns and be available to discuss court procedures 

''lith the juvenile and the parent/guardian. Juvenile officers should 

receive cases involving juveniles regardless of their "s~riousnessrt 

(i.e., whether the offense is a felony or an adult is involved). 

To prevent cases from being channeled to the Detective Bureau, all 

reports of an incident known to involve a juvenile should be referred 

directly to a juvenile officer. 

Discussion 

Our recommendations to the Arlington, Belmont and Stamford 

Poli.ce Departments were in keeping with all national standards and 

reports of national commissions. Our recommendations, if adopted~ 

-51-

'-----



11 would not significantly change the way the departments operated. 

However, the criteria the standards supplied were not helpful for 

making recommendations. In each community, social and legal organi­

zational factors and the practical aspects of policing were more 

compelling arguments for tl:e recommendations we offered._ 

For example, we I-!e:re strucK by 110W the organizatl0n of tne police 

reflected tl1e legal differen.ces o'etween the handling of juveniles 

and adults in the two state jurisdictions of Connecticut and ,Massa­

chusetts. In Massachusetts, there is virtually no legal difference 

between police handling of juveniles and adults. lmen juveniles are 
12 arrested in Massachusetts, they are booked in the same manner as adults. 

In Connecticut, juveniles were not booked but rather brought to the 

juvenile unit where a referral to court was filled out. In ~~ssachusetts, 

the police are not required by statute to have a parent present when 

questioning or interrogating a juvenile; in Connecticut, a juvenilets 

parent must be present dtrring questioning. Juvenile officers under-

stood these procedures; patrol officers did not. These legal require­

ments made it imperative that the Stamford Police Department retain 

llAll the police departments we studied could be claimed to be in 
compliance with national standards. 

12In Boston, officers stated that, in general, the Boston police do 
not see working with juveniles as being different from working 
with. adults. Police stressed t~e seriousness of t..~e off~nse, not 
the acre of the offender. However, courts may scrutinize police 
handling of juveniles more thoroughly. 
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its centralized juvenile unit or jeopardize its abllity to observe 

the legal rights of juveniles or prosecute juvenlles when warranted. 

It n1ade li~tle sense to recommend that Arlington and Belmont 

juvenile officers handle only juvenile cases or respond to calls 

for service involving j U\i-eniles . First, even though much routine 

police work in these towns involved handling juveniles, the availa­

bility of manpower prevented these smaller departments from assigning 

officers to exclusively work with juveniles. (Designating all patrol 

officers as juvenile specialists would be a meaningless change of 

tHles.) Second, insisting that a juvenile officer anS'<ler all 

calls for service would create a problem: responding patrol officers 

would perceive this as interfering in their sectors, diminishing 

their autonomy and questioning their competence to handle problems. 

Neither the number nor seriousness of the problems involving ju­

veniles in the smaller communities warranted a change. 13 

13This also applies to Charlestown, a small community within the 
City of Boston. 
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A-Z. !<ECRUIT AND IN-SERVICE TRAINING UF JUVENILE OFFICERS 

Tne national standards concur in recommending that patrol officers, as 

well as youth specialists~ be given specialized training in handling youth 

problems (see IJA/ABA Stnds. 4.2 and 5.1; Task Force Stnd. 7.7 'and NAc Stnds. 

1.421 and 2.253). The standards vary only in the amoun.t of detail they provide. 

The commentary to IJA/ AIJA Staridard 4.2 suggests that police training 

"should involve the study of those acadeJIlic disciplines that all types of 

youth workers find useful in their respective vocations." Uther sections 

mention the appropriateness of recruit and in-service training but do not 

specify how much or what kind of training is appropriate (see IJN ABA 

Stnd. 4.2, 4.5 and 5.1). 

By comparison, Task Force Standard l7.7) asserts that: 

State law enforcement training commissions should establish 
statewide standards governing the amount and type of train­
ing in juvenile matters given to police recruits and to pre­
service and inservice juvenile officers. Training programs 
should include the following elements: 

1) All police recruits should receive at least 40 hours of mandatory 
training in juvenile matters; 

2) Every police department and/or State or regional police training 
academy should train all officers and administrators in personal 
and family crisis intervention techniques and ethnic, cultural, 
and minority relations; 

3) All officers selected for assignment to juvenile units should re-, 
ceive at least 80 hours of training in juvenile matters either 
before beginning their assigrnnent or lvithin a 1-year period; 

4) All police juvenile officers should be required to participate in 
at least one 40-hour in service training program each year~ either 
within the department or at regional, State and/or national schools 
and workshops; 

5) Where feasible, cities should exchange police juvenile officers 
for brief periods of time so those officers can observe procedures 
in other jurisdictions; and 

6) Communi ty, regional, or State juvenile justice agencies should 
periodically conduct interdisciplinary inservice training pro­
grams for system personnel, and police juvenile officers should 
actively participate in such programs. Community juvenile justice 
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agencies also should exchange personnel on an interdisci­
plinary basis for brief periods of t~e, to enable ~uch 
personnel to familiarize themselves 1'll.th the operatlonal 
procedures of other agencies. 

As noted, the difference among the standards is only the degree 

of specificity. All agree on the appropriateness of both recruit and 

in-service training in handling youth problems. 
\ 

Findings and Recommendations 

Boston. Juvenile officers in the Boston Police Department stated 

that, as far as they lcnew, no special in-service training was offered 

for juvenile officers. The juvenile officers in the Boston Police 

Department got their training on the street. Their approach to juve­

niles varied with the individual officer; there were few guidelines or 

directives. The officers interviewed stressed the need to be knOl~ 

in order to be trusted. Training in juvenile law and procedure 

comprised approximately 8 to 10 hours of the over 40D.-hour recruit 

training program. 

The only formal Departmental policies that existed were in the 

form of special orders. These were sketchy at best in regard to 

juveniles and covered the following subject matters: 

5.0. 74-47 (}1a.y 10, 19741: BPD Records Division shall 
furnish names of those apprehended and convicted of 
destruction of City proper~ to the City Law Department 
for civil action. 

C.M. 74-31 (}1ay 1Q, 1974): Patrol officers should notify 
commanding officer of child abuse cases and the latter 
will be responsible for written report, 
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G.O. 11 [June 27, 1973): Juveniles in protective custody 
should be safely detained hut not placed in a cell, . 

5.0. 70-77 (July 20, 1979): Regarding work of Youth 
Activities Commission Area Youth Workers. 

S.O. 71-96: Patrol officers should be watchful of youtn­
ful appearing underage operators. 

5.0. (Marcil 23, 1971): Forms to be filed by police 
officers upon a juvenile's appeal of a case at the 
District Court level. 

Stamford. The Stamford Police Department had no written policies 

to guide patrol or Youth Bureau officers t handling of juveniles. The 

1955 Rules and Regulations I~l has a one-page section on the Youth 

Bureau that outlined its general functions and command structure. 

Other sections out:i.ined tIle duties of various ran....?cs of offic~rs CL;.d 

investigative and administrative procedures, but there was no special 

section in the manual dealing with juvenile officers or juvenile 

procedures that might serve as training Ina terials • Furthermore l we 

were told that orders, memoranda, and written procedures relevant to 

the police handling of juveniles did not exist. 

Stamford police recruits attended training at the Connecticut 

Police Academy at Meriden. The standard police recruit training 

course, which all officers must take? was 48U hours long, ~\!i th 400 of 

these hours at the academy and the remainder in the fleld. The juvenile 

program consisted of app~oximately five hours on ~olice/jwlenile 

interaction, three hours of juvenile law, two to four hours of related 

SlIDjects (e.g., abuse/neglect and crisis intervention) and a half 
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day at Long Lane School, a school for delinquent juveniles committed 

to the Department of Children and Youth Services Q)CYS)~ 

The recruit training provided by the Stamford Department itself 

included lectures on juvenile procedures by the commanding officer of 

the Youth Bureau and the Juvenile Probation Supervisor for the Superior 

Court:Juvenile Matters in Stamford. 

There was no extensive in-service specialized training offered 

Youth Bureau officers by the Stamford Police Department.. The Connecti­

cut Police Academy sponsored about 100 in-service training s3m::"nars a 

year, either at the Academy or regionally, but only a fetv of these are 

related to handling juveniles. Professional groups? such as the Fair~ 

field County Youth Officers Association, sponsored frequent seminars 

for youth officers on legal and procedural issues. Some members of 

the Stamford Youth Bureau usually attended such seminars. 

Arlington. In the past, standard practice had been for the Division 

to hold training classes prior to sending new recruits to the training 

academy. Classes would often TIm from five to seven weeks during which 

time the training officer would familiarize recruits with the laws and 

standard procedures. The juvenile officer would talk on juvenile 

matters and outside agency personnel would lecture on the role of 

corIllmmi ty agencies. Notebooks and materials would be distributed to 

the recruits to study before attending the academy. According to the 

training officer? Arlington recruits e.."'(celled in the training academy. 
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Tilis tralning was no longer available. There was pressure to get the 

officers in and out of the academy so tha't they could be on the street 

as soon as possible. 

Some officers were sent to short classes TIm by the ~4assachusetts 

Criminal Justice Training Council for in-service training. TI1ese 

classes were usually two or three days, but some were for a week or 

longer. Arlington officers were not permitted to attend classes that 

ran for more than three days. Statutory requirements prompted a shift 

in emphasis to CPR and first-aid training: these were now the primary 

focus of the in-service training that police officers receive. In 

addition, budget problems prevented the Arlington Police Division,ts 

releasing officers needed on duty for training. 

lVhile the National Standards recommend 40 hours of recruit training 

on juvenile issues and an additional 40 hours of training for juvenile 

officers, we recommended 20 hours for each to the Boston and Stamford 

police departments. Given the amount of material on juveniles to be 

covered and the resources in the Stamford and Boston, we felt this 

amount of time more realistic and sufficient. 

In both jurisdictions, recruits should receive at least 20 hours of 

training in juvenile issues. We urged training in several important areas: 

- -services for juveniles available in the communi tv area 
and how police officers can utilize these services; 
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--alternative procedures to arrest (e.g., contacting parents., 
informal referrals); 

--relations with school officials and school issues; 

--issues of privacy and recordkeeping for juvenile cases; 

--other specific departmental policies on handling juveniles 
(e.g., contacting parents, etc.); and 

--procedures for intra-departmental case referrals and the 
handling of companion cases that involve adults and 
juveniles. 

In addition, in Stamford we reconnnended that the following areas 

be included in recruit training due to legal differences in the 

handling of juveniles: 14 

--effect of the Family with Service Needs Act on the handling 
of status offenders (e.g., concept of limited custody); and 

--exclusionary rule for juveniles. 

Officers selected to be juvenile officers in both jurisdictions 

should receive 20 additional hours of training. This training should 

include: 

--crisis intervention; 

--adolescent psychology; 

--introduction to court and probation personnel and procedures; 

--introduction to social service and community placement personnel 
and facilities; and '. 

--introduction to school pers.onne1 and resources. 

14During the second phase of this project the Stamford Department 
initiated a program of assigning twenty new recruits to" the Youth 
Bureau for three to five days at a time~ The recruits received 
explanations of the functions of the Youth. Bureau accompanied 
~ juv~ni1e officer on investigations,were introd~ced to"key 
Juveru.1e court and youth agency personnel and attended juvenile 
court sessions. 
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We also recommended that in-service training for patrol officers 

should include a review of materials on juvenile matters. Such materials 

should also be incllJded in the promotional examinations for sergeants. 
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A-3. SELECTION PROCEDURES FOR JUVENILE OFFICERS 

National standards agree that officers selected to work as youth spe­

cialists should be of the highest possible calibre (see IJA/ABA Stnds. 4.2 

and 4.5; Task Force 7.6; and NAC Stnd. 2.253). They should be selected 

from among experienced line officers on the basis of "demonstrated aptitude 

and expressed interest" (NAC Stnd. 2.253; see IJA/ABA Stnd. 4.5 and Task 

Force Stnd. 7.6). The comm~ntary to 'fask Force Standard 7.6 calls for im-

proved selection of juvenile officers: 

In assigning people to the juvenile tmit? a connnanding 
officer should personnaly interview each candidate, and 
the candidate should undergo a written examination 
specifically designed for the position. 

Further, each applicant should be given an oral inter­
view with a selection board composed of police command 
officers and individuals from other juvenile justice 
system components and public youth service agencies. 
lv.here permissible, a validated psychological test ad­
ministered by the department should be required of all 
officers being considered for appointment to the juven­
ile unit. 

Candidates for police juvenile officers should possess 
the following basic qualifications: 
1) General police exPerience in the Datrol service, with 

demonstrated competence; .. 

2) Above-average intelligence and a desire to learn; 
3) Desire to work with juveniles; and 
4) Basic understanding of hunan behavior. 
Secondary criteria for the selection of police juvenile 
officers should include: 
1) Formal education, generally a college degree in the 

social or behavioral sciences, law enforcement, or 
criminal justice. 

2) Ability to communicate with a broad range of people, 
from ver)' young children to highly sophisticated 
professiol1als; 

3) Ability to write effectively; and 
4) Basic investigative skills, including interrogation, 

interviewing, and an ability to make effective court­
room presentations. 
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Other factors to be. considered in selection include age, 
ch~r~cter, personal~ ty, temp~r~ent, ern'?tional Ina turi toY' , 
ab111. t~ to ~e rat10nal dec1s10ns, pat1ence, ability to 
work w1th mmJ.IDUlTI supervision, and a good police depart-
ment record and reputation. . -

~Vhile these recommendations are more specific thruL those of the 

other standards, all three sets of standards generally agree on the 

requirements for juvenile specialists. IS 

Stamford. The Stamford Police Department had no fOl~l procedures 

for selecting officers for the Youth Bureau. In the past)1 assigrnnents 

were made entirely at the discretion of the Chief of Police. Due to 

the low status of the Youth Btrreau, decisions to assign officers to 

the Youth Bureau were often based on other considerations than the 

quali ties needed for working with juveniles. The Bureau was. also 

used as a place for officers who had recently been disabled and 

needed lllighter" work. 

There were no career tracks associated with being an officer in 

the Youth Bureau. The average length of'assignment of the officers 

who were in the Youth Btrreau was 6!z years. The two sergeants in the 

Bureau had attained this rank prior to their Youth Bureau assignment. 

One former Youth Bureau officer became a detective, but it was not 

clear that his assignment in the Youth Bureau furthered his promotion 

in any way. Doing a good job in dealing with juveniles had not necessarily 

led to either a long-term assignment in the Youth Bureau or promotion 

wi thin the Stamford Police Department. 

150ne apparen~ difference is that IJA/ABA standards place more emphasis 
on f,?~l h1gher education as a criterion in selecting juvenile 
spec1al1sts. (See Commenta1)7 to Stnd. 4.2.) 
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We recommended that ~~e Stamford Police Department' develop written 

criteria for evaluating officers' potential for successfullY se~lina in - . ~ 

the Youth Bureau. 1hese criteria, which need not be extensive, could 

include an expressed or demonstrated interest in working with juveniles, 

knowledge of juvenile laws, and a good police department record and 

reputation. We recommended that the department consider as a priority 

the assignment of a female officer and Hispanic officer who fulfilled 

these qualifications. Officers on the task force emphasized that the 

selection of officers should be based on merit and on an officer's 

desire to engage in youth-related work. Applications for Youth 

Bureau positions should be accepted from all who wish to serve. An 

officer should be assigned to the Youth Bureau only with his or her 

consent, and the Bureau should never be the first assignment of a 

patrol officer recruited by the Stamford Police Department. 

There were no outside agencies or professionals who formally or 

infonnally reviewed an offiCer's qualifications ar..d ability to work with 

juveniles before he or she is appointed to the Youth Bureau. Given the 

unit's involvement with outside agencies in Stamford, we recommended that 

an officer selected to serve in the Youth Bureau be interviewed by 

representatives of youth-serving agencies and community groups to 

determine an officer's willingness and ability to work with juveniles. 

This interview would not be binding on the Department but could be 

a source of valuable information and advice. 
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Promotional examinations generally did not include questions on 

laws or procedures pertaining to juveniles. Believing that materials 

on juvenile law and procedures in promotional examinations would 

improve the Department's ability to handle juveniles, we recomnlended 

that all civil service promotional examinations should include a 

section on laws and procedures that pertain to juveniles. This 

would ensure that Youth Bureau officers have Imowledge of this 

important area; it would also help officers who might never serve 

L~ the Youtt Bureau but who must supervise patrol officers tmder 

their command. !1oreover, it would commuricat~ to all officers the 

importance that the Department attaches to juvenile matters. 

We also recommended that the Stamford Police Department should 

communicate to its officers the idea that assignment to the Youth 

Bureau would be a positive consideration in future assignments and 

promotions. 

Boston. In Boston field experience and an officer's interest 

were the major criteria for choosing juvenile officers. Commissioner's 

Memo No. 75-37 of April 9, 1975 describes the procedures for filling 

a vacant Juvenile Officer position: 
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MENTION AT ROLL CALLS 

POST UNTIL APRIL 23, 1975 

There is an immediate opening at District Four for 
Juvenile Officer. 

Qualifications 
Must have excellent Imowledge of District Four, 

familiarity with the residents of the area, particularly 
with female and male juveniles residing in the area, 
whether or not they have been offenders against the law. 
Should have working knowledge of court procedures used 
in handling juvenile offenders. Must be able to perform 
skillful investigations and interrogations and should 
have a good rapport with the parents of juvenile offenders. 
Should also have some past experience in the care and 
treatment of juvenile offenders. 

A working knowledge of the Spanish language is 
preferable. 

Applications (Form 1659) must be received by Captain 
Albert L. Flaherty, District Four, by April 22, 1975. 
Questions shOuld be directed to Captain Flaherty on 
Extension 4257. 

In the fall of 1979, the District commander in Charlestrydll put 

in a request to central headquarters to have juvenile officers assigned 

to the District to work nights. Subsequently, a jWlenile officer 

who was a Charlestown resident was assigned to the district. 

Arlington and Belmont. The Arlington Police Division filled 

the last vacancy for a juvenile officer one year prior to the com­

mencement of this study in the following manner. A notice of the 

vacancy for the night juvenile officer's position was posted. The 

notice described the position and requested applications from officers. 

These were reviewed by the Director of Police Services and the 
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Director of Commmity Safety. Finally, the candidates were interviewed 

by the Director of Police Services whose recommendation was followed. 

During this study the juvenile officer in BeJmont was asked by 

the Chief to submit a list of possible candidates for the juvenile 

officer's position. Although there were no written criteria, the 

juvenile officer stated he was primarily interested in officers who 

could communicate '~th young people and had good police skills. From 

this list, the Chief selected two young officers to work in the unit. 

Discussion 

In three of four departments (BeJmont, Boston and Stamford) there 

were personnel changes made in juvenile officers during the study. 16 

BeJmont added two new officers, the Boston Police assigned one evening 

officer to Charlestown and Stamford assigned two officers to the juvenile 

unit. Consequently, we had an opportunity to observe the selection and 

assignment process for new officers. 

No department had any written criteria for selecting juvenile 

officers. nvo of the departments (Boston, Arlington) had established 

procedures for the selection process (public notice, application, and 

interview). Belmont, faced with the need to select officers, solicited 

16rn the fall of 1981 the Stamford Police Department was reorganized 
again. The east and west divisions w~re ao.olished freeing up tw~ 
sergeants who were then assigned to the Youth. Bureau. These off~cers 
appear to have been assigned at the discretion of the newly appOInted 
Chief. 

-68-

-- . - ------------------ ------~- --- .. --

I 

/1 

1 
I 

! 
I . 
I 

i~ 
l 
1 

l 
t; 

r: , 
~ 
U 
I' 

!'! 

l! 
" ~ 
H 
I. ,. 

[ ,. 

I 
f l,' 
r ~ 

recommendations from the juvenile officer with the final decision -11 
\J~ restjng with the Chief. In Stamford, the Chief controlled the 

I 
selection process. 
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A-4. TRANSFERRING AND INVESTIGATING CASES 

IJA/ABA Sta!ldards suggest that patrol officers should handle 

cases that Can be resolved informally by a single encounter; they 

should arrest the juvenile when appropriate, but "in cases in which 

dispositio~ require more protracted. work ... transfer them to the 

juvenile officer or juvenile bm-eau" (see IJA/ABA Conmentary to Stnd. 

4.3). Despite commentary stating a preference for patrol officers who 

are generalists, all the standards agree that most responsibility for 

juvenile cases should be transferred to juvenile officers. 

Boston. Cases usually came to the attention of the juvenile 

officers in qne of two types of reports. 17 A ciV1lian complainant 

might come into the district station and file a report on an incident 

involving a juvenile, or a patrol officer might report an incident 

involving a juvenile that required further investigation. In eit~er 
case, the juvenile officer would receive the report and investig~lte. 
Juvenile officers might also encounter juvenile incidents while 

patrolling, although this happened infrequently. The juvenile officer 

contacted almost all complainants who came in during the day. 1hose 

who came in at night filled out a report that the juvenile officer 

received and investigated. 

17These findings are based on observations and interviews with police 
officers in District 15 and persormel assigned to the CharlestOl'JIl 
District Com-to We were not able to track cases in District 15 
as we did in other departments to determine the flow of paper. 
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A patrol officer alone decided whether to refer a case to a 

juvenile officer. Night officers were less likely to refer cases' to 

the juvenile officer for several reasons: a juvenile officer worked 

only during the day (during the first year of the study), court time 

was available for night officers, and more active officers worked night 

tours. 18 Patrol officers on duty at night sometimes called a juvenile 

officer for advice, but this was unusual. They were more likely to 

make an arrest that a juvenile officer did not hear about until the 

arraignment n.ext moring. When this happened, a juvenile officer had 

no contact with the case. Since nights were busier, the juvenile 

officer never saw the majority of juvenile cases. 

On the other hand, day officers frequently referred cases in-

volving juveniles to the juvenile officer, either because they ac­

knowledged the latter's expertise, because they did not want to be 

bothered with- "junkll or because they would not be paid overtime if 

they had to appear in court.
19 

18Possession of marijuana was one of several charges that was often 
delayed to get an extra court day; this could be done because the 
confiscated drugs had to be analy:zed by the Food and Drug Admini­
stration. An officer who failed to bring a witness to a scheduled 
hearing also assured the scheduling of another court appearance. 

19Court personnel estimated that 70 percent of the Boston police officers 
assigned to District 15 never appeared in court and that fewer than 
five officers were responsible for most of the juvenile arrests and 
court appearances. Data on complaints from the Charlestown District 
Court supported this contention. Of the 141 charges for which we 
obtained information, three officers accounted for 24 percent of the 
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In general, the two juvenile officers set their own priorities 

for investigating cases. They were two of five detectives (2 nights, 

3 days) in the station and as such had general investigative respon-

°bolo ° 20 DO ° 15 h d d ° ° h Sl 1 1t1es. 1str1ct a no etect1ve superv1sor; t e detectiYes 

were under the Captain's command. With the exception of sensitive 

cases (e.g., attempted rapes or assaults on blacks) the Captain had 

evidently not established priorities for case investigation. The 

decision to pursue a particular case rested with the individual 

detective. 

complaints and seven officers accounted for 43 percent. Those 
officers who did not appear were older officers, those who were 
approaching retirement, had a jaded view of their work, or claimed 
that they did not want to waste time on minor offenses. lVhen 
these older officers did act, they were not likely to pursue either 
formal court referrals or informal diversion to social serVice 
agencies. Several who were trained in the "old school" and who 
have spent their entire careers in Charlestown told us: "We 
take care of everything right then and there. No court bullshit, 
no hard feelings from the cormmmity." 

20 Juvenile officers who worked the day tour were not eligible for 
court time except on days off. Sworn personnel other than the 
juvenile officer suggested that one juvenile officer had diffi­
culty in collecting overtime pay for work on resolving disputes 
informally on his day off. Those critical of policEl performance 
in Charlestown suggested that overtime was a major factor in the 
number of arrests made at night. Since these observations were 
made (1979), the BQston Police Department curtailed the oppor­
tunities of patrol officers to be paid for overtime. 
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To ensure that juvenile officers receive most cases involving 

juveniles, we recommended that written procedures for handling of 

juveniles by the Boston Police Department be developed ~ld distrib-

"I dum These p .. rocedures l.;ould uted in the form of a cammisSloner 5 memor~~ . 

clarify the role of juvenile detectives in juvenile cases that initially 

came to the attention of patrol officers. These procedures l'lould also 

clarify the role of detectives from centralized units temporarily 

" ses In our view assigned to the District to work on more serl0US ca . 

the Boston Police Department should consider referring all incident 

"I d t t" These reports could reports involving juveniles to juvenl e e ec lves. 

be screened ini tiall y by the district connnander? 'vho could decide 

whether a follow-up investigation was necessary. 

Stamford. The unwritten policy for patrol officers! handling of 

juveniles was as follow~. When a call was received for police service, 

a uniformed officer usually arrived at the scene first. Once it was 

" 1 ed in established that a person under the age of sixteen ''las fiVO V 

~~1n~1 misconduct and the officer had concluded that additional cr.ua ...... ~ 
" " ht 

police involvement was necessary, one of two courses of actlon mlg 

have been taken. The officer might release the juvenile, write a 

serial report detailing the incident, and request that the YOUttl 

Bureau initiate a follow-up investigation to detennine whether a 

court referral was necessary. Or, if the incident was serious and 

the officer believed that immediate action was required, he or she 

would turn over the juvenile to Youth Bureau officers. Patrol 
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officers very rarely reported contacting a Youth Bureau officer 

as part of an initial investigation. If one was not available, 

the youth was detained until one was available. After a patrol 

officer forwarded a serial report to the Youth Bureau or gave 

custody of the juvenile to the Youth Bureau, his or her role in 
21 

the case usually ended. 

The decision to refer a serial to the Youth Bureau was made by 

the patrol officer subject to review by his or her immediate Sl~er-

visor. We could not determine how often a supervisor reversed a 

patrol officer's decision. 

When a detective investigating a case discovered that a juvenile 

was involved, the case was not automatically transferred to the Youth 

Bureau. For example, during the period we analyzed, all reports of 

burglary were sent to the Detective Bureau's burglary unit, even 

those involving a juvenile. Some of these serials describe incidents 

in which both an adult and a juvenile were inVOlved; in other cases 

the suspect's age was not initially mown to the patrol offip~r l'lho 

referred the case to the detective. These detective reports were 

eventually referred to the Youth Bureau for follow-up investigations 

and possible court referral. 

2lLegal procedures in juvenile cases required that a parent or 
guardian be present during the questioning of a juvenile. For 
this reason, more waiting was involved in a juv-enile case than 
in an adult case. Most patrol officers would rather leave a 
juvenile with a Youth Bureau officer a~d avoid the waiting. 
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To study the transfer of cases, we collected and analyzed '0'10 

data sets: 1255 serial reports filed by patrol officers of the Stam­

ford Police Department and 313 Youth Bureau reports for the periods 

~~y 1978 and December 1978 to ~~rch 1979. 22 These data showed 

--fourteen percent of all patrol officers' serial reports 
involved a juvenile-related offense. Twenty percent 
of these serials were refe17ed to the Youth Bureau 
for a follow-up investigation, an average of forty­
seven serials per month. 

--incidents of disorderly youths, theft, vandalism, assault 
and incorrigible juveniles were the ones most often re­
ferred by patrol officers to the Youth Bureau for follow­
up investigation. 

In the Youth Bureau, twenty-seven percent of the 237 serial 

reports refen'ed to the Youth Bureau resulted in a follow-up inves­

tigation, indicating that the Youth Bureau exercised considerable 

discretion in following up patrol officers' serial reports. The 

following factors may have explained this: 

--Patrol officers' serial reports were only one source of 
juven:ile cases investigated by Youth Bureau officers, 
who mJSt designate some case investigations as priori­
ties. For example, we were told that direct calls for 
service from citizens (the source of twenty-nine percent 23 
of the Youth Bureau reports) received priority treatment. 

Z~ The data for the two periods were combined but serial reports Ivere 
analyzed separately from Youth Bureau reports. 

23 An analysis of 20 years of Youth Bureau statistics indicated that 
in 1958 police information (e.g., serials) was the primary source 
of case investigations for the Youth Bureau. From 1958 to 1968, 
there was a continuous upward trend of relying on police informa­
tion. However, beginning in 1969 this declined. 
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--Manpmver problems contributed to a lack of follow-up 
of serials. For example, in May 1978 the percentage 
of serials followed up was significantly higher than 
in December 1978, a time when two officers were trans­
ferred out of the Youth Bureau. 

--The decision to follow-up a case was based on the 
seriousness of the incident, the juvenile(s) in­
VOlved, and whether the complainant or responding 
officer requested. a follow-up. It was suggested 
to us that youth officers were more likely to fol­
lmv up on juveniles who had come to their attention 
previously. However, if an incident was serious 
enough (e.g., assault, burglary), the offend2~'s 
prior police contact made little difference.··· 

--Some serials lacked basic information' (e.g. sus­
pect identification) necessary to conduct an 
investigation. Some Youth Bureau officers suggested 
that the report writing skills of patrol officers 
needed improvement. Data collected by project staff 
showed that officers often neglected to include the 

. age and race of suspects in their reports. AI though 
youth officers could theoretically return a serial 
to a patrol officer for additional information, we 
were told this was rarely done. 

--Some types of serials (e.g., bicycle thefts, dis­
orderly or suspicious juveniles) were referred by 
officers in order to bring a particular problem 
to the attention of the Youth Bureau, but not 
necessarily to request that they follow up the 
problem. 

In general, Youth Bureau follow-ups of detective reports were more 

likely to produce court referrals than follow-ups of patrol reports. 

Of all patrol serials referred to the Youth Bureau (65) 29 percent 

24 Repor~s of a missing child were almost always followed up by Youth 
Bureau officers. We were told that these cases usually involved 
an incorrigible juvenile who had run out of the house in the heat 
of a dispute with his or her parents. Disorderly youths~ thefts, 
and vandalism were problems most frequently referred by patrol 
officers and they had an almost equal chance of being followed up. 
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(19) resulted in the Youth Bureau's referring the case to court. Of 

all detective reports referred to the Youth Bureall, Sl.4 percent re-

suIted in a court referral. 

Although patrol officers' reports of assaults were most often 

followed up, they were not likely to produce referrals to court. By 

contrast, three of the four assault cases referred by detectives re­

sulted in court referrals. Serial reports of disorderly youths and 

incorrigible juveniles 'were frequently investigated but produced fewer 

court referrals. On the other hand, incidents of theft aTJ.d vandalism 

had lower follow-up rates but higher court referral rates. 

We recommended that the Department develop guidelines for screen­

ing serials. All serial reports involving juveniles should be referred 

to the Youth Bureau. Each report would be screened by the head of the 

unit, who would decide whether a follow-up investigation was appropriate. 

Further, the Youth Bureau should deveJ.op written criteria for screening 

these serials based upon present practices and the recommendations of 

this study, and should circulate these to all commanding officers. 

To increase accountability, all serial reports and detectives' 

reports referred to the Youth Bureau should be logged in [the Youth 

Bureau blotter regardless of how the Youth Bureau disposed of them. 

If it was decided that the report did not require follow-up, the reason 

for this disposition should be entered on the blotter. " 

The Department should clarify the role of Youth Bureau officers 

in juvenile cases in which an adult is involved and the detective 
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Bureau takes dlarge of the case. We recommended that joint responsi-

bility for such cases be established as soon as it was clear that a 

juvenile was involved. 

Ar~ington. If a patrol officer was required to write an incident 

or arrest report on an inCident, the report was handed to the desk 

lieutenant for review and his signature. 2SThe Director of Police Ser­

vices reviewed all reports and decided which unit shOUld receive them 

for a possible follow-up investigation. The head of the Criminal Inves­

tigations Division (C.LD.) received a copy of all Ifcrime related inci­

dents" including incidents that involved juveniles. (The original 

copy was sent to the records room.) Reports could fall o~t of the 

system at the point of the Director's review, although we were told 

that this did not happen. The officer in charge of C.LD. reviewed all 

reports from the Director and decided which cases would receive further 

action and \vhich would be filed (e.g., reports of stolen cars when 

there was no suspect, or incidents Wlth no leads). The juvenile offi--

cers were aSSigned reports involving juveniles as well as reports 

involving adults. Reports involving juveniles did fall out at this 

point. The juvenile officers had little control over what cases 

they received or in deciding the cases they would investigate. 

TIle juvenile officers investigated the incidents assigned to them 

and wrote supplementary reports, generally on those cases that involved 

court action or restitution. 

25See also Section C-2 on recordkeeping. 
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The table below shows the number of "official" contacts with 
, 

juveniles by patrol and juvenile officers between January 1979 and 

J~e 1981. These data, collected from contact cards maintained by 

juvenile officers in Arlington, recorded only those contacts for 

which some official disposition was deemed necessary. 

N % 
Arrests 229 39.3 
Warnings 135 23.2 
Warnings and Restitution 69 11.9 
Filed 68 11. 7 
Court Complaints 35 6.0 
Protective Custody 35 6.0 
Referrals to AYCC 11 1.9 

Total 582 100.0 

The primary role of the juvenile police officer was not to 

investigate serious juvenile crime. Between 1979 and June 1981 

55 percent of all contacts (582) involved the juvenile officers' 

investigating an offense. The table below indicates that juvenile 

officers most often investigated runaways (28.0 percent) and vandalism 

cases (20.8 percent). 

N % 
Runaway 89 28.0 
Vandalism 66 20.8 
Larceny* 39 12.3 
B & E 30 9.5 
Assault 21 6.6 
Drugs** 16 5.0 
Trespassing 16 5.0 
Drinking 11 3.4 
Other 30 9.4 

Total 318 100.0 

* Includes cases of unarmed robbery. 
**Includes possession of marijuana and controlled substances. 
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We reconnnended that the current system of handling cases be 

improved by creating more autonomy for the juvenile officers in 

matters involving juveniles by referring all cases concerning juve. 

niles directly to a juvenile officer ivho would determine whether a 

case should receive a follow-up investigation. 

Belmont. The transfer of cases among juvenile and patrol officers 

and detectives in the Belmont Police Deparment was affected by the 

recordkeeping practices of the department. 

The Department was not oriented to writing incident reports on 

the minor incidents that comprised the bulk of police work in Belmont 

and that most often involved juveniles. .While some departments (Stam­

ford) required officers to write an incident report for all calls for 

service and other contacts initiated "on view," Belmont required 

reports for all arrests, Part I crimes and some Part II crimes. The 

remaining incidents were ''blottered.'' In the absence of written inci­

dent reports, the juvenile officers relied on other written sources 

of information e.g., dispatcher's incident cards and Field Interroga­

tion and Observation Reports CFIO's) (discussed below), to follow-up 

an incident. The infonnation about the activities of juveniles in 

these records was not detailed; these records fonned w~e basis for 

the juvenile officers' decision wr.ether to proceed with 

a case beyond contacting the responding officer to acquire 

more information. After reading a FlO, a juvenile officer might have 

requested an incident report from that officer when more information 
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was needed but this was not done. 

Given the nature of the information on Juveniles in this depart-

ment I S records, it was not surprising that t.lJ.e flmv of re!1orts 

about juveniles through the Department did not always lead to the 

involvement of juvenile officers. Furthermore, while all FIOts , 

dispatcher cards, incident cards, incident and arrest reports on 

juveniles were turned over to Juvenile officers, there was some 

evidence to suggest that juvenile officers did not handle the serious 

cases invo I ving juveniles (e. g ., burglaries). Part of this may 

have been explained by the fact that the original suspect \lTas not 

a juvenile or there may have been no suspect and the Detective 

Bureau routinely handled such cases. This may a.lso be explained 

by the low overall rate of serious crime in Belmont which afforded 

detectives the opportunity to spend time investigating incidents 

that in other police departments would have been routinely handed 

over to tll~ juvenile officers. 
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B. EXffitCISE OF AUTHORITY 

B-1. TIlE EXERCISE OF POLICE AUTIIORITY AND CONSIDERATIONS OF RACE, 
SEX AND ECONOMIC STATUS 

The national standards urge that race? sex, national origin, 

religious belief, cultural difference, and economic status should 

not determine how police exercise their authority, Such biases 

should be overcome by fostering impartiality in all aspects of oper-

ation through polici~s, training, and personnel practices, and by 

the promulgation of adequate guidelines governing the use of discre-

tion. (See IJA/ABA Stnd. 2.1; Task Force Stnd. 4.2.1 

Findings and Recommendations 

We could not adequately address the issue of racial discrimi­

nation by patrol officers of the Stamford Police Department in their 

handling of juveniles. The race of juveniles was not always included 

in the serial reports filed by patrol officers in Stamford. Racial 

discrimination by ele police could not be an issue in the other 

communities: Arlington, Belmont, and Charlestown are racially 

homogeneous with few mlnoritles residing in w1.ose connnunities. 

Data that we collected in t.1.e four connmmities were insufficient 

to allow us to draw conclusions as to whether the police discrimi-

nated in their handling of juveniles with regard to sex or economic 

status . 

We did collect data concerning the subsequent referral of cases 

by the Stamford Youth Bureau to the Superior Court:Juvenile Matters. 
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The number of black youths that the Youth Bureau referred to court was 

disproportionate to the rrumher of black youths residing in Stamford. 

During 1978-79 the black juvenile population in Stamford was 13.6 per­

cent. Of the juveniles referred to court, 47.1 percent were black. 

Proportionate numbers of white and non-white youths '~re referred for 

serious offenses (i.e., assaults, robbery, and burglary-trespass). 

White youths were more often referred to court for minor offenses (i.e., 

family problems, using marijuana, and vandalism) than were blacks. 

While only 31.8 percent of the white juveniles referred to court were 

accused of shoplifting, 60 percent of the non-whites referred were so 

accused. However, most of the juveniles referred for shoplifting were 

apprehel1ldeci in one department store and that store was in close proximity 

to a concentrated black population. 

A variety of factors IDlght have explained the number of referrals for 

shoplifting to the Stamford Juvenile Court: a) the elaborate security 

measures of the department store (Caldor) from which most shoplifters were 

referred; b) the policy of Caldor to prosecute all shoplifters; and c) the 

automatic processing of referrals by a Stamford Police Department officer 

who also served as liason with the store. We had no evidence that there 

was any discrimination by officers of the Youth Bureau of the Stamford 
. 

Police who made referrals to Superior Court:Juvenile Matters. In all our 

conversations with personnel from youth-serving agencies, schools and courts, 

we heard no charges of discrimination on the part of officers in the Youth 

Bureau who made referrals. 
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The data we collected in Arlington~ Charlestown, and Stamford 

indicated that slightly more than 80 percent of the juveniles referred 

to court in each of the jurisdictions were males. Data from Charles .... 

town led us to conclude that the sex of the juvenile did not signifi-

cantly affect juvenile court's disposition of the case. We do not 

have information from the other communities that could lead us to any 

conclusions about the effect of sex on t~e disposition of cases in 

the East Cambridge District Court. 

One factor thatrraght have ir.fluenced how the police a~cercised 

their authority was the residence of the juvenile. In Charlestown 

approximately 69 percent of the arrested juveniles were Charles-

town residents. With data from the Charlestown District Court we 

determined residence in Charlestown did affect the disposition of a 

juvenile's case. Residents received slightly less severe dispositions 

per offense titan did non-residents.
26 

This finding may be explained 

by the fact that the Charlestown District Court was viel'led by many 

peopl1a as a neighborhood court, where conmrunity conflicts could 

easily addressed; it may also be due to the aversion of Charlestown 

residents 1:('1 outsiders who were not "townies." Police actions may have 

also partially explained this findIng. The fact tnat a juvenIle re­

sided in a housing project in Charlestown did not significantly 

affect the disposition of the juvenile IS case. 

Z6Residence outside of Charlestown, however, had a less significant 
effect on the w'ay the Court disposed of a juvenile's case than the 
seriousness of the charge and the number of prior arrests. See 
Appendiz H, "Processing Delinquency Cases", ;Final Report: &>ston. 
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Of the juveniles arrested in Arlington approximately 74 percent 

were Arlington residents. Almost half of the juveniles arrested by 

the Belmont police (who arrested fewer juveniles than the Arlington 

police both in relative and absolute terms) did not reside in Belmont. 

We have no infonnation on how the juvenile's residence affected the 

disposition of his or her case in the East Cambridge District Court. 

To improve its understanding of the practice of its officers, 

we recommended that the Stamford Police Department require patrol 

officers to completely and accurately fill out that portion of the 

serial report that notes the sex, race, and age of all juvenile sus­

pects, victims, and 'witnesses they encounter. We recommended that 

the Charlestown District Court monitor the disposition of juvenile 

cases so that if discrepancies persisted, they could be quickly 

recognized, addressed, and remedied. We made no recommendations to 

the Arlington or Belmont police on this topic. 
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B-2. POLICE AUIHORITY TO QUESTION AND DETAIN JlNENILES 

The standards suggest that juvenile codes clarify the authority of the 
, 

police to intervene in problems involving juveniles. "Intervene is defined 

by the Commentary to NAC Standard 2.11 as "the moment at which a public 

official makes contact with a juvenile because he/she is in danger of or is 

being harmed by others, is engaging in conduct harmful to him/herself, or 

is engaging in condu(;t which harms others. II The standards suggest that the 

police authority to intervene in cririlinal cases should be quite separate 

and different from the authority to intervene in noncriminal cases, and 

propose that guidelines be formulated to aid the police in making these 

decisions. (See IJA/ABA Stnd. 3.2; Task Force Stnd. 5.6; and NAC Stnds. 

2.231 and 2.232. 

The standards agree that the police shOUld be authorized to intervene 

when a juvenile has committed a delinquent act, an act that lvould be a 

crime if committed by an adult (see IJA/ABA Stnds. 2.3 and 2.4; Task Force 

Stnd. 5.6; and NAC Stnd. 2.21). The standards also recommend flexibility 

for police intervention in noncriminal cases, allowing the police to solve 

these juvenile problems through informal resolution, use of a citation or 

summons, protective custody, mandatory temporary referral, or by referral 

to the juvenile court (see IJA/ABA Stnd. 2.5; Task Force Stnd. 5.6; NAC 

Stnd. 2.21). 

The questioning and detention of a juvenile on the streets is the most 

common form of police intervention. The Commentary to NAC Standard 2.21 
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suggests that such intervention be based on a "reasonahle suspiciont ! that 

the juvenile has engaged or is about to engage in a criminal act, has en-

gaged in certain fonns of noncriminal misbehavior, or is in need of pro-

tection. The IJA/ABA and Task Force Standards do not explicitly require 

the police to have a "reasonable suspicion" before intervention, but they 

do assume that the constitutional protections available to adults will 

apply to the questioning and detention of juveniles (see IJA/ABA Stnd. 3.2; 

and Task Force Stnd. 5.6). 

The primary Constitutional case ruling on stopping and questioning a 

person on the street is Terry v. Ohio, 392 U.S. 1 (1968). This case holds 

that an officer must have a "reasonable suspicion" that the person he or she 

wishes to stop and question on the street has engaged or is about to engage 

in a criminal act. Further, before an officer may frisk the person stopped, 

he or she must have reasonable suspicion that the person is armed and dangerous. 

When a juvenile is det:ained t..eyond the time necessary to make a thresholc. 

inquiry, the stop may become an arrest. A~ arrest 1S a seizure of a person 

\fl thin t.'1e Fourth Amendment and therefore may take place only if reasonable. 

Findings and Recommendations 

Persons we interviewed in Stamford stated that few police officers 

clearly understood the differences bewteen adult and juvenile investigative 

procedures. Charlestown residents claimed that a great deal of lElnr;;Cessary 

harassment took place in their cOIl1l1l.l.mity; juveniles were frequently 

stopped and questioned without jl~t cause. 27 Belmont police officers 

27See also Section B-6,Police Response to Groups of Youths, 
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frequently questioned juveniles on the street about the10'r actiYities~ 

This questioning often preceded an order by' the police to move along, 

In these situations the juveniles had done nothing to give rise to 

any reasonable suspicion of misconduct. Arlington patrol officers 

generally did not initiate contact on the street with juveniles', alone 

or in groups, unless they received calls for service. 

We recommended that the Boston police follow the guidelines con-. 

cerning stops contained in the Boston Police Criminal Investigative 
28 

Procedures manual as those guidelines are applicable to juveniles 

and are consistent with the national standards and current constitu-

tional law. We Is d d a 0 recorr~en e that the District Commander formulate~ 

distribute and supervise the implementation of written policies for 

patrol officers regarding public drinking and groups of youths. TIle 

Arlington, Belmont, and Stamford Departments now have manuals pre­

pared by Center Staff that outline juvenile investigative procedures, 

including stops.29 

28The manual was distributed to all Boston police officers in 1978. 

29S S -
ee ect10n C-l, Written Policies to Structure Police Discretion. 
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B-3. POLICE CUSTODY OF JUVENILES 

The standards authorize the police to take an alleged delinquent into 

custody, a procedure analogous to the arrest of an adult. The police are 

also authorized to take into custody juveniles involved in noncriminal mis­

behaVior and those in danger of harming themselves. 30 According to the 

standards, there is some confusion as to whether the Fourth Amendment pro­

tections available to adults upon arrest must be made available to juveniles 

taken into custody for delinquent or other misbehavior. The standards suggest 

that similar or greater protections be made available to all juveniles taken 

into custody. These protections include informing juveniles of their Miranda 

rights, giving them the opportunity to confer with parents/guardians or coun­

sel or both, and perhaps also informing them of their right to refuse to consent 

31 h . I d h to a search. The standards agree that t e rlght to counse shoul attac 

at the earliest feasible stage of court proceedings. The standards view legal 

representation as important in all proceedings that concern the custody, status 

or liberty of a juvenile. IJA/ABA Standard 2.4 of Counsel for Private 'Parti7s 

specifies that 'when a juvenile is taken into custody ... the authorities 

taking such action have the responsiblity promptly to notify the juvenile's 

lawyer ... or to advise the juvenile with respect to the availability of 

legal counsel." (See also Task Force Stnd. 16.7; andNAC Stnd. 3.1]2.) 

30 The standards urge that this authority over children involved in non­
criminal behavior be carefuHy detennined and circumscrlbed (IJA/ ABA 
Stnd. 3.2 and Commentary; Task Force Stnd. 5.6; riAC Stnds. 2.231 and 2.232). 

31The juvenile's right to remain silent is discussed in Section B-2, Wflich 
~ddresses the questioning of juveniles. Police are not required by the 
Constitution to inform adults of their right to refuse consent to a search. 
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In addition to the protections regarding legal repres-entation, the 

IJA/ ABA Standards would require the police to inforn juveniles of their 

right to refuse consent to a search.. Consent to a search is voluntary only 

after a juvenile has been given such a warning; the fruits of an involuntary 

search would be inadmissible as evidence. Since the police are not required 

to inforn adults of their right to refuse consent to search, this requirement 

would expand the protection given to juveniles beyond that given to adults 

(see IJA/ABA Commentary to Stnd. 3.21. 

Findings and Recommendations 

Patrol officers in Stamford were mos.t likely to exercise custody (i.e., 

take the juvenile home, call the Youth Bureau to the scene, transport the 

juvenile to the Youth Bureau, or arrest the juvenile) in situations involving 

drugs. However, there were only seven incidents involving drugs- during the 

time of our study. Custody was also frequently exercised in incidents of 

assaul t or theft; it was least excercised in incidents involving vandalism? 

disorderly conduct, or incorrigibility. In general, Stamford Youth Bureau 

officers were more likely than patrol officers to exercise custody over a 

juvenile. Temporary detention of a juvenile at Stamford Police headquarters 

occurred when a patrol officer arrested a child and a Youth Bureau officer 

was contacted to continue processing the case. The Stamford Police head­

quarters has a juvenile holding room that is physically separated from the 

adult holding unit. 

In Charlestown, when an officer decided to transport a juvenile, the 

officer took. the juvenile to the district station. Juveniles were seldom 
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taken directly home; rather the parent or guardian was called to the 

station for a "warning." 

There was no DYS-approved holding cell in the Charlesto\v.n district 

station. Juveniles to be detained were taken to w~e Giarlestown ~4CA 

a DYS facility. Because the '~' serves the greater Boston area, space 

was limited, and thus, DYS would not admit all juven1les tllat tne police took 

into custody. The officers believed the lack of detention facilities ac­

counted for the fact that so few Charlestown juveniles were put under pro­

tective custody for dnmkenness under M.G.L. c.199B. If the parent or 

guardian refused to take custody of a juvenile and the DYS facility refuse 

to admit the juvenile, the only alternative available to the police was to 

take the juvenile to a hospital. However, nothing could 5e done when -the 

jl!venile left the hospital. DYS could. refuse to adm1t juveniles wno were 

intoxicated, under the influence of drugs, or violent. The police admitted 

detaining juveniles under the influence of drugs for the juvenile's safety 

although they had no approved holding area. 

In Stamford only 10 percent of all Youth Bureau cases (18 of 177) 

resulted in the juvenile's being placed in the DCYS detention facility in 

Bridgeport. Incidents involving runaways accounted for 7 of the 18 instances 

of detention. Twelve of the fourteen detained juveniles were males; eight 

were black and six white. Those juveniles held on delinquency offenses were 

most often charged with assault, robbery, or burglary. That such a low per­

centage of juveniles were detained was attr1butable, 1n part, to three factors: 

the police and court preferred to release a juvenile to the parent if the 
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home environment was suitable and the juvenile was not a danger to the 

community, the DCYS facility could hold only 18 persons and the facllity was 

shared with other communities, and the 50-mile round trip to Bridgeport 

was time-consuming for the police. 

Juveniles in Charlestown were rarely held pending a court appearance. 

Usually, they were held only when it was unlikely that they wotUd S110W up 

at court. TIle juvenile probation officers made the initial detention 

decision. When a juvenile was arrested at night, the police contacted the 

parents and the probation officer. When no juvenile probation officer was 

available, the police called adult probation officers. The probation 

officer might ask the arresting officer if the jUvenile had been coopera~ 

tive. "If the kid doesn't have the sense to keep his mouth shut," he 

would be detained. If no probation officer could be reached, the police 

made the release/detention decision. Juveniles who were detained were 

taken to the DYS facility, where they were usually kept just a few hours, 

until arraignment the next morning. 

Both the Arlington Police Division and the Belmont Police Department 

had DYS~approved holding areas. It was the policy of both towns to detain 

a juvenile for as short a time period as possible. Usually when a juvenile 

was taken into custody, the juvenile probation officer of the East Cambridge 

District Court was so informed. Unless probation informed the police 

that the juvenile should be detained (e.g., there was an outstanding warrant 

on the juvenile, the juvenile 'vas an escapee from a DYS-facility, etc.), the 

pOlice would release the juvenile to the parent or g~~rdian as soon as possible. 
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If not, the police would release the juvenile to some other responsible 

adult. The same policy was applicable to juveniles held under protective 

custody. If a juvenile must be detained for longer than was necessary to 

contact a parent/guardian and release the juvenile to such person, the 

Arlington and Belmont police WOUld try to arrange to have the juvenile 

placed in the DYS-facility in Charlestown. However, the Boston P )lice 

Department had priority in placing juveniles in that facilitysQ that 

there often were not places available for juveniles placed in custody by 

the Arlington or Belmont police. 

We recommended to the Stamford Police Department that it continue the 

practice of releasing a juvenile to the parent whenever possible. We also 

recommended that officers include in their reports the length of time they 

exercised custody aver a juvenile. Further, a record shotlid be kept of 

juveniles detained in the holding room at police headquarters and attempts 

to contact parents. This information was relevant because it may be suggestive 

of a home situation tilat would lead the police to recommend to probation that 

the juvenile be detained. The practice of noting the time of custody was 

particularly important after the FWSN Act went into effect and the maxlIDtnn 

time period that a juvenile taken into custody under the aut.~ority of the 

Act could be held was six hours. 

We also recommerided that the police in Charlestown be required to note 

in their arrest reports the length of time a juvenile was held in their 

custody. If a jmrenile was warned, rather tilan arrested, the length of 

time the juvenile was detained should be noted in the FIO report~2 Further, 

a record should be kept of juveniles detained in approved holding cells. 

32 b See Section B-7 elow. 
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B-4. NOTIFYING PARENTS/GUARDIANS OF A JUVENILE IN POLICE CUSTODY 

The standards suggest that the police follow certain procedures when 

a juvenile is taken into custody. First, they agree that the police should 

give the juvenile Miranda rights. The police should also irrnnediately notify 

the parents/guardians that their child has been taken into custody (see 

IJA/ABA Connnentary to Stnd. 3.2; Task Force Stnd. 5.6; and NAC Stnds. 2.242 

and 2.243). 

All the standards require the police to provide parents/guardians with 

additional infonnation. The NAC Standards would require the police to in­

form parents/guardians of the rights to which their child is entitled (see 

Stnds. 2. 242 and 2. 243}. The IJA/ ABA Standards suggest tliat ~-1iranda warnings 

be given to the parent/guardian as well as the diild (see Commentary to Stnd • 

3.2).33 The Task Force Standards would require that th~ parents/guardians 

be notified only of the acts for which the juvenile may De charged, the 

seriousness of the potential charges', and the possible penal ties for com-

mitting the alleged act (see Task Force Stnd. 5.8). 

Certain procedures should be follOlved when a juvenile is interrogated~ 

and all the standards stress that care must be exercised to ensure the vol-

untariness of any waiver or confession. The IJA/ ABA. Standards' reconmend 

the presence of counsel during the questioning of a juvenile; the Standards 

33The IJA/ ABA Stru."ldards recognize the difficulty of requiring the police 
to give Miranda rights to the parents of a juvenile, particularly when 
parents refuse to come to the police station or are hard to reach. In 
spite of this reality, the Standards recommend tliat the police should 
give parents 1vIiranda warnings. 

. pt8cedial page b'an~ 
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would not allow the juvenile to waive the right to remain silent without 

the advice of counsel. If I . counse ~s waived, the waiver mu5t be made in 

cOlUlsel's presence (see IJA/ABA Stnd. 3.2 and Connnenta!y). The Task Force 

simply concludes that a juvenile should not be allowed to waive any rights 
without the advi f ce 0 counsel, even if cOlUlsel has been waived (see Task 

Force Stnd. 5.8). TIle NAC Standards require t.l],at a juvenile De infonned of 

his or her right to have cotmsel, and that a parent or guardian be present at 
questioning (see NAC Stnd. 2.247).34 

In sum, the standards are less concerned 

with the presence of a parent/guardian at questioning than they are with .the 

presence of counsel.35 

Findings and Recorrunendations 

Boston. Juvenile officers in Charlestown attempted to contact a parent 

or guardian whenever they investigated a juvenile case, whether it was to be 

handled fonnally or infonnally. This was true of alleged delinquency and 

GUNS cases. One of the juvenile officers \-vas known to go out of his way to 

contact parents before fonnal proceedings were initiated. Officers informed 

us that parents were telephoned shortly after the juveniles' arrest. Officers 

also infonned us that in apprOXimately 30.percent of the cases in WhlCh a jUY':­

nile was detained, parents in the Metropolitan Boston area would not come 

341 --------------------
However, these standards wOUld not invalidate 

35 

absence of a parent/guardian. a statement obtained in the 

The IJA/ P:BA Standards indicate that the advice of a parent/guardian should 
not ~ufflce to.ensure.a valid waiver of a juvenile's rights because of the 
possl~le COnfllCt of 1TI.terest between the parent/guardian and child or th 
coerClve nature of such advice (see IJA/ABA Cornme~tary to Stnd. 3.2). e 
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to the station when called to pick up their child. In Charlestown 1 the 

police estimated that 50 percent of the parents did not come. Some parents 

changed their minds after a few hotIT's, out by then the juvenile was usually 

in the Charlestown detention facility. The DYS' facility could then release 

the juvenile to the parent. 

In Charlestown juveniles were read their Miranda rights upon arrest 

although parents were not so infonned. Comsel was not made availa15le to 

juveniles during interrogation by the police. We do not know'" whether 

parents were present at these interrogations. There were times when the 

police believed it was not appropriate to go forward with a case after an 

arrest had been made: a stationhouse adjustment was an alternative. 36 

In such instances, the police required the parents to sign a fonn that 

releases the police from liability for false imprisonment. Some officers 

arrested juveniles after stationhouse warnings were given because they were 

lUlsure of their liability. A waiver was available, but no one was sure of 

its effects. While this was not consldered to be a major problem it ap­

peared to be of concern to some officers. 

Stamford. Stamford Youth Bureau officers were more likely than patrol 

officers to contact a juvenile t s parent about an incident involving an assault, 

disorderly conduct, drugs, incorribibility, theft, or vandalism. This may be 

explained, in part, by the investigative responsibility of Youth Bureau offi-

cers and the fact that a suspect was more likely to be questioned by a Youth 

Bureau officer than a patrol officer. Police contact with suspects at the 

patrol level was not necessarily an important factor in deciding whether to 

36We could not determine how frequently the police resorted to station­
house adjustments. Some officers insisted tilat they sought complaints 
for all juveniles who were arrested. See Section B-7. 
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contact a parent. Only 9 percent (32 of 3S1} of the contacts patrol officers 

had with juvenile suspects led to police contact with a parent. The Youth 

Bureau contacted a parent or guardian after encountering a juvenile suspect 

in 82.9 percent (160 of 193) of the reported incidents. 

Parents were usually present during the Youth Bureauts questioning of a 

juvenile. When the juvenile was observed connnitting the crime (e.g., shop-· 

lifting), the parents' presence was not required, as a pr.l7.!la facie case in 

support of the referral could be made without the juvenile IS statement. How­

ever, in such cases parents were informed that their child was in custody and 

were asked to come to the Youth Bureau. If tile parents could come to the 

station, they were asked to grant permission to the police to question the 

child. Interviews with persons familar witil juvenile court procedure elicited 

numerous comments to the effect that some police officers did not adequately 

protect juveniles' rights. Concern was expressed that these officers did not 

always adequately inform the child of his or her rights and that, at times, 

they questioned juveniles without their parents! being present~ This led to 

statements that were inadmissible as evidence in later court procedures. 

Court and police officials did meet, at least once, to discuss proper pro· 

cedure l-rhen questioning a juvenile. We recormnended offering in-service 

and recruit training as well as updating tile Stamford Police Manual in an 

effort to adequately inform both recruits and current police personnel of 

the differences between juvenile and adult procedure. 

Arlington and Belmont. When a juvenile was taken into custody in 

Arlington or Belmont, the police immediately attempted to contact the parent 
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or guardian. As we noted, when this study began it was not the practice of 

tile Belmont Police" Department to inv.olv8 a juvenile: officer in the ptocessing of 

an arrest made by a patrol officer; this is no longer true. Now it is de­

partmental policy to call an on-duty juvenile officer after a juvenile is 

arrested; the juvenile officer will contact tile parent/guardian. In Arlington, 

if a juvenile officer was available, the arresting patrol officer would 

turn the case over to the juvenile officer after the juvenile had been booked. 

The juvenile officer iv-ould then contact the juvenile rs parents' and request 

that they come to the station to pick up tileir child. The juvenile officer 

reviewed the arrest incident with the parent and explained the juvenile 

court procedure. 

TIle police in Arlington and Belmont encountered few problems contacting 

the parent or guardian of a juvenile \.mo had oeen taken into custody. The 

parents in these communities came to the station to pick up their children, 

l'fuen the parent was 1IDable to pick up tile juvenile, the police usually re­

leased the juvenile to anotiler person. This may have included an older 

sibling who had not yet reached the age of majority. 

According to ~fussachusetts law, a probation officer should be notified 

immediately after a juvenile has been arrested. However, the Arlington 

police acknOWledged that when court was not in session they did not contact 

probation. They also did not contact probation when they decided not to 

detain a first-time offender, a very young offender, or when a parent or 

guardian promised to take responsibility for bringing the juvenile to court. 
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We recommended to the police in CharlestOiffi that ideally an attorney 

should be present when they interrogated juveniles, especially in light of 

the findings that many parents failed to appear at the station when notified 

their child is in custody. However, ensuring the presence of counsel was 

neither the obligation nor responsibility of the police. We did recorrunend 

that the police provide the following information when they telephoned the 

parent/guardian of a juvenile in custody: that the juvenile ~Jas in need of 

parental advice and guidance and that while the police would inform the 

juvenile of the :Miranda rights, the juvenile might waive those rights without 

a parent or guardian's being present. 

Discussion 

Contrary to national standards, Connecticut stanltes requlre the 

presence of parents rather than attorneys before any statement made oy a 

juvenile may be used in court. This requirement accords with efforts to 

keep the juvenile justice system from becoming a miniature criminal court. 

While in some cases parents' .interests conflict with the best interests of 

the juvenile, this is uncommon. Further, in the vast majority of cases the 

parents will probably be more concerned and better informed than appointed 

cotmSel about what is best for the' dlild. 
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B-S. POLICE AUTHORITI TO QUESTION OR DETAIN STUBBORN CHIWREN 

Status offenders are juveniles subject to court jurisdiction although 

they bave not committed any act that would De a crime if committed by an 

adul t. Truants, runaways, and stubborn children are status offenders. 

Some commentators have urged that status offenses De removed from juvenile 

court jurisdiction because marry courts have handled status offenses in much 

the same manner as, or even more sever ly than, delinquents. They argue 

that such problems are best dealt with by parents, guardians, schools, or 

social work agencies trained to treat noncriminal misbehavior. Other 

commentators insist jurisdiction over status offenses should be retained 

because society needs an agency of last resort. However, they would reform 

the present system by defining more narrowly the juvenile court's power 

over status offenders. 

The IJA/ ABA Standards would not penni t the police to intervene in a 

family with a stubborn child unless the juvenile is in t'substantial or 
37 

:innnediate danger" (see Noncriminal Misbehavior Volume, Stnd. 2.1). 

These standards would eliminate juvenile court jurisdiction over all 

acts of misbehavior, ungovernability, or unruliness that do not violate the 

criminal law (see Stnd. 1.1). However, they wOl,lld retain jurisdiction 

over runaways, juveniles whose physical safety is in "substantial and 

'37All IJA/ABA citations in this Section refer to the tentative draft of 
the Noncriminal Misb.ehavior volume of the IJA/ ABA Juvenile Justice 
StanaardS Project. lhe decision of the ABA's House of Delegates 
to approve thlS volume has been lndefinitely deferred. 
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innnedia.te" danger, juveniles in conflict with their families, and juveniles 

in need of emergency medical services (see Stnds. 2.1, 5.1, and 6.1). In 

these cases, the pol ice may ta.ke a juvenile into "limited custody" (see 

Stnd. :2.1). In additon, a ''broad spectrum of services reasonably designed 

to assist a juvenile in conflict with his or her family'! would be made 

available (see Stnd. 4.1). 

Under the Task Force Standards, court jurisdiction over families with 

stubborn children would be permitted only if the incQrrigibility of the 

child is repeated and the demands of the parent/guardian on the child are 

not unreasonable. TIle Task Force Standards state that the only conduct 

warrru~ting intervention by the juvenile court is conduct that is clearly 

self-destructive or otherwise hannful to the juvenile (see Task Force Intro­

duction to Families with Service Needs, p. 311). In spite of this language, 

the Task Force FWSN jurisdiction would not significantly change existing court 

jurisdiction over status offenders. FWSN jurisdiction would extend to fami~ 

lies of juveniles who are habitual truants, who repeatedly use intoxicating 

beverages, or who are less than 10 years of age and commit delinquent acts 

(see Stnds. 10.4, 10.5, 10.6, 10.7, and 10.8). 

Although the Task Force Standards do not directly address the question 

of police intervention, two Standards describe situations in which the 

police are authorized to intervene coercively. Standard 12.8 would allow 

the police to provide temporary custody for a juvenile pending a FWSN pro­

ceeding only when such care is "clearly necessary to protect the juvenile 

from bodily harm and all available alternative means for adequately 
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providing such. protection have been exhausted." TIle police could also 

remove a juvenile from his or her home under the "Endangered Child' ! juris­

diction of the juvenile Court when the juvenile is in actual physical 

danger (~ee Stnd. 12.9). 

The Task Force requires the police to exhaust all possible non-coercive 

alternatives before a juvenile may be taken into custody or become subject 

to juvenile court jurisdiction by the issuance of a complaint. The Conmen­

tary to Standard 10. 2 details the findings the family court must make with 

respect to VOluntary services before it can exercise jurisdiction over any 

of 't.i1.e behaviors described in the standards on FWSN. First, the court 

must determine whether voluntary services capable of meeting the juvenile ts 

and family's specific needs are available in the community. If the court 

finds those services are available, it must determine whether they have 

been offered to the juvenile and the family. The Standards would not em­

power the court to exercise FWSN jurisdiction until it is able to make a 

finding that all available services appropriate to the particular case 

have been offered. If the resources are available and they have been 

offered to the juvenile and family, the court must determine whether they 

have been fully utilized. 

The court can exercise jurisdiction to force the juvenile and family 

to receive services if they have unreasonably refrained. from making use of 

available programs. This situation should arise only when voluntary services 

have been offered but the juvenile and the family refuse to take advantage 

'of such opportunities to solve their problems outside the family court 
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system. The court may also exercis.e its jurisdiction when the juvenile 

and family have participated in the available programs but have failed to 

benefit from them. 

The court must have made a specific finding as to a particular be­

havior before it can determine what services are appropriate. The allega­

tion tllat all available alternative resources have been exhausted should 

be supported by an intake worker's assessment of those services that are 

available and those that have been exhausted. 

The NAC limits police intervention in noncriminal misbehavior casoes 

to stubborn children, runaways, truants, and juveniles exhiblting lIasocial 

or dysfunctional behavior resulting from their excessive use of alcoholic 

beverages" (NAC Stnd. 2.12). This intervention would be limited to the 

provision of services on a voluntary basis unless IIsuch services have been 

offered and unreasonably refused or have proven ineffective after a reason-, 

able period of utilization." The NAC Standards would require the police 

to obtain a court order prior to taking a juvenile into custody for non­

criminal misbehavior. However, if this is' impractical, the police are 

authorized to take such a juvenile into custody only if there is probable 

cause to believe that he or she has committed one of the four misbehaviors 

set out in Stnd. 2.12 (see above), and it is detennined "that there is no 

person i'lilling and able to provide supervision and care for the juvenile 

and the juvenile is unable to care for himself/herself, or that issuance 

of a citation or summons would not adequately protect the juvenile from 

imminent danger of serious bodily ham" ($tnd. 2.232). 
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The NAC Standards agree that juvenile court jurisdiction over the 

families of tTUruitS, stubborn ci1ildren, runaways~ and delinquents less 

than ten years old should he retained, 'but assert that it should De 

invoked only when all available and appropriate non-coercive alternatives 

to assist the juvenile and his or her family have been exhausted (see 

NAC Stnd. 3.112 and Commentary for history) .38 The NAC Standards would 

not permit the police to intervene coercively in the life of a stubborn 

child unless the misbehavior is repeated and the child is referred to 

intake, or unless the juvenile is in :iJrnninent danger of serious bodily 

ha 
39 

rm. In contrast to the Task Force Standards, the NAC would not suh-

ject juveniles who repeatedly use intoxicating o'everages to juvenile 

court jurisdiction. 

Until recently most states, including Connecticut, did not distin~ 

guish between status offenders and delinquents (i.e., juveniles who have 

committed an act that would be a crime if committed by an adult}.o Juve­

niles who were truant, runaway, stubborn, or had engaged in "innnoral conduct" 

could be adjudicated delinquent. Because status offenses were included 

\Vithin the statutory definition of delinquency, police could stop and 

38· 
The NAC Standards require the same procedures for "exhaustion of non­
coercive alternatives" as do the Task Force Standards .. 

39 
However, ~e.NAC Commentary to Standard 3.112 states that notl1ing in the 
Standard 1S mtended to preclude the police from taldna a juvenile home 
if, for example, the child has violated a curfew (see Stnd. 2.12). 
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question a juvenile who was stubborn and take him into custody in the same 

manner as if he or she were a suspected felon. 

In Massachusetts, under the Children in Need of Services (CHINS) statute 

(iv1.G.L. c. 119 §2), a "stubboITl child" is a person below the age of 17 who 

persist€mtly refuses to obey the lawful and reasonable corrnnands of his or 

her parent or legal guardian. That disobedience must result in the parent or 

guardian's inability adequately to care for andil?rotect the child. Applications 

for CHINS petitions for truants, stubborn children, or runaways are available 

from the Clerk's office.40 Prior to July 1, 1978, the Charlest~~ District 

Court heard such cases, but they are now handled by the Boston Juvenile Court, 

as are care and protection cases. At the time of our interviews four CHINS 

cases from the previous year were still pending in the Charlestown District 

Court. 

Although a police officer may apply for a petition alleging a rtmaway or 

stubborn child, a juvenile can be arrested only if he or she fails to obey a 

summons or the officer has probable cause to believe the juvenile has run 

away and will not respond to a summons. If the juvenile is arrested, a 

petition must issue unless one had been previously issued. After the peti­

tion issued (this is a legal document, not an order for services), the 

probation officer discussed the situation with the parents, juvenile, and 

counsel (private or appointed). Many cases were diverted Defore reaching a 

hearing on the merits. 

40Allega~ions of specific misconduct are not required and are rarely 
found in applications for petitions. Alleging the statutory language 
in the definitions of children in need of services is sufficient. 
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Under Connecticut law police officers are justified in arresting a 

juvenile when they have probable cause to b.elieve that he or she .has 

committed an act that brought him or her w"ithin the jurisdiction. of the 

juvenile court. By statute, the police can arrest a juvenile without a 

warrant when the juvenile has been caught in the act of delinquency, the 

police are acting on the "speedy information" o£: others, or 'when the 

use of such process appears imperative" (~.G.S. §46b-133). Until recently 

stubborn children, truants, runaways, and juveniles who engaged in "immoral 

conduct" were subject to juvenile court jurisdiction~ 41 

The very broad language of the Connecticut statute did little to re-· 

strain the police from detaining status offenders (see C.G.S. §.46b-133). 

For example, if a police officer approached a juvenile who the parents 

claimed was stubborn, the officer could take the juvenile into custody if 

he or she admitted to thee offense, if the officer was acting on speedy infor-

mation of others, or if other circurnsta"'lces made custody seem imperative ~ 

These broad powers of interventi.on for non-criminal misbehavior, 

which were in effect until the recently passed Connecticut legislation 

was implemented, were quite clearly contrary to the recorrnnendations· 

proposed by national standards. AI thougl1 these standards. disagree 

on specific changes, they all agree on two basic goals: a need to define 

41Connecticut has recently enacted legislation to alter significantly the 
power of the police and juvenile court to intervene in the lives of 
status offenders. See Recorrnnendation B-1:!, Flnal Report: Stamford and 
Police Procedures for Handling Juveniles (Genter for Criminal Justice, 
January, 1982). 
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more carefully which juvenile conduct merits coercive intervention, and 

that vOluntary services should be the favored means of dealing with status 

offenses. 

Findings and Recommendations 

Boston. Police officers with whom we spoke in Charlestmvn seemed to 

misunderstand the law as it applies to applications for CHINS petitions. 

It was their perception that a parent or guardian must file a complaint in 

Boston Juvenile Court to initiate a CHINS proceedings', According to Massa­

chusetts law, a police officer may also apply for a petition. 

We interviewed a probation officer in the CharlestOlVIl District Court, 

He believed there had been only one or two formal commitments to tile De­

partment of Social Services or of Pub.lic Welfare in the past few years. 

The probation officer believed judges disliked juvenile cases in general 

and CHINS cases in particular becaus'e they were so time consuming.. CHINS 

cases were also difficult because the family had to assume an assertive 

posture against the juvenile, in marked contrast to the defensive posture 

assumed in delinquency cases. 

According to an assistant clerk of the Charlestown District Court, 

the transfer of CHINS cases from the district courts to the Boston Juve-

nile Court, effective July 1, 1978, was accompanied by an increase (9f 

perhaps 50 percent} in CHINS petitions. The BJC probation officer attri~ 

buted this rise to professional knowledge: the BJC could offer more 

comprehensive service than the surrounding district courts. In hi's view, 

-110-

; ~ ',-~:: ~: ':::::,; .~:~ ~,:: .... :.- ~ . :':::. ~"''':.,.::.:::.;'." 

f 

I 
I 

I 

I 

r 

I 

fl 
f] j 

L 

IT 

I 
I ' 

, f: 
" 

1 
1 

i i 
i 
I 
I 

I I 

j 
! 
II 

I I , 

consolidation of CHINS in BJC probably meant improved services available 

to juveniles. Charlestown CHINS referrals to the BJC did not differ 

markedly from those of other Boston neighborhoods. However, few Charles­

town juveniles were adjudicated (l-IINS. Of those so adjudicated, many were 

from the housing projects and were either truants or stubborns, rather 

than nmaways. 

The transfer of all CHINS cases to the BJC presented a transportation 

problem for some Charlestown juveniles and their families. lVhen the 

hearings were held locally, juveniles had no excuse for not attellding, 

as they could walk to court. This was no longer true after July 1, ~978. 

We recorrrrnended to the Boston Police Department that officers not be 

permitted to apply for CHINS petitions alleging stubborn cmldren. TIle 

goal of this recommendation was to keep as many juveniles as possible out 

of the formal juvenile justice system and to encourage parents and guardians 

to assum.e responsibility for their children. 

Stamford. Reports of stubborn children constituted 3.1 percent of 

all jm,renile serial reports lvritten by patrol officers in Stamford [60 of 

1174) and 2.6 of all Youth Bureau reports (8 of 313). Our analysis of the 

patrol officers' serial reports indicates that most stubborn children 

patrol officers encotmtered were males (62.7 percent) between the ages' 

of 11 and 16 [96.8 percent). The patrol officers were most likely to 

make contact with the child on the scene (77.3 percent).' ,Host incidents 

occurred on the evening shift [61.7 percent). Patrol officers' were more 

likely to repor~ having taken no official action on the scene (90.9 percent 
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of the incidents) than to warn the juveniles (4.2 percent} or immediately 

involve the Youth Bureau (~.6 percent). Eleven of 60 patrol serials con­

cerning stubborn children (18.3 percent) were referred to the Youth Bureau 

for follow-up investigations. 

Stamford patrol officers ranked family problems with stubborn children 

as the third most troublesome juvenile problem they were called upon to 

handle. Their reasons for considering the problem troublesome were (1) parents 

were uncooperative, (2) officers were not trained to deal with this situation 

and did not know when to intervene,. (3) tile officers Nere- deal1ng 

repeatedly with the same children, and (4) the Stamford Police Department 

did not have any \iTitten guidelines concerning stubborn children. 

Our analysis of Youth Bureau reports revealed that most stubborn children 

enc:ountered by Youth BU1'efj.u o££ic::e:r~ Were female (6 of 8) and all "Jere ben..,reen 

the ages of eleven and sixteen. Youth Bureau officers made contact with the 

child in fOUT of the eight cases; seven of these incidents were investigated 

during the evening shift. Data we collected on seven of the incidents indi-

cates that 'two children were diverted to a social agency, two were warned, 

and no action was taken in the other three cases. 

From January 1978 to July 1979, the Youth Bureau made only two refer­

rals to the Superior Court:Juvenile ~futters for stubborn children. The 

Superior Court:Juvenile Matters in Stamford requested that the police not 

refer children for incorrigibility because the nature of the offense requires 

the parent or guardian to document a pattern of disrespectful behavior. Con­

sequently, the Court asked the police, when they encountered such complaints, 
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to instruct the parents to come to Court to initiate a referral. At 
that time, the Court intake officer could dete-rm';'ne the ~ "'.'1.L serlousness of 

the problem and whether it justified Court intervention. 

We were infonned that parents of stubborn children would request that 

their child be referred to the Court on a breach of the peace charge rather 

than incorrigibility when he or she "acted out." ( The forner is easier 

to prove than the latter.) However, we did not determine the extent of 

this practice. 

We recommended that the Stamford Police Department should implement 

procedures to cope with changes created by the FWSN Act, specifically 

procedures for handling status offenders when no Youth Bureau officer was 

available. 42 

A±ter implementatl0n of tne FWSN Act, we recommended that the Stamford 

Police Department monitor statistics of encounters witn juveniles and re­

ferrals to the Court to note any signiflcant changes in pOlice practices in 

handling minor criminal misconduct, i.e., offenses for which "status offenders" 

might be charged. 

Arlington and Belmont. Data we collected in Arlington and Belmont 

about alleged CHINS revealed very few CHINS cases and these were not cate­

gorized by type or misbehavior. Thus, we have no information about the 

police handling of stubborn children in these communities. 

42S h 
t~C cProcedures w~r~ developed for the Stamford Police Departm~nt by 

e ~nter for Cr1IDlnal Justice. See Police Procedures f H" Juvenlles (January 1982). __ or andling 
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Discussion 

The recent Connecticut legislation, while not adopting all the recam~ 

mendations of the Task Force, makes substantial changes in the authority 

of police to intervene in the lives of status offenders, based in part on 

the recommendations of the Standards. There was concern among police 

officers that, without detention or the tilreat of it, the law would not 

work. The curtailment of police power to "hold" status offenders suggested 

that the police must be aware of all available youth services and De able 

to refer juveniles to these services efficiently. Police must also have 

written procedures to expedite cases. 
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B-6. POLICE RESPONSE TO GROUPS OF YOUTHS 

In Boston, Arlington, and Belmont, youths gathering on corners or in 

parks were a corrnnon phenorunenon. However, the police ~esponded to the 

problem differently in each C011lJJ1lmi ty . Below we discuss laws pertaining 

to this problem and the police response to youths "hanging out" in these 

three Massachusetts corrnmmities. 

In Charlestown, both young and old people ''hang out". On the streets 

in the housing projects and on certain corners of the main streets, vari­

ous groups :have established their turf. Corner affiliations are important 

to juveniles aged thirteen to eighteen. The first question new acquain­

tances ask e:lch other may well be, "Where do you hang?" Until late in the 

evening there are clusters of people in the streets, talking and drinking 

beer. The problems associated with hanging out, primarily vandalism and 

harassment of residents, stem from public drinking. 

Arlington youths hang out in the center of town and in the parks and 

school playgromds, and even the cemeteries located within the town's bor­

ders. Belmont youths gathered in the tQW!l' s two major squares, parks, anr1 

open areas of large private estates. 

"Hanging out" is not a crime, but behavior that can be expected to 

cause a public disorder is criminal. Groups of juveniles who are hanging 

out are presumed not to be violating the law unless they trespass or act 

in a way likely to cause a breach of the peace. 

The law prohibits a person from entering or remaining on an~ther per­

son's property without a privilege to do so. A person who either enters 
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or remains in a house, building, boat, or enclosed or improved land, after 

l1aving been forbidden to do so by the person in lawful control of the prem-
43 ises, is guilty of criminal trespass (see M.G.L. c.266 § 120). Trespass 

may be Involved in almost any situation in which a peTson is on another's 

nroperty, knowing or having Teason to know that he or she should not be 

there. 

Hanging out may involve criminal activity when it is accompanilled by 

conduct that is likely to cause injury or a breach of the peace (e.g., dis-

orderly conduct or loitering). Boston Municipal Codes provide more speci-

fic restrictions on public conduct. Asking for money (Ch 7 Ord. 14 §151), 

disorderly conduct in market areas (Ch 11 Ord. 14 §282) or public grolmds 

(Ch 11 Ord. 14 §340) , and making too much noise (Ch 11 Ord. 14 §354) are 

examples of prohibited activity. Loitering (i.e., conduct in a street that 

obstructs or endangers travelers, or that is likely to cal~e a breach of 

the peace) is also proscribed by municipal ordinance (Ch 11 Ord. 14 §354). 

In addition , the youths who gather may be committing one or more of the 

following offenses: disturbing the peace, ~1.G.L. c.272 §53; minor trans-

porting alcohol, M.G.L. c.138 §34; trespassing, M.G.L. c.266 §120; posses-

sion or drinking intoxicating liquor in a public way or playground, Arlinv­

ton by-laws Articles 9A Section 4 and Article 9 Section 25~ loitering in 

schoolyards, Arlington by-law Article 9B Section 3; and throwing snow­

balls or stones, Arlington by-law Article 9 Section 8. 

43proof of trespass does not require a showing of intent to commit any 
other crime in the forbidden area. That forbidden area may be pub­
licly or privately owned. Further, a person may be forbidden to en­
ter or remain directly, by oral command or by locking the premises, or 
indlrectly, by posting "no trespassing" Slgns. 
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There are two state statutes (and an Arlington by-law) that authorize 

a police officer to order a group to move along. 44 1hese statutes may be 

unconstitutional except when very narrowly applied~5 However, there are sev-

eral other statutes and by-laws that are constitutional and that often al101'J 

the arrest of kids who are "hanging out". For these offenses an order to 

mgve along 'should be considered a less restrictive alternative. 

M.G.L. c.269§ 1 authorizes the police to disperse lmlawfu1 assemblies: 

"if five or more persons b~dIlg alTI1ed ... , or ten or more persons, whether 

aImed or not, are unlawfUlly, riotously or ttwultuously assemblied in a city 

or town ... " More questionable is M.G.L. c.41 §98 which allows police to dis­

perse any assembly of three or more persons, and to arrest those who do not 

obey the dispersal order. Arlington's loitering by-law is also of doubt-

ful constitutionality: fiNo person shall loiter in any street, or on any 

sidewalk or in any other public place in the Town after being directed by a 

police officer to move on .... " Arlington by-law (Article 9 Section 9). 

44 Belmont ha.s no by-law that addresses this problem. 
4C 
r~ A constitutional challenge of these laws would be based on the First 

Amendment's guaraTJ.tee to free speech and assembly. Unless construed 
narrowly the ,statutes are overbroad and vague J producing a "chilling 
effectfl on protected speech~ If the laws were applied to persons who 
fall within the disturbing the peace statute (M.G.L. c.272 § 53), they 
might be constitutional as applied. 

-117-



Findings and Recommendations 

Boston. From ]VIay to November 1979, District 15 re-.instituted the use 

of a "gang car" that had first been used in 19.78. The ca.r was fielded four 

and a half nights a week, Wednesday through Saturday, and supplemented other 

units during two shifts. Assignment to this duty was voluntary, with over­

time pay. Based on an assessment of past demands for service, the Captain 

decided when and where the car was to be fielded. In Charlesto,~, five areas 

were targeted for gang patrolling: (1) Momnnent Square; (2) Doherty Play­

grolmd (Bunker Hill and St. Martin St.); (3) Polk St. Bunker Hill St.; (4) 

Charles Ne\vton Coop; and (5) The Bunker Hill Housing Project. This patrol 

was intended to prevent public drinking and to disperse gangs. 

In early July 1979, the Boston Police established a special citY-\1j de 

Anti-Gang Patrol Unit conSisting of 135 officers. This unit supplemented 

the District "gang cars" in responding to gang complaints. 

The extent of Boston's problem with disTIlpti ve youth gangs was claimed 

to be reflected in calls to the police for service. In 1978, the Boston 

Police Department responded to more than 57,000 complaints about gangs. 

In 1979, an estimated 30 percent of all calls to the 911 emergency number 

involved gang disturbances or activities.46 

During the first ten days of operation in the city, the gang unit re­

sponded to 1,015 complaints, dispersed 1 t 258 groups of youths, arrested 

166 disorderly youths, and took 131 youths into protective custody for de­

toxification. During that time period in CharlestoVJrl, the unit responded 

46 . 
Reported in Boston Herald Arnerlcan (undated article). 

.1 

-118-

I 

L 

r 

"I I I 

L 

E 
r: 

II 

1 

l 
L 

r , I 

to 108 . ,complaints , dispersed 67 groups, arrested eight youths for public 

drinking and took 15 into protective custody for drunkeness. 47 

We examined patrol officers' logs for 17 tours of duty in the District 

15 g::mg car between August and November 1979. A total of 126 gang incidents 
~. 

was logged during these 17 tours, an average of 7.4 incidents per tour. Re-

sponse to citizen-initiated complaints about gmlgs constituted 58 percent of 

all incidents logged. The remaining 42 percent were initiated by officers 

"on-view". Most of these "on-view" initiated incidents were the result of 

area checks that the District Captain required the gang car to make because 

of complaints from citizens. In the logs we analyzed, gang car officers 

made only one arrest. Usually officers reported rendering a service upon 

arrival (e.g., dispersing the group). The incidents consisted primarily of 

juveniles making loud disturbances related to drinking (e.g., noisy radios, 

parties, yelling at passers-by). Only two incidents of gangs throwing bot­

tles were reported, and only four of groups fighting. Police were not stop­

ping juveniles indiscriminately but were frequently responding to calls for 

service from citizens. Consequently, Charlesto\~ residents initiated police­

juvenile encounters were potentially hostile. 

Although officers differed as to the degree of activity they would 

allow, the police response also depended on liTho the juveniles were, 

not ~nly on which officer was responding to the call. Different 

officers had different "rules" with regard to permissible activity, such as 

drinking in public. Juveniles were aware of this. Some officers allowed 

drinking "near the water" so long as the group was not otherwise disruptive. 

47 It is unclear whether these statistics also include responses of the 
District's gang car. 
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Other officers might arrest under the city ordinance whenever they saw a 

violation and others might take no action regardless of the location if the 

drinking was not accompanied by other troublesome behavior. In a community 

where the actors were well known to each other, behavior might vary to con­

form with the standards of the individual enforcer. 

Officers knew that certain locations were likely to have "good kids" 

whereas others woulr1 most definitely have "bad actors". The better treat-

ment afforded the "good kids" stemmed from the officer's seeing their "hang­

ing out" as 1;>eing mainly social and necessary to their survival rather than 

being purposely disruptive (e.g., throwing bottles, harassing passers-by. 

or intentionally involving police in conflicts).48 

Some district officers and residents observed that the city-wide gang 

unit was indiscriminately moving juveniles and causing hostility toward the 

district police from the "good kids". This was corroborated by some citi­

zen complaints that their children were being harassed by the motorcycle 

("bike") units. 49 

48 A police cTluser res~onded to a call about a gang at Elm and Bunker Hill 
Streets. A group o~ eight to ten boys and girls in their early to mid­
teens were assemb18d at a corner, some leaning on parked cars and a 
few sitting on a stoop in front of a store. The officer rolled down 
his car window and called out to the group to move along, explaining that 
the police had received a call complaining about their hanging around. 
The juveniles passively moved along. Officers suggested that these were 
good kids who did not give them any trouble. But this location appeared 
repeatedl)T on incident reports; one officer told us that the owner of the 
store called the police constantly, acting as though they were his pri­
vate security force. 

49 However, Charlestown youths who met with proj ect staff complained that 
officers assigned to the district would often tell ~dults as well as 
juveniles in the housing projects to get off the porch a.nd get in their 
houses, even in situations when people were just milling about. 
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Some citizen complaints about the fIg " 
angs , especially "loud noise'" com-. 

plaints, were difficult for the police to handle b 
ecause they first had to 

~ the reported problem when they arrived on th 
e scene. For example' a 

call about a loud radio being played by a ~ , 
gang turned out to be three people 

listening to a radio' the d' 
, ra 1.0 was not loud and th· . 

'0' ' e Juven1.les were not a 
gano ' In such a situation When "they' 

, re not really doing anything", offi-
cers would inform the juveniles that 

"we got a call" and that if th ey got 
another "'ve 're gonna have to move ll 

Even when officers "broomedrl the juv-

invariably return, as indicated by the 

., 50 
en1....:es, the problem would almost 

following call: 

Call 17 51 

Citizen: 

Policer Operator: 

C: 

PO: 

C: 

PO: 

C: 

5Q 

Hi, I'm calling from Charlestown. 

What's the problem? 

Well, the police were' t h 
JUS ere at the corner 

of Bunker Hill and Sullivan Streets 

bunch of kids were making all k1.·nds 

noises. 

Hrrnnm. 

Hanging out right on the corner. 

Right. 

because a 

of big loud 

And when they came the kids all left and the 

minute they turned around and d rove away, the 

To "broom" means ttl 
to move the robleo e 1 them to move along. 
to the same ~pot m to another location or to The net effect is either 

have the juveniles return 51 as soon as the police leave. 

Add~tional calls are reproduced 
Pohce Transcripts. in Appendix C, Final Report; Boston, 
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kids all came right back and now they're making 

even louder noises. 

k'O: We'll send them back. 

This call typified the dilemma of the police, residents, and young people 

of Charlestown. 

Citizen callers appeared to accept hanging out as a way of life in 

Charlestown and sometimes their complaint was not that there was a IIgangll 

on the comer, but that it was time for the gang to quit IIhanging" for the 

evening: 

Call 40 

Police Operator: And the gang is out there? 

Call 30 

Citizen: The gang is out there. They got to go home and 

go to bed. 

PO: All right. We'll be down. 

C: Thank you. 

Citizen: And there's a large group of boys outside. They 

have been out since about seven tonight and I 

think that something could be done about it. 

Police Operator: Okay, we'll get a car over there. 

C: Thank you very much. 

PO: All right. 

C: Bye bye. 

Sometimes, the word "gangll was used inappropriately and the activity the 

citizen described was not suggestive of disruptive behavior, But the police 

were still ca.lled to intervene and they did. 
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Call 3S 
Citizen: On (name) streev there is a gang of teenagers 

playing tag football under these new lights. 

Can you get them out of here please? 

Police Operator: Yes, ma'am. 

Ca:ll 1 

CC: Thank you. 

PO: You're welcome. 

Ci tizen.: Yes. there's five or six kids out there. I 

wouldn't say kids. They're grown -ups. They're 

playing out there and they're making a lot of 

yelling uh- yelling so that we can't listen 

to the T.V. 

Police Operator: Oh, okay. 

C: All right. 

PO: We'll go by. 

C: Thank you. 

Call 4S 

Police Operator Boston Police Emergency 

Citizen: Hello, I'm calling from (gives address). Get 

the kids off the steps. It's going wild 

here. 

PO: What are they doing? 

C: These kids are :.",~ing wild again, getting 

lousier, 

PO: What are they doing? Just nmning around, 

drinking? 

C: Yeah, I don't know what they're doing but 
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they're not supposed to be hanging around 

on the door step. 

PO: All right. 

C: Okay. Thank you. 

Clearly, citizens had a central role in producing a police response to their 

problems and generating gang statistics in Cllar lestown. 

. We recommended that the Hoston Pollce Department continue its policy of 

district "gang cars":. The calls for service about groups of youths justified 

continuing this special detail. At the same time, the Department should re­

view the usefulness of the city-wide gang unit, especially the negative con­

sequences of its "movingfl the wrong youths in areas with which the officers 

were not familiar. This generated considerable resentment among YOlmg 

people and their parents that was directed toward district police and can 

seriously impair existing relations. A siiJlilar observation was made in 

another district: "All that will happen is more confrontation, more hassles. 

Sending in police Who are strangers to us will just bring on more resent­

ment beb'/een kids and cops.,,52 In addition, samples of calls from the Dis­

trict should be made available to the Commander of tile District, to inform 

him of the exact nature of complaints and to suggest the most useful deploy-

ment of patrol officers. 

Arlington &hd Belmont. Citizens' calls for service reporting problems 

with juveniles initiated a large number of police-juvenile contacts. Patrol 

officers ,also initiated on-view contacts in both jurisdictions but calls for 

service also played a role in these encounters, especially in Arlington. 

52Dorchester youth quoted in the Boston Herald American, July 1979. 
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In each jurisdiction, a mimeographed police information sheet, con-' 

taining information about stolen vehicles, stolen plates and stolen un-, 

registered vehiCles, was distributed to patrol officers at roll call be­

fore each shift. It also listed problem spots where citizens had request-

ed the police to patrol, often for "youth probleI!lS". Following 

the dictates of the information sheet resulted in repeated checks of desig­

nated areas and increased the likelihood of on-view contacts with juveniles. 

As one officer observed, "I don't prevent crime I prevent calls." 

In Arlington, the police often responded to groups of juveniles they 

observed or to calls about groups of juveniles by ordering the juveniles to 

disperse. While some citizens complained that tilis response was not con­

sistent (i.e., at times officers would disperse some groups and would ig­

nore others especially in on-view situations), we did not find this to be 

true. Patrol officers generally left young people alone and only intervened 

either when citizens complained of a disturbance or the 'groups were in the 

parks after the 10 PM closing. Young people in the parks after 10 PM were 

in violation of a town by-law (Article 9A Section 6). 

Some officers felt obliged to issue a "move on" order in incidents 

involving alcohol; otiler officers required that the juveniles dispose of 

alcohol in their 1}ossession an.d considered that a sufficient warning. 

In many instances officers confiscated alcohol juveniles left behind when 

they saw the police approach. 

Belmont police often responded to groups of juveniles they observed or 

to calls regarding groups of juveniles by ordering the groups to disperse. 

On some occasions, repeated citizen complaints about juveniles resulted in 

orders at Toll call to move all juveniles hanging out. Most officers did 

not enjoy this task, realizing that the juveniles weTe not doing anything 

-125-



illegal. Generally, Belmont police were less tolerant of juveniles hanging 

out than were the Arlington police.. Under no circumstances were groups of 

youths allowed to congregate in the center of t01.'lIl or Belmont's two main 

squares. 

Officers in both communities were troubled when youths gathered on their 

own or their friends' private property. There was almost no support for a 

"move onl! order in these circtunStances. The need for the police to establish 

the identity of a youth sitting on a wall in front of his own home or play­

ing basketball in the driveway of his own home caused uneasiness and some-

times 

In both Arlington and Belmont we recommended that it should be empha­

sized to citizens that the police must have legal justification for moving 

juveniles. (Loud noise is such a justification.) If callers complained 

that juveniles were noisy, but the police were not witness to any disturb­

ance, the police should inform the citizens of their right to file a com­

plaint against the juveniles. The police should explain that juveniles are 

allowed to congregate if they do not disturb the peace. 53 Citizens should 

also be informed of the probability of the issuance of such a complaint. 

The officers should not disperse or move along groups of juveniles 

unless the juveniles appeared to be committing some offense.. Park curfew 

violations, excessive noise amounting to a disturbance of the peace or - , 
other violations may justify police intervention~ but when no offense oc­

curred the police should not intervene. 

53 Th" . " 1S suggestJ.on \vas not well rec~lved Slnce the police \vere obligated 
to respond to ail calls for serv1ce no matter how trivial they miaht 
sOlmd over the telephone. . b 
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We recommended that the Arlington Police Division consider adopting and 

implementing a policy on the disposal of alcohol confiscated by police of­

ficers. 54 Officers who confiscate alcohol from a juvenile should tag it and 

request the juvenile officer to send a letter of warning to the parents. 

The parents should also be informed that they may claim the alcohol within 

a set period of time. Without such a policy we believed the Div1sion in-

creased the cynicism of the townts young people who witnessed alcohol being 

f . d" 1 55 
confiscated but did not know the procedure or 1tS 1sposa. 

51:harlestown juveniles complained to us about the po~ice t~ing liq~or 
from them. We never observed this nor coul~ we verlfy th1S co~la1l}-t. 
We observed Arlington police confiscating hquor al?andol}-ed by Juven1les. 
Arlington police admitted there w'as a problem of d1Spos1ng of the alco-
hol. 

55rf the police do not arrest the juvenile, it is not cl~ar they have any 
authority to destroy or confiscate alcohol. (Al~ohol"lS not c?n­
traband per se but only evidence of some.other v~0Iat10n.) ThlS ~e 
of police action might be view~d as con~lst~nt Wlth the pr~ference tor_ 
the least restrictive alternat1ve, but 1t IDlght also lend 1tself to ar 
bitrary application. 
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I B-7. TI-IE USE OF TI-IE LEAST RESTRICTIVE ALTERNATIVE 

The national standards agree that the police should adopt a policy 

of using the "least restrictive alternativetl necessary ,vhen dealing with 

jlNeniles. The IJA/ ABA Standards would make available the following 

courses of action in juvenile matters involving nuisance, mischievous 

behavior, or minor criminal conduct: 1) non-intervention, 2) temporary 

assistance to those in obvious need, 3) short-term mediation and crisis 

intervention, 41 voluntary referral to appropriate community agencies, 

and 5) mandatory temporary referral to mental or public health agencies 

under statutory authorization to make such referrals (see IJA/ABA Stnd •. 

2.4). The police should resolve such problems informally at the scene 

whenever possible, reserving coercive actions for more serious situations. 

TIle Task Force Standards favor the use of the "least coercive' aJ:ter-

native," basing this view on the importance of preserving family autonomy 

and thus minimizing state intervention. .An example of this policy is the 

recommenc1ation that police departments issue a written citation and summons 

to appear at intake in lieu of taking a juvenile Lnto custody (see Task 

Force Stnd. 5. 5). The Task Force Standards also suggest that the juvenile 

officer should consider a community or stationhouse adjustment when the 

delinquent act is not serious, there is no prior history of delinquency, 

and an infonnal adjustment is agreeable to the complainant and to the 

juvenile r s parent or guardian (see Task Force Stnd. S.71. However, the 

Standards emphasize that this adjustment should be limited to release or 

'receding page b\ant -129-



referral to a youth service agency; the police should not act as probation 

officers. 

The NAG Standards reconunend that a juvenile accused of a delinquent 

act be unconditionally released; when t~at is inappropriate~ the least 

restrictive alternative should be implemented. 56 

Findings and Recommendations 

Below we discuss examples of the least restrictive alternative we 

found in the jurisdictions we studied. 

Boston. The "least restrictive alternative" often employed in Gharles-

town was a Ilstern warning. " In deciding whether this measure was appropriate, 

officers considered age, offense, and record. It was the patrol officer's 

decision to make but the juvenile officer was' often consulted, as was the 

victim. For example, a store owner might not want to take time off to go 

to court but might agree that an adequate solution would De that the juve­

nile must henceforth stay out of the store. 

If the stern warning was chosen, the juvenile might be taken directly 

home from the scene or brought to the station, where the parents picked 

him or her up. If the juvenile was taken home~ the parents had to pro­

mise to bring him or her to the station at the appointed time. A stern 

warning was just that: th
o • 57 

the juvenile and the parents came to e statlon 

56:rhe purpose for which restraints on the juvenile's liberty mair be im-­
posed are discussed in Standard 3.152 and the Gorrnnentary rhereto. 

57Juvenile officers refused to go to the home because they helieved that: 
"the message" had much more force if delivered at the station. 
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. where the juvenile officer administered the warning. A FlO card was 

filed. 58 

lhe juvenile officer might make use of other informal dispositional 

choices: calling in the parents or meeting with the juvenile and com­

plainant. Mediating disputes and infonnally arranging for restitution 

were part of the juvenile officer's responsibilities as he had defined, 

them. With the knowledge and cooperation of an assistant clerk, he also 

used the hearing on an application for a complaint as a negotiating session 

to divert cases. The juvenile officer used agency referral only when a 

parent asked for advice. TIlen he might suggest an agency, a psychologist, 

or a priest. 

The absence of alternatives to arrest other than statiop~ouse warnings 

for minor offenses was a problem in Charlestown. Referral to agencies 

for certain problems (i.e., criminal violations) was usually inappropriate. 

Agencies in Charlestown, although large in numDer, dealt mainly with drug, 

alcohOl, and family problems. 1Vhile the police knew the family situations 

of many juveniles, and while this knowledge shaped police-juvenile rela­

tions, it did not help solve the problems of offenders. 

We made these recorrnnendations to the police: 

58Field interrogation and oD.servation reports (FlO's) were written up 
after stationhouse warni..,.gs were given, even if the juvenile was not 
arrested. See Section C-4 of this report. 
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1. We recorrnnended that the Boston Police continue the practice 
of giving stationhouse warnings to juveniles. A written 
policy g~ this practice should be included in a procedures 
manual. 

2. The Boston Police Department District ~5 should not take 
responsibility for formally screening juveniles who have 
connnitted minor criminal offenses or-referring them to 
youth-serving agencies. This was not meant to dis-courage 
officers' suggesting to juveniles and their parents or 
guardian that they' contact an agency for assistance, 
However, it \lIas meant to keep officers from contacting 
an agency without the knowledge and approval of the 
juvenile or the parents and guardian. 

Stamford. Stamford police data were -analyzed and Youth Service 

agencies surveyed to understand whether juveniles in Stamford were being 

diverted, and to assess the advisability of a police diversion program. 

Youth Bureau records indicated that 34 p.ercent of all juveniles contacted 

or apprehended for connnitting a priority prob.lem could he claimed to have 

been diverted. 60 However, Youth Bureau reports indicated that in most 

cases eithe-r no action was taken C25 percent), or the juvenile was trans~ 

ported home or the parents were contacted (72 percent). We interpreted 

this to mean that in most instances diversion took the form of non--inter-

vention or informal warnings and that very fffi~, if any, juveniles. about 

59 The police should be careful not to question a juvenile in custody 
before he or she is given Miranda rights. A juvenile who begins to 
confess to a crime other than the crime for which he or she is being 
warned, must he given l'-.liranda rights before continuing with the con­
fession. Otherwise, SUCh a confesslon may be found inadmlssable in court. 

60 The category "diverted" was our own, constructed for the purpose of 
quantifying the narratives contained in Youth Bureau reports. Sec 
Appendix B, Final ~eport: Stamford, "Fonnal Police Contact with 
Juveniles," and Appendix E, "Survey of Youth-Serving Agencies." 
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whom reports were 'VIi tten were referred to outside agencies. Personnel 

in most youth-se_rving agencies witfi wnom we spoke did not report any 

formal relationship with the Stamford Police Department. 

We reconnnended the Stamford Police Department should not take respon­

sibility for fonnally screening juveniles who have corrnnitted minor criminal 

61 . B offenses or for referring th6TI to youth-serving agencies. As ln oston 

we did not believe that it was appropriate that officers CO'I'rcact an 

agency without the knowledge and approval of the juvenile and the parents 

or guardian. 

Arlington. The least restrictive alternative was illustrated by the 

practice of "stationhouse adjustments." The police acknowledged that they 

did not seek complaints against all juveniles they arrested. Same juve­

niles who had no prior arrests and who had been arrested for a minor of­

fense were told that if they did not misbehave again within three montI-iS, 

no action in court would be taken, but if they did misbehave 1 police 

would seek a complaint "at a later date." This practice of "station­

house adjustments" was used more frequently in the past. It spared the 

juvenile a court appearance but the record of the arrest remained in the 

Arlington police records. 

6\)ossible exceptions were juveniles who were arrested for the pos~es~ion 
of drugs or alcohol and who were believed to be capable of beneflttlng 
from participation in an alc~hol or drug treatment program. But these 
juveniles could be referred lnformally. 
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Based on arrest data from Arlington, the following table shows that 

of the 183 jtNeniles arrested in 19.79. and 1980, 55 percent (n=10.2) were 

arraigned in court, 25 percent (n=45) were diverted to the court intake 

progranP2 and 20 percent Cp.=36) were released at the stationli.ouse without 

subsequent court processing of their cases. 

% 

Arraignment 
Intake 

N 
102 

45. 
36 

55.7 
24.6 
19.7 "Stationllouse Adjustments" 

183 100.0 

We offered the following options for the police to consider: 

Option (a) Discontinue the practice of stationl1ouse adjustments 
completely and proce~s all ar:ested.juveniles for. 
court \vi th no exceptlons. ThlS . pol:.cy wo~ld ~equlre 
that arresting officers use thel~ dlscre~lon ln the 
field, knowing that once a juvenlle was brou~ht to the 
station that juvenile would go to court .. ThlS l~ould 
also curtail the discretion of the juvenlle offlcers 
to proceed with formal processing. They might, 
however make recommendativns to the court for 
diversi~n to intake if the juvenile so qualified. 

62The district court for Arlington and Belmont had a program to divert 
arrested juveniles at intake. When a police officer requested that 
a complaint issue (usually through the pol~ce.prosec1ftor), the requ:st 
was sent to the probation office. The prooatlon offlce then detenlllned, 
based on written guidelines, whether the juv:nile . was eligib~e for the 
program. If the juvenile was eligible? the J';Nenlle automatlcally was 
placed in the program. However, a pollce offlcer c?ul~ recommend that 
a juvenile not be diverted and it appeared that probatlon acceded to 
that recommendation. 
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Option (91 Continue the current practice hut delay booking the 
juvenile mtil a juvenile officer decides whether to 
release. the juvenile without a court appearance .. b3 

The juvenile officer~ in consultation with the arresting 
officer, would determine the appropriateness of 
releasing the juvenile without a court appearance. 
hased on the following factors: 

--the seriousness of the incident (e.g. only- those 
misdemeanors' that would nonnally qualify- for intake 
should ne considered appropriate for release}; 

--the degree of involvement of the juvenile in the 
incident; ?TId 

--a history of prior contacts that suggest a warning 
for this incident would not be appropriate, 

Option (c) Continue the current practice but destroy all records 
of the arrest (i,e. booking sheet and contact card) 
after a reasonable period of time .. 

Option (c) was more acceptable to the Arlington Police than CaJ or 

(J:». filly juvenile brought into the station was considered under arrest 

and was to be booked. They did not wish to discontinue the practice 

of stationhouse adjustments completely. 

Belmont. The Belmont Police Department arrested very few juveniles 

who resided in Belmont.
64 However~ arrest and court data did not accurately 

63 
If the juv~nile was not hooked? the parent or guardian would sign a waiver 
of all clalffis against the police for false arrest. The juvenile and 
parent/guardian would be informed that no court action would 5e taken 
against the juvenile for this incident nut that any £uture violation 
would result in fonnal court processing, that is, release without a 
court appearance would not be an option for any subsequent arrest. 

6419 of 35 juveniles arrested in 1979-80 were Belmont residents. 
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reflect police time spent handling juveniles: 1;he Belmont Police relied 

heavily on infonnal means of resolvfug p.rohlems. One al teJ.-native was to 
, 

send letters of \varning. 

Between 1979 and 1981 the Department sent 61 letters of warning to 

juveniles. Letters were sent to the parent or guardian because a juvenile 

allegedly connnitted a delinquent or a non-delinquent act. No copies 

of letters sent were kept on file, only a natation that a letter was made 

on a Fro. 

We recommended that copies of letters of warning documenting the 

handling of a juvenile's case should be retained by the Department.. There 

should be guidelines as to when to send a letter. We believe only 

letters alleging delinquen~ acts. shOUld be sent. If letters are sent, 

they should be the result of an incident report, not sketchy information 

contained in a FlO. If the parents were subsequently contacted and 

the situation was discussed, the juvenile officer shOUld file a supplementary 

report of that discussion. Finally, to ensure that the parent/guardian 

rather than the juvenile receives the letter, the letter should request 

that the parent/guardian contact a juvenile police officer.. If that is 

not done, the officer should telephone the parent/guardian. 

Discussion 

Each jurisdiction illustrated the problem of loperationaliz1.ng" 

the notion of the least restrictive alternative. We did not recommend 

implementing a fonnal police diversio~ prograrn in Boston or Stamford 

that would entail the police's screening and referring juveniles 
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65 

to youth.-serving agencies ~ 65 The J'uvenile 
caseload of the Stamford 

Police Department, the organization of the .. Boston Police Department 
, " 

and the nature of the available treatment programs~ argued against this, 

In most instances, we did not believe :that the treatment s~rvices offered 

by youth-serving agencies in Boston and Starn' ford "'e' re 
.~ appropriate 

alternatives for JUVeniles committing the selected'criminal offenses 

we studied. Family counseling and drug and alcohol treatment programs 

are services youth s ~ 
- erVlce agencies offer most frequently. These 

services are not designed to help those l'lhose prinlary' uroblem as 
• 4 , 

seen by the police, is engaging in criminal conduct. 
The determination 

that aj..uvenile apprehended for a violation of the 
criminal law, 

however minor that Violation, required psychological counseling or 

medical treatment Cother than emergency treatment) was best left to 

probation officers in the J "I 
uvenl e Court Cif the charge warrants 

Court intervention). 

In Arlington, juveniles vlere h d c arge , booked and then told there 

would be no proceedings on the charge unless the JUVenile got in 

trouble again. An official arrest record existed but the juvenile 

had no opportunity to have the validity of the arrest assessed. This 

was neither diversion, which was court authorized and supervised 
- , 

nor was it a voluntary waiver of the right to a court appearance 

because of the order in l'lhich. the options were presented. Furthennore, 

But see Section D-l below. 
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those cases treated in this matter were not likely to go b.efore a judge 

in the district court but would have been diverted. Aside from not in-

conveniencing the juvenile by requiring a trip to court, the benefits of 

this practice were less than they appeared. 

Finally, Belmont's low arrest rate and its use of letters of warning 

suggested tilat the police llad adopted a policy of relying on the least 

restrictive alternative. But the offenses for which the Department mailed 

letters of warning and the manner in which infonnation to base a letter was 

gathered, left us with the uneasy feeling that the police were a bit in­

trusive. Considerations of due process were less important than avoiding 

th t · f t h'l . .. d 66 e sanc lon 0 arres W 1 e malntalnlng or er. 
The abscence of arrests is surely not equivalent to using the least 

restrictive alternative, a notion that requires further consideration. 

66Juvenile officers routinely visited the Belmont High School and created 
a visible police presence in the school. We recorrnnended that the police 
should not be in the schools for other than legitimate police buslness 
including conducting educational programs ° The police should not have' 
access to a student's records or be privy to disciplinary proceedings. 
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C. AIMINISTRATIVE POLICIES AND PRACTICES 

C-l. WRlITEN POLICIES TO SfRUCTIlRE POLICE DISCRETION 

All the standards recognize tilat police officers exercise discretion 

when they perform their daily duties. In order to structure these dis-

cretionary decisions and to minimize discriminatory and arbitrary decisions, 

the standards suggest that written policies be formulated to guide. police 

officers. The standards are in general agreement that both public and 

private agencies should participate in the process of formulating guide-

1 · t t' 1° dO • 67 lnes s ruc urlllg po lce lscretlon. 

Findings and Recorrnnendations 

Boston. As far as we could detennine the only guidelines concerning 

juvenile procedure were some written special orders dealing with very 

specific juvenile problems. The Boston Police . Criminal Investigative Pro­

cedures manual, distributed to officers in 1978, contained no comprehensive 

statements of juvenile procedure. .even though procedures for handling juve­

niles do not differ from those for adults in many areas, we reconnnended that the 

Boston Police Criminal Investigative Procedures manual be expanded to in-

clude a section on juvenile policy and procedure. Specifically, we suggested 

that the following topics be covered: 

67~ask.Force Standard 2.5 states t~at part~cipants should include juvenile 
Justlce.s~stem personnel, communlty youth service groups, educators, and 
other c~tlzens. NAC Stn~. 2.?2l states that tile formulation of policies 
should lnclude consultatlon Wlth the family court youth advocacy aroups 

d 
' , 0' 

an programs affected by referral decisions. 
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--authority to question and detain juveniles; 

-'-procedures for juvenile custody; 

--informed consent issues; and 

--juvenile records and privacy issues. 

When appropriate an attempt should be made, when discussing options for 

handling juvenile problems, to describe the extent of a police officer's 

liability. 

Stamford. The last update of Stamford's Police Manual (SPM) was issued 

in 1955. TIle SPM contained a one-page description of the Youth Bureau. 

However, there were no policy statements concerning the goals of the 

Bureau in the handling of juvenile problems, no guidelines for intra­

departmental referrals, and no policies to help Youth Bureau officers make 

decisions. 68 

We recommended that the Stamford Police Department update the M.anual 

as soon as possible. 69 The revised manual should include, whenever possible, 

statements specifying appropriate decisionmaking criteria for the handling 

of juvenile problems. 

Arlington SEd Belmont. The Arlington Police Manual was prepared by 

the Massachusetts Police Institute (]vIPI) and modified by the Town of Arling­

ton and the Police Division. The lieutenant for Administrative Services 

who also conducted training drafted statements of the changes in policy 

or procedure that were reviewed by the Director of Police Services~ and 

6Bsee Section C-l, below. 

69rne Department did this in October 1981. See Chapter IV. 
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then forwarded to the Director of Community Safety, the town manager and 

town counsel for approval.70 

The manual, which contained statements about what an officer should 

do with a juvenile after arrest , contaLled no information regarding the 

investigation of juvenile crimes or the handling of juveniles before arrest. 

The topics of stop and frisk and search and seizure were covered in the 

manual as they pertain to adults, but not juveniles. 

The Division recognized that s.tatements of policy on paper were 

important in defining the municipality's liability for the acts of indivi­

dual officers. On occasion, the training officer had been called into court 

to testift.-about the training provided officer. TIle manual had b8en sub­

poened to detennine divisional policy. Arlington officers on the task 

force believed that a manual clearly defining policy was extremely impor­

tant to protect them and the town. 

The 1976 MPI manual is the basic manual distributed to Belmont police 

officers. TIle manual was approved by the Board of Selectmen before distri­

bution. In general, the Belmont Police had very few written policies' that 

they developed internally. The Department had not designated an officer 

to monitor changes in the law and distribute these updates to other officers. 

We urged the Arlington Department of Conummity Safety-Police Division 

and the Belmont Police Department to adopt "Police Procedures for Handling 

70Shif I" t leutenants distribl!ted the manual to officers at roll call and 
th~bn returned a pap~r saYlllg that on certain dates the manuals were dis­
trl l!ted" to the off:cers within his connnand.. Similar procedures were used 
to ~lStrihute materlals that report on changes- in the law. In general 
pol:ce departments have problems ~etting individual officers to sign for 
thelr ~uals. Some refusecl !.O .Slgn. for man~s because they believed 
that. thlS would render them llable elther to the denartment or third 
partles for breaching the mandates of the manual. . 

-141-



,-----

Juveniles" prepared by project staff during our study as a formal policy 

statement and distribute it to all officers. The purpose of the manual 

was to provide guidelines for police officers in the exercise of discretion 

when handling juveniles. The manual, based on state and federal statutory 

and case law, did not necessarily reflect a change in current procedures 

but articulated police practice and po~icy. National standards were also 

considered. Several drafts of the manual were prepared and reviewed by 

Arlington and Belmont police officers. 

We also recommended that the procedures manual be distributed to auxi­

liary police officers of the Belmont Police Department. Both Arlington and 

Belmont ut~lized volunteer a~xiliary police but in very different capacities. 

In Belmont the officers lvere uniformed and armed, and relied upon for crime 

prevention, investigation, and response to citizen complaints. There was 

an unmarked police car designated as the auxiliary car. Arlington auxili­

aries were also uniformed, but performed only traffic control and school 

function duties. Belmont auxiliaries ,'rrote FIOts on juveniles. Officials 

in both departments admitted having no knowledge of the legal ramifications 

of using auxiliary police. They were aware of questions concerning the 

liability of the officers and/or the municipality, and the problem of a 

potential conflict with police unions. 

Discussion 

It was important that the police departments articulate their policies 

concerning juveniles to ensure consistency. Police departments understand 

that adherence to enunciated procedures reduces the risk of individual 

officer liability ina civil action arising out of official police conduct. 
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Procedural consistency also increases the probability of successful 

prosecutions of juveniles when prosecution was warranted. The manual 

we distributed in these departments could also serve as a training document. 

:i 
• Iii 
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C-2. CIVIL LIABILITI OF POLICE WHO INfERVENE IN "JUVENILE PROBLBvIS. 

The United States Supreme Court recently decided that rntmicipalities 

can be held liable for the acts of employees that violate an inpividual's 

constitutional rights. 71 Because this decision indicates that mlmicipalities 

will no longer be immune from liability in these cases, it is important to 

discuss its potential impact on the civil liability of the police in Massa-

chusetts. 

The IJA/ABA and Task Force Standards agree that juvenile codes should 

clearly define the liability of police officers involved in juvenile prob­

len~(see IJA/ABA Stnd. 2.5 and Commentary; Task Force Stnd. 5.6 and Commen­

tary).72 The IJA/ABA Standards urge that police departments write guidelines 

for the handling of juvenile problems to clarify proper pOlice procedures; 

such written procedures will help train police officers and increase accotmt­

ability. The Standards recognize the need for ,~itten guidelines and clari-

fication, especially since police officers are now being asked -to intervene 

in "ways other than through use of their arrest power" (see IJA/ABA Stnd. 

2.sB). 

7~ee Owen v. City of Independence, 445 U.S. 622 (1980). 

71he NAC Standards do not address the question of civil liability and 
immunity of police officers. 
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Under Massachusetts law, police misconduct that causes injury, whether 

an act or an omission, can theoretically give rise to civil liability on the 

part of both the individual police officer and the rntmicipali ty .73 An indi­

vidual can sue either the police officer whose act or omission constitutes 

a tort or violates a statute or the mtmicipality that employs the officer. 

A tort is a \~ongful action for which a court will compensate an injured 

party. Torts include such acts as false imprisomnent, as saul t, battery, in­

vasion of privacy, defamation, and intentional infliction of emotional dis­

tress. 

In addition to tort suits, th~re are also acts or omissions that violate 

a person's statutory or Constitutional rights. The most frequently used 

statutory action. relies on. s€~ction 1983 of the United States Code (42 U.S.C. 

§ 1983). This section allows a citizen to bring suit against a police of­

ficer and/or nnmicipality for injuries that interfere with a riuht or 'Orivi-
o ~ 

lege guaranteed by th.;; Constitution of the United States. For example, if 

police officers illegally entf~r a private home or search a person without 

probable cause:, they may be sued tmder sec'tion 1983 for vi 0 l.ati on of the 

Fourth Amendment to the U. S. Constitution', which protects individuals against 

tmreasonable searches and seizures, 

~assachusetts law recognizes the following torts: assault battery , , 
false imprisor~nt, false arrest, intentional infliction of emotional dis­

tress, defamation, negligence, and invasion of privacy. 

73 
For.ex~le? ~sault! ?attery and false arrest are acts that lead to 
pollce hablhty; falllng to answer a call for help is an omission that 
may lead to police liability. 
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The tort action most often brought against the police is false im­

prisonment, the tmlawful restraint by one person of the physical liberty 

of another. TIle restraint can be accomplished by physical force, threats 

of force, or by a claim of authority (i. e. conduct a detained person be-
74 1ieves is authorized by the state). 

An officer charged with false imprisonment may defend him or herself 

by asserting that there was no restraint, that the person consented to 

restraint, or that the restraint was made with proper legal authority. 

the 

When an officer makes a warrantless·· arrest for an offense, whether a fel­

ony or a misdemeanor arrest, the officer will be held not liable if he or 

she had probable cause to make the arrest. An officer is also protected 

from liability if he or she acted in good faith when assisting in effect­

ing an arrest that is subsequently held to be unlawful. However, an of­

ficer may be liable for false imprisonment if an arrest is made pursuant 

to a warrant that is in~aiid o~ its ~face.75 
Another tort action brought against police officers is assault and 

battery. A police officer is justified in using a reasonable amount of 

force in effecting an arrest or preveriting an escape. However, if a police 

officer uses more force than is reasonably necessary or unnecessarily sub­

jects a person in custody to physical indignities, that officer may be 

sued fOT assault and battery. 

Police officers can also be sued for negligence. Whenever a person 

7~1[. Prosser, Torts 11 (4th ed., 1971). 

713uzell v. Emerton, 161 Mass. 176, 36 N.E. 796 (1894). 
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has a duty recognized by law to perform an act, that person is required to 

perform that duty in a reasonable manner. 76 Failure to perform such a duty 

in a reasonable manner is negligence. If a court determines that an officer 

took unreasonable risks that led to the injury of a citizen, it will com­

pensate the injured party. 

Claims alleging intentional infliction of emotional distress or inva­

sion of privacy are less frequently brought against police officers. To 

build a case for intentional infliction, a plaintiff must show that there 

was an intent on the part of the officer to cause mental distress, or that 

the officer's conduct was very reckless, reSUlting in severe distress. In 

Massachusetts, there is no need to show actual physical injury in order to 

recover damages. Punitive damages are also available against a police of­

ficer if it can be shown that the officer acted with malicious intent. 

While Massachusetts recognizes invasion of privacy as a cause of action,77 

no case extends this right to the kinds of intrusions likely to result from 

an officer 1 s detaining or diverting a juvenile. 

In addition to the tort action noted above, an injured person can sue 

the police for violations of civil rights under federal law or the Constitu­

tion in a §1983 action. If, for example, a police officer fails to provide 

a prisoner in custody with proper medical care, this may amount to cruel and 

tlllusual punishment, in violation of the Eighth Amendment. However, good 

faith has served as a successful defense in §1983 actions against the police. 

76 
Bergerson v. Forest ~ 233 Mass. 392, 124 N. E. 74 (1919).-

77W . h .' R . 
rlglt v .. K.O Plctures, 55 F. Supp. 639 (D. Mass. 1944). 
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~fussachusetts has recently p20sed a state statute similar to the fed­

eral statute.
78 

This statute provides a remedy for civil rights violations 

against private persons committed by persons acting under color of state 

law. To date, not enough cases have been brought ill1der tile statute to 

detennine how it will affect liability and indemnification. 

hI individual who claims to have been injured by a police officer may 

also sue the municipality as employer of the police officer. However, re­

covery against a municipality for the tortious conduct of its employees is 

difficult due to the doctrine of sovereign immuni~cy, which in many cases 

protects municipalities from being sued for acts of employees. In cer­

tain cases a person will not be able to recover from either the individual 

officer. or the municipality. 79 

However, Massachusetts has a statute that requires public employers 

to assume liability for damage caused by employees if the employee was act­

ing within the scope of his office of employment at the time the alleged 

damage occurred (see ~LG.L. c.258 §2). Thus, persons injured by acts of 

a public employee may recover payment on the judgment from either the mu­

nicipality or directly from the Commonwealth except when the employee was 

acting outside the scope of his or her employment in a grossly negligent, 

willful or malicious manner. 

78I~ \,,~. enacted in two part; M.G.!,. c.12 §§11H and 111 address civil 
11abll1ty; M.G.L. c.265 35, criminal liability. 

79See Appendix E, Final Report: Boston for a more detailed discussion .. 
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Exceptions to this indemnification statute include all intentional torts, 

non-negligent acts, and discretionary duties. This appears to include almost 

every pot1ential claim that an injured party might be able to bring against 

a police officer. This would effectively limit plaintiffs to bringing com­

mon law tort actions and suits under the federal civil rights statute against 

the officer, thereby limiting th-e compensation to that which the officer could 

afford. However, this may be changing. 80 In Owen v. City of. Ind~pendenc~ , . 

the United States Supreme Court limited the municipalityts ability to assert 

a qualifil;~d immunity when an individual sues the TIllmicipality for violations 

of Constitutional rights or federal law under section 1983. This decision 

indicates that a municipality will now be liable for injuries caused by an 

employee if the act of the employee may reasonably be construed to represent 

the government's "policy or custom, ,,,hether made by its lawmakers or by those 

whose edicts or acts may fairly be said to represent official policy.,,~l There 

fore, in order to avoid liability, municipalities should entmciate official 

policies and follow practices that neither encourage nor support the viola­

tion of Constitutional rights. 

The recent enactment of M.G.L. c.12 §§ l1H and 111 provides a vehicle 

fOT civil rights suits in the state courts based on the federal statute. If 

Massachusetts courts interpret this statute in a manner analogous to the 

80M. G. 1. c .258 § 9, which allows public employers to indemnify employees 
is intended to indemnify individual officers who have incurred personai 
liability. See Appendix E, Final Report: Boston. 

8 lOw C· - . f I d d . -. ., ~,t • en v. 1 ty 0 n .. epen .ence, Cl tlng 1" oneIl v; CJc ty of N. Y. Dept. of 
Social Services, 436 U.S. 658, 694 (1978). 
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Supreme Court's interpretation in Owen suits against a rramicipality 

for the actiom\ of its police officers . may become more prevalent. To 

avoid liability in such cases it is incumbent upon municipalities to enun-

eiate clearly their official policies. 

Because rramicipalities in Connecticut a1rea.dy asswne liabi1ty for the 

acts of their police officers, Owen will not change existing practice. 

However, in the few cases in 'which a rramicipali ty refuses to assurre 1ia-

bility, it may no longer be able to assert the defense of good faith of 

an employee for acts that violate an individual's Constitutional rights. 

Findings and Recommendations 

Several Boston police officers expressed concern over their liability 

as police officers, usually in reaction to pending lawsuits against fellow 

officers. Several officers mentioned concern over their personal liabi1i-

ty when they took a juvenile into custody but did not formally arrest the 

juvenile. We were told that some officers felt obligated to book the ju~ 

venile to protect themselves from liability. 

The Stamford police officers expressed concern over personal liabili­

ty when taking a juvenile into custody after Connnecticut's new Family 

lrith Service Needs Act (PWSN) is implemented. These are examples 'of ques­

tions police asked: what happens if services cannot be provided within the 

six-hour limit on holding a juvenile? Will the police be liable if they 

continue to hold the juvenile? Will they be liable if they release the ju­

venile to the street at the end of six hours and the juvenile is injured? 

Legal counsel was not available to officers of the Boston Police De-
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partment ~r Stamford Police Department to help them with problems they might 

encounter in the course of performing their duties. In recent years TIalch of 

the responsibility for providing legal assistance to Boston police officers 

fell to the assistant district attorneys, but in Charlestown and some other 

districts, the District Court was in session only one day a week. 

In Boston and Stamford a formal system should be established whereby 

police officers who encountered legal problems in discharging their duties 

as police officers could receive speedy advice. We suggested that the police 

departments be provided with ready access to legal counsel uventy-four hours 

a day. Opinions of the appropriate legal advisors82 should be lVritten and 

widely distributed throughout the departments and incorporated into train-

ing materials. These opinions should be used to keep officers informed of 

recent court decisons and subsequent changes' in criminal procedure. 

82In Boston there is a legal advisor to the Boston Police Department;. in 
Stamford, the city's legal counsel and court advocates in Superior Court: 
Juvenile MEtters filled this role. 

-151-



n ~ 1 

r'· ., , 

r r! 

1 

~ z d 

r i i 
)'-'f ..... 

W ~, r 
' .. 

[ ~ , 

H .... 

rr ~ 
[0 

,~ 

[i 0. 

r 

r !I 

t 

f ~ i i 

{ ! I 
,~ 

I ! 
U 
Ii 
r I 

Ii 
[J 

C-3. THE RETENTION OF RECORDS ON ~JVENI1BS. 

The national standards recognize that recordkeeping practices in the 

juvenile justice system require systematic reform to prevent violations of 

confidentiality and privacy, considerations that are particularly import­

ant when dealing with children and juveniles.83 All the standards advocate 

adopting legislation to govern the collection and retention of information 

pertaining to juveniles (see IJA/ABA,84 Jlwenile Records and Information 

Systems, Stnds. 11.1 and 11.2, Task Force Stnd. 28.1; and NAC Stnd. 1.5). 

The Task Force suggests that legislation and regulations be written lito 

provide for reasonable safeguards to protect against the misuse, rnisinter-

pretation, and improper dissemination of the information and for periodic 

evaluations of information collection and retention practices within the 

State to determine whether information is being collected, retained, and 

utilized properly. II (Stnd. 28.1) 

The standards recorrunend that the information collected by a juvenile 

justice agency, including a police department, mast be the minimum neces-

sary for an informed investigation and referral (see IJA/ABA Stnd. 19.1B: 

Corrunentary to Task Force Stnd. 28.1; and NAC Stnd. 1.52). The standards 

concern themselves with the competing interests involved here: the juveniles 

83The records that are retained by police departments on juveniles include 
records of complaints, contacts, arrests, investigations, and disposi­
tions (see IJA/ABA Stnds. 19.1 and 19.2; Stnds. 5.1 and 5.14; and NAC 
Stnd. 1. 52) • 

84All citations in this section to IJA/ABA Standards refer to Juvenile 
Records and Information Systems. 

Preceding page blank 
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privacy interest ( and .the dangers of misuse of the infonnation) versus 

~~e need to have adequate information for thorough investigation of cases 

and proper referral to cOIDmLmity service agencies. 

The proper maintenance of the records is also a central concern of the 

standards. Various methods are suggested to ensure the accuracy, relevancy, 

and necessity of any and all records kept by the police. For example, all 

the standards would allow juveniles or their parentshruardians to cha11ena e o 0 

a police department on the correctness of its records (see IJA/ABA Stnd. 

i2l.l; Task Force Commentary to Stnd. 28.1; and NAC Stnd. 1.52). The stan­

dards suggest that statutes and regulations be promulgated to ensure the 

accuracy and necessity of the records; they also propose that these prac­

tices be periodically evaluated to determine if they comply 'with the adopt­

ed regulations (see IJA/ABA Commentary to Stnd. 19.2; Task Force Commentary 

to Stnd. 28.1; and NAC Stnd. 1.51). 

Additional provisions reflect the standards' concern with the proper 

maintenance of information. The IJA/ABA Standards propose that each law 

enforcement agency designate one person to be responsible for the collec­

tion, retention, and dissemination of law enforcement records pertaini~g to 

" "I 85 ( Juvelll es. Stnd. 19.3) Two provisions of the NAC Standard require the 

completeness and accuracy of juvenile records (Stnds. 1. 54 and 1. 55) . 

85 As a,mechanism f~r conducting periodic evaluations of police record-
k~eplng, the IJA(ABAS~andards propose that a juveniles' privacy com-
TI11 ttee be. esta~llshed ln each state with the authority to examine and 
evaluate Juvemle records and information practices and to make recom­
mendations concerning privacy. This committee would also be able to 
conduct. investigations and initiate litigation against juvenile aaencies 
~d pollce.depa~tments whose information systems and practices ar~ not 
ln conformlty Wlth applicable state statutes and regulations (see Stnd. 
and CommentaIY; Task Force Stnd. 28.3; and NAC Stnd. 1.51). 
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The standards agree that juvenile records should be kept physically 

separate from adult records for n~o reasons: (1) to limit the risk of mis­

use; and (2) to assure complete confidentiality (see IJA/ABA Stnd. 19.4; 

Task Force Stnd. 5.14; and NAC Stnd. 1.52). 

~assachusetts law concerning the maintenance, access, and storage of 

juvenile records is sparse. There are only limited restrictions on records 

or information collected prior to a juvenile court proceeding. The Crim­

inal History Systems Board and 'the Security and Privacy Council protect 

the rights of adults by promulgating written regulations concerning access, 

maintenance, and storage of criminal history records and infonnation; these 

Uvo groups have statutory authority to conduct investigations consistent 

with their authority (see M.G.L. c.6 §§167-l70). The authority of these 

uvo grou~s is confined to regulations involving offender records and in­

formation, including.the most common police records (e.g., incident re­

ports, booking sheets, and arrest records) but not police intelligence in­

formation. No equivalent grou~ is authorized by statute to protect the 

rights of persons under seventeen y:ears of age. Al tliOL.gh many poi ice de­

partments apply the rules promulgated by the Criminal History Systems Board 

to juveniles as we11 as to adults, not a11 departments do this. 86 

Although the police in ~fussachusetts are not required by statute to 

seal or expunge records on juveniles, a recent case held that the juvenile 

court has jurisdiction to order sealing or expungement'of suCh records if 

36r f . , n ormatlon recelved.from the' Criminal History Systems Board. 
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little or no law enforcement purpose is served by their maintenance and dis­

semination,(see Police Commissioner of B?ston v, Municipal Court of Dorches­

ter District, 374 r.lass. 640 (1978)). Such expungement or sealing can be or­

dered only in "light of a reasoned view!! that carefully weighs the interest 

of law enforcement in maintaining the records against the interest of the 

juvenile in having the records sealed or destroyed. 

By statute juvenile court records are not public records (see M.G.L. 

c .119 § 60A). Massachusetts la,v does authorize the sealing of juvenile court 

records. Chapter 276, section 100B allows persons to petition the Commis­

sioner of Probation to seal their juvenile records if: 

at least three years have elapsed since the last court appear­

ance or the termination of corruni tment or supervision; and 

the person has not subsequently been found guilty of offenses 

other than minor motor vehicle violations, either in Hassachu-· 

setts or elsewhere in the United States., 

This general section applies to all juvenile court records. 

Once a juvenile record is sealed a juvenile may answer "no record" to 

questions concerning the existence of a juvenile record on an employment 

application; all applications requesting such information must state that 

anyone with a sealed juvenile record may so answer (see M.G.L. c,276 § lOOc). 

Records maintained by the Department of Youth Services are also regulated 

by statute. These records may not operate to disqualify a juvenile for sub­

sequent public employment. (M.G.L. c.276 §lOOB.) 

The effect of all the above statutes and case law is, that while juven­

ile court records may be adequately protected, records generated prior to 

court proceedings are typically not protected. Police recordkeeping for juveniles 
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is for the most part not regulated unless there are subsequent formal 

court proceedings. Unlike adults, juveniles have no Criminal History Sys­

tems Board or Privacy and Security Council to protect their interests or 

to advocate reform. 

In Connecticut, police, court and agency records are all subject to 

erasure when certain statutory conditions are met. In response to the 

juvenile's or parent's petition to the superior court to erase the records, 

the court must issue an erasure order if it finds that two years have 

passed since a juvenile adjudicated delinquent was subject to court-imposed 

supervision. In the language of the statute, the court shall order "all 

police and court records: pertaining to such child to be erased." The 

statute plainly refers to any recorded references, including arrest, com­

plaint, referrals, petitions, reports and orders. Copies of the erasure 

order are to be sent to all persons, agencies and institutions known to 

have qualifying information. A response of "no record" would be required 

to any person subsequently seeking disclosure, except that the fact of the 

erasure may be substantiated when, in the opinion of the court, it is in 

the best interest of the juvenile to do se~ 

The erasure of records of a juvenile who is dismissed as not delinquent 

is handled differently. Whereas the juvenile or parent must initiate the 

petition for erasure When the child has been found delinquent, the erasure 

order is to issue automatically when a juvenile has been dismissed as not 

delinquent. It should be noted, however, that the accompanying court rule 

would appear to qualify the statutory mandate by the addition of the phrase 

"if such child has no prior outstanding and unerased police record or court 
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record pertaining to a delinquent petition'" (see Rule Section 1062) .. 

TIlis condition makes erasure of the dismissed charge dependent on a clean 

record as well as on a finding of not delinquent. 

Findings and Recommendations 

Boston. The Boston Police Department (District 15) has no separate 

recordkeeping system for juveniles. The same forms were used to record 

information on both adults and jt..'Veniles who were arrested an.c~ against 'vllom a 

complaint was later filed. lfuile several special forms were used for ju­

veniles, these were integrated into the adult recordkeeping system, both 

in the District and at Central Headquarters, where copies of all forms were 

forwarded and stored.
87 

The demise of the Juvenile Aid Section, the Boston 

Police Department is centralized juvenile unit, put an end to the maintenance 

of a separate information ?ystem on juvep~les.88 

At the time of this project the forms that were maintained in. the Dis-

trict Station in which a juvenile might be identified included the folloH­

ing: 

FlO Reports. FlO reports Here filled out by officers to record 
suspicious and non-suspicious behavior of adults and juveniles. 
FlO reports were basically intelligence gathering devices~ One 
copy was forwarded to the Intelligence Division at Headquarters. 
We were told that no one other thnn law enforcement officials 
had access to these reports.89 

87 A few forms currently or formerly used are peculiar to the District. 

88 We ass~me that these old records have been retained. 

89. . da ' dk' th B t P I' D t Our only·recor.1ffien t10ns on recor -eep1ng to e os on 0 1ce epar-
ment concerned FlO's. See Section C-4. 
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--Incident Reports. Incident reports ~8re filled out for 
all reports that were not "miscled:" a 911 call, an 
internal police report (e.g., cruiser accident), and a 
follow-up report. Incident reports were filled out ev~n 
though an arrest booking sheet was filled out at the tIme 
of arrest. Copies of incident reports were retained by 
Headquarters, the District, detectives, the officer, and 
the victim. These reports were supposed to ~e re¥iewed. 
by the patrol supervisor and the duty supervIsor. 

--Arrest Booking Sheet. An arrest booking sheet was filled 
out by the booking officer (usually the desk serge~t) 
each time an arrest was made. This sheet, along W1th the 
incident report, was filed according to the central com­
plaint number. Copies of these sheets went to Central 
Records, the ID section, the prosecuting officer, the 
district, and detention (for adults). Disposition 
information was relayed by the arresting officer to the 
district clerk. 

--Juvenile Release Form. This form released a juvenile 
from the custody of the police to the care of any person, 
including parent, guardian, friend or minor, who was old 
enough to understand the responsibility to br~ng ~e 
arrested juvenile to court. One copy of the Juv6n1le 
release form was filled out by tne officer at the station 
and filed with the arrest booking sneet. 

--Protective Custody Form. These forms \vere filled out 
when a perso;n was in custody as a result of alcohol 
incapacitation. 

--Photos and Fingerprints. The police took tlie p~oto-, 
graph an<?- fingerprints of a juvenile ~nly \vhe~ a Juven1le 
was accused of a felony. We have no 1nformatlon on 
distribution of or access to these records. 

~scled" (Le., miscellaneous)incidents are incidents that come over 
the radio and require no police action. 

91 Since March 1 1979 a revised incident report, incorporating solvl1·· 
bi1i ty factor~, had) been used. The form was des,i~ed 'to force a decision 
on the need for further investigation. The dec1s10n \vas now to be made 
by the duty supervisor rather than the detective supervisor ~ '~ho \vas 
previously responsible for eva~~ting th~ repo-:t and detel1Il1nmg whet~er 
to assign a detective. In addlt10n to the cop1es for H~adquarters, d~s~ 
trict detectives and the officer, the new form had a f1fth copy Gnodlf1ed) 
to go' to the victim. The new form included a categ.ory to indicate. , 
whether juveniles were involved. District 15 perso:r:ne~ suggested that m 
fact it was infrequently filled out.,. When the old ~cId:nt r~port form 
was developed, the Juvenile Aid SectIon (JAS) was s~111.m ~x1s~ence and 
reports involving juveniles were forwarded to JAS Vla the d1strlct 
juvenile officer. 
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In addition to these "official" records, one other fonn was used in 

District 15, but only sporadically: 

--Social Work Referral. These cards were developed by a 
social 'vork graduate student in 1978 to facilitate police 
referrals. Officers were to fill them out ,vhen they 
encountered problems with adolescents or families, before 
or after arrest. Completed cards were to be forwarded to 
a local social service center. These cards were not gen­
erally distributed to officers in District 15 but only 
to officers who had shown an interest in participating. 
They were seldom used during the project period. 

Non-police records maintained in the Charlestown District Court included: 

--Clerk of court's official records. These records included 
the docket number of a case, the complaint, the attorney's 
name, etc. Complaints and summonses were confidential. 

--Probation Department's Confidential Records. These 
records contained the prior criminal records of juve­
niles, social case histories, and materials collected 
during probation supervision. These records were 
more extensive than those of the court. However, we 
were also told that personal infonnation on a juvenile 
was readily accessible because lruvyers in Charlestown 
compared notes about past records, because someone 
would know the family involved, and because it was 
possible to ask the probation officer for information. 
Furthermore working relations between the police and 
lawyers in Charlestown were such that information on 
family histories was openly shared. 

Stamford. In Stamford, most juvenile records were housed in the Youth 

Bureau and thus were kept separate from adult records. The se included: 

--Youth Bureau reports; 

--patrol serial reports and Detectiv~ Bure::u r~ports fonvarded 
to the Youth Bureau for follow-up mvestJ.gatJ.on; 

--Youth Bureau reports and an index file of juveniles contacted 
during an investigation; 

--:court referral and fu""1 index ERTd file of all juveniles referred 
to the Court; 

--missing person reports (for juveniles); and 

--suspected abuse and neglect reports by Youth Bureau personnel. 
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Some records on juveniles were not retained by the Youth Bureau: 

--patrol serial reports mentioning juveniles that were not 
referred to the Youth Bureau; and 

--detective reports of juveniles involved in more serious 
offenses when an adult may also have been involved (e.g., 
abuse and neglect, rape), or when the case was serious 
enough (e. g ., murder) for the Detective Bureau to assume 
the primary investigative role. 

The following records were generated for each incident investigated 

by the Youth Bureau: 

The Blotter. The Youth Bureau blotter was an 8!z" by 11" three-ring 

binder containing a typed record of all incidents that generated a Youth 

Bureau Case Report. In effect, it functioned as a short summary of each 

case. Each entry in the blotter included 1) blotter entry number; 2) date 

of entry; 3) complainant(s);92 4) type of complaint; 5) the name(s), age(s), 

addressees) of juvenile(s) reportedly involved; and 6) the Youth Bureau 

case report number. A color-coded check mark (~) appeared next to the 

entry to indicate whether the juvenile involved was subsequently given 

a warning, referred to Superior Court: Juvenile Matters, or transferred to 

the detention facility in Bridgeport. The blotter contained all entries 

92 The WIth ~ "d . l' . . re . ere severa ways at:. an mcl. ent l.nvo vmg Juvemles came to the 
attentl.on of the Youth Bureau and consequently generated a Youth Bureau 
report: 1) through patrol officers' serial reports that were referred 
for follow-up investigation; 2) by a detective report_referred when a 
suspect \Vas found to be less than 16 years old; 3) directly from the 
pol~ce dispat~her a~ tll~ time the incident was reported ~ when the patrol 
offl.cer upon l.nvestl.gatl.on requested that a Youth Bureau officer be called 
to the scene because a juvenile is involved; 4)through a direct call for 
s~rvice to the ~outh Bureau either by phone or walk-in; and 53 through 
dl.rect o?servatl.o~ of an incident (on-view). These 'vere categorized by 
the Youth Burea~ ~nto the following sources of complaints: 1) factories 
and stores; 2)cl.tl.zens; 3) parents and relatives; 4) parents requestina 
assistance; 5) pOlice infonnation; and 6) Sdl00ls and agencies. - c, 
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for the current year; at the start of a new year a new blotter was begun. 

At tl1e bottom of each blotter page was an updated summary of the number of 

1) referrals made to court; 2) warnings given; 3) juveniles detained; 4) 

parents interviewed; and 5) meetings attended by Youth Bureau personnel. 

This information formed the basis of monthly and yearly statistical reports 

of the Youth Bureau. 

Youth Bureau Case Reports. If an incident entered in the blotter 

required an investigation, the Youth Bureau Connnander assigned it to an 

officer. The case report detailed the investigation and disposition by the 

investigating officer. Each report contained information about the offense 

(time, date, complaint, and type of problem), the suspect (age, sex, race, 

and address), and the circumstances of the offense. Youth Bureau reports 

were filed ?umerically (by case number) upon con~letion of the investiga­

tion and approval of the commanding officer. 

Referrals to the Superior Court:Juvenile Matters. If the investigating 

officer determined that the juvenile(s) involved in a case should be refer­

red to the Superior Court:Juvenile Matters, a standard Police Referral Form 

(provided. -by the State of Comlecticut) was filled out for each juvenile 

suspect. The referral form summarized offense and offender information 

included in the Youth Bureau Case Report and also included a summary state­

ment by the c.~ild and a summary statement of the investigation. Sometimes· 

the officer attached the Case Report to the referral form. A copy of the 

referral was retained by the Youth Bureau and kept in the juvenile ts referral 

fOlder, which was kept in all alphabetical file separate from the Case Reports. 
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Contact and Referral Index Cards. Upon completion of an investigation 

the names of all juveniles who were contacted (suspects and witnesses) were 

logged on 5 x 8 index cards, which were filed alphabetically. The entry 

included the juvenile's name, address, phone number and blotter entry 

number for the case. 

If a juvenile was referred to the Court, a 3 x 5 color-coded index 

card was made out and filed alphabetically. Information on this card in-

cluded the name, address, date of birth, and sex of the referred juvenile 

and the date of the referral to the Court. A white card was used for 

Caucasians and a yellow card for non-whites. 

At the time of this study one Youth Bureau officer was responsible 

for maintaining all records; he also carried out investigations. His 

recordkeeping duties included 

--maintaining the blotter (i.e., typing in entries and keeping 
statistics); 

--filing of all reports, referrals, and index cards; 

--complying with. all Court erasure orders; and 

--generating monthly and yearly statistical data for 
Departmental reports. 

This dual role, compounded by the lack of secretarial help, contributed 

to a huge backlog of Court erasure orders, and to difficulties in maintaining 

accurate blotter entries and filing reports correctly. 

Access to information that included a juvenile's name was restricted 

solely to Youth Bureau personnel for use in their investigations and, 1vhen 

necessary, in referrals to the Superior Court: Juvenile Matters. 

We recommended that one person be responsible for maintaining Youth 

Bureau records tmder the supervision of the Yout.li Bureau Commander. This 
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person should not be a sworn police officer. Sworn officers in the Youth 

Bureau should be available to do the investigative work for which they 

were trained. The task of maintaining the records and assisting officers 

in ~yping and filing reports should be assumed by a civilian clerk super­

vised by a sworn officer. 

Certai~ steps needed to be taken to prevent identifiable records 

of juveniles being filed with adult records: 

a. If practically possible, all patrol serials that mention a juve-

nile by ~ should be kept with Youth Bureau records, regardless of 

whether a follow-up investigation is requested or desirable. In addition 

to meeting recordkeeping requirements, this would inform Youth Bureau of­

£icers of the activities of juveniles encountered by patrol officers. TIlese 

serials should not be filed with adult records. 1'.[e recognized that some 
--I 

record of the patrol serial must be retained for administrative purposes 

(Le., "keeping track" of all serial reports), and suggested that a s:imple 

form stating that the serial report (giving its number) had been fonvarded 

to the Youth Bureau should be filed by the records division. 

b. The names of juvenile sUSFects appearing in patrol officers '. 

serial reports should not be entered into t~e Department '·s Soundex System. 

c. A ~ of all Detective Bureau investigative reports that involve 

an adult and juvenile should be kept in the Youth Bureau. 

Finally, we recorrnnended that the Stamford Police Department. should 

consider permanently sealing all juvenile records more than five years 

old that were then in its possession. 

-164-

I : L 

I 
L 

r 

r 
L 
rl 

I 
I 

I 7 ... , ,. 

r' 
I

~· ~ 

E 

[, 

1 

l: 

[. 

L 
r 

----~---~~-~---~-- -

Arlington and Belmont. When a call for service was received by the 

operator/dispatcher, an incident card was generated for that call if a car 

was dispatched. Reflecting the service oriented policing style of the 

two communities, a car was dispatched for·all calls regardless of the 

seriousness of the complaint. 93 The incident card W.,1.,., 1rtime-punched" at 

the time of dispatch, at the time of the car's reported arrival, and when 

the call was "cleared" (Le., the car was available for the next call). 

The card was then forwarded to the desk of the shift corrnnander, usually a 

lieutenant. 

In Arlington, the desk lieutenant decided lvhether to enter the call 

.in ~~e major incident blotter or the minor incident b~otter. The'repor­

ting officer filed an incident report for all serious incidents. 

Maj or incidents included stolen cars, recovered cars, arrests (felony 

or misdemeanor), and events that may have "political repercussions." Minor 

incidents were service calls or disturbances. 

Belmont police generated a hand-written daily log from incident cards 

Ocept by the shift corrnnander) ',that recorded the time of the call, the responding 

unit, incident code, location, action code and whether an incident report 

or arrest report was generated by the call. At the end of the shift, this 

information was typed onto a daily log. 

Each jurisdiction used the same (~dentical) form for incident and 

arrest reports. 'The difference between an Arlington arrest report and 

93rn.BI?s!on, two separate units, connected by computer, were used: one 
(clv~llan operators) to receive calls and the o~~er (police officers) 
to dispatch patrol cars. The operator/dispatciler function in th~~e 
towns was perfo~ed by. the same per~on. Belmontts operator/dispatcher 
w~.a.sworn pollce offlcer; the Arllncrton operator/dispatcher was a 
C1Vlllan. 0 • 
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incident report was the numbering 
d r' incident in the right han corne . 

Supplementary reports 
numbers had a different sequence than arrest numbers. 

de t' or juvenile investigations by tec 1ve 
officers) 

(including follow-UP 
original arrest or incident report number. 

retained the as the inci-
t · d the same record number 

Belmont incident reports re a1ne . 
f the arrest 

S~~ce this report also doubled as an arrest orm, 
dent card. ..L.U -

of the original incident card. Officers 
number was the same as the number 

an incident report or arrest report in 
indicated whether this report was 

ft..rrest numbers had 
.. . dent box in the right hand corner. 

the arrest or 1nCl • 

the prefix "a" preceeding them. 

he used a report supplement that 

If the officer needed additional space, 

retained the same report number. 

card was 1'lTitten for each individual 
In each jurisdiction, an arrest 

']1 Cards for juveniles were not kept 
arr~sted; it was filed alphabet1ca. y. .:. th 

The card contained basic informatlon on e 
separate from adult cards. 

arrestee (D.O.B. , 
. ) s well as date of arrest, arresting 

occupat10n, sex a " 

officer, offense, 
court date, court (juvenile or adult) and court d1spo-

enabled an officer to locate the case 

officers ?~d detectives wrote on the 
si tion. The card's arrest number 

file containing all reports patrol 

Arlington arrest cards case. 

" h ain records room. and files were kept ill tern 

k t" the Detective 
In Belmont, the arrest cards 'were ep ill 

BureaU with the 

d · the main records room. ase files store ln . " 
c b of alcohol incapacltat10n, . t custody ecause If a person was taken ln 0 

was written as required by M,G.L. c. 119. 
a protective custody report h _ ing binder 

Booking sheets and Protective 
custody forms were kept on a tree I' 

at the front desk. 
No arrest report was filed. 

d in the blotter. custody incidents were entere 
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The policy of both jurisdictions was to fingerprint and photograph 

persons arrested and charged with committing a felony. l~e are not certain 

that all juveniles who were arrested for felonies were fingerprinted or 

photographed. Also, as part of an inVestigation a juvenile might be finger­

printed when the police had a print with which to match it. In each juris­

diction there were two types of photographs:' the fonnal (black and white 

with the police board) and informal (polaroid color close-up). Formal 

pictures would be employed only when the picture was forwarded outside the 

d tm t d .c "t"d "f" . 94 Th d t' I epar en or use ior an eyew1 ness 1 ent1 1cat10n. e e ectlves a so 

kept copies of the high school yearbooks. 

Juvenile officers filled out a yellow contact card on each juvenile 

arrested. This provided basic infonnation on the child and parents as well 

as the name of the arresting officer, the juvenile officer, the offense and 

court disposition. The C.I.D. kept track of the disposition of all their 

cases. When the juvenile was arrested and was released to his or her 

parents, the parent was required to sign a release fonn that made the 

parent responsible for the child's appearance in court. A record of the 

time in detention was kept on the arrest booking sheet. 

If the child's case did not go to court (~.e., stationhouse adjustment), 

the parents were still required to sign the form. The officer amended the 

form to read "at a later date" where a date for court appearance would 

94Arlington's practice was' to cut off the information from the bottom of 
the police board picture when used for identifica'tion purposes ~ The 
board identified the department by name and had th.e date in "scrambled 
code" that looked like a social security' nUr.l .. T:i,er. Also, the practice of 
sending fingerprints to the FBI was optional. Forwarding a photo/finger­
print to the Massachusetts Department of Public Safety' was only required 
by law for narcotics case$. 
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95, . h b k' h t Th normally be \vritten. ThlS 'was, also wrltten on t e 00 lng see,.. e 

police made an arrest hut did not seek a complaint in court·; there was no 

intention to pursue the case at a later date. As one juvenile officer 

observed, an arrest and release to parents without court appearance was 

technically illegal, but that "everyone does it and everyone, including 

the courts, mows about it." 

When the juvenile inspector followed up a patrol report, he used a 

report supplement form. This form retained the original incident card 

and report number (which were the same). When a supplementary report was 

\vritten, the original was forwarded to the records room, while the copy 

was destroyed. However, the juvenile officers retained copies of their 

own reports. 

When a juvenile inspector received a Qlrect call for service (i.e., 

not through the dispatcher),he would request an incident card number from 

the dispatcher and then inform the dispatcher of the disposition. How-

ever, a juvenile inspector was not required to do this for every call he 

received. 

Juvenile officers also filled out a contact card for juvenile suspects 

in an investigation. Contact cards were filed alphabetically, by the 

juvenile's name and by offense. A new set of cards was be-gtm each year. 

The generation and follow-up of reports by Belmont juvenile officers 

was essentially the same as in Arlington. However, the department was 

not oriented to writing incident reports on the minor incidents that 

comprised the bulk of police work in Belmont and that most often involved 

95See Section B-7, The Least Restrictive Alternative. 
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juveniles. Belmont required reports for all arrests, Part I crimes and 

some Part II crimes. The remaining incidents were 'Fblottered." In the 

absence of written incident reports, the juvenile officers relied on other 

written sources of information, e.g., dispatcher's incident cards and FIO's 

to follow up an incident. 96 

Juvenile officers in both jurisdictions used the records generated 

by the department for the tally of monthly statistics. In Arlington, the 

contact cards of the day and night juvenile officers were combined to cal­

culate the total number of juvenile cases. In Belmont, the monthly case­

load was calculated by combining dispatcher's incident cards, incident/ 

arrest reports and FIO's. Each dispatcher incident card involving a 

juvenile was kept separate for the month by records room personnel. After 

the number of police contacts was counted, they were filed with the rest of 

the dispatdler incident cards. Then, all FIO's and incident/arrest reports 

were added to this total. However, the three sources were considered alike 

and the involvement of the juvenile officer was never indicated.97 

We recommended to both communities that the police use a contact card 

that allowed for multiple entries. The current system of duplicating a 

card for each contact and storing the cards by year gave no indication of 

a juvenile's history of contacts without searching each year. A blotter to 

record all cases referred to the juvenile officers should also be adopted .. 

96See Section C-4, FIO's. 

97This almost bestowed on the incident card the status of a record. The 
juvenile officer told ,us that occasionally patrol officers' would rip up . 
a card if he ''happens to knOl'l'the situation and will handle it personally." 
He was careful to say that it is not a widespread practice. 

-169-



Entries in the blotter should include all cases referred to the juvenile 

officers regardless of their disposition within the Division. This would 

allow for a quick tabulation of monthly statistics. 

Discussion 

The records in the Massachusetts police departments appeared to be 

properly maintained but they were not organized in such a way that they 

were in accord with national standards. Specifically, the departments 

did not have central juvenile units that stored and maintained current 

juvenile records. Instead, juvenile records ~~ere integrated into the adult 

recordkeeping system. Boston's recordkeeping system would have to be 

massively reorganized to be in accord with national standards.98 However, 

separating all juvenile arrest records from adult records did not seem 

practical and offer?d no assurance that these records would be more confi­

dential. Even if juvenile arrest records were sorted from adult arrest 

records, the risk of misuse would still be high because of the storing of 

duplicate records in the districts and at Headquarters. 

One major problem is defining a record. Stamford, for example, con­

sidered the "referral" to court to be the juvenile's "official If, record. 

Other sources of written information describing a juvenile's involvement 

were not considered part of the record per se. Focusing on the juvenile's 

record of arrest neglects other sources of information generated by a 

police department that record a juvenile's alleged involvement in an 

98Centralized juvenile units do facilitate the separate storage of juve­
nile records. This was the case in Stamford and apparently in Boston 
during the operation of the Juvenile Aid Section (JAS). 
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offense. In Arlington and Belmont there were many ways for the police to 

. . t d f th ··d t 99 ga1n access to a wr1t en recor 0 e same 1nC1 en • 

In the Massachusetts jurisdictions, the careful storing of records 

could not overcome the problem of criminal justice personnel sharing personal 

knowledge of individual juveniles. The small size of the communities, and the 

long tenure of the police, court and probation personnel 

made the control of confidential information very difficult. Records may 

have been physically secure and the public may have been denied access to 

them as the standards require, bu:t the infonnation the records contained 

1 . kn I d 100 was not a ways pr1vate ow e ge. 

99This is of critical importance in the matter of expunging re.cords. See 
Final Report: ~tamford, pp. 122-1.34. 

lOOThe Arlington and Belmont police practiee of recording the court's dispo~ 
sition of the cases added to the problem. (In addition, tile information 
was not always accurately recorded and misrepresented the courtts decision 
to the disadvantage of the juvenile. 1 In Charlestown, police and court 
personnel were acquainted with each other as connnuni ty residents. 
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C-4. FIELD INTERRCXlATION AND OBSERVATION REPORTS 

The Boston Police Department and the Belmont Police Department 

use an investigative tool known as a Field Interrogation and/or 

Observation Report (FlO Report) to gather information on criminal 

activity and non-criminal activity. A major concern of the national 

standards is the damage j~roper maintenance and dissemination of 

such records can cause a juvenile. The following discussion 

focuses on the national standards t recommendations to regulate 

the maintenance and dissemination of investigative reports. These 

recommendations are included in the general standards concerning 

1· d1. 1 11 ' 1· ds··l 101 po ~ce recor <eep~ng; some app y to a po ~ce recor on Juve~ es, 

while others are specific to investigative'Tecords only (see IJA/ABAl02 

Juvenile Records and Information Records S~Ld. 19.1; Task Force Stnd. 

5.14; and NAC Stnds. 1.52 and 1.531). 

The national standards propose three major changes in police 

recordkeeping practices: 1) developing practices that will assure 

tile maintenance of only accurate,relevant, and necessary records, 

2) limiting access to these records, and 3) systematizing existing 

methods of sealing and expunging records. 

A number of practices have been proposed to ensure that all 

records kept by the police, including investigative reportS', are 

accurate, relevant and necessary. These practices include: 

lOlp 1· 1 k ds t1. .. , d· o ~ce genera Iy eep recor on Ie ~nvest~gat~on, arrest, etent~on 

and intra-departmental disposition of juvenile cases. 
102 . 

All c~tations to the IJNABA Standards in this section refer to the 
Juvenile Records and Information Systems, volume. 
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1) the promulgation of statutes and regulations governing 
the collection and ma.intenance of records, including 
periodic review of the records for accuracy and necessity 
(see IJA/ABA Commentary to Stnd. 19.2; Task Force 
Commentary to Stnd. 28.1; and NAC Stnd. 1.51); 

2) the establishment of Juvenile Privacy Committees to 

3) 

4) 

examine and evaluate juvenile recordkeeping practices 
and to enforce applicable state statutes and regulations 
(see IJA/ABA Stnd. 19.8 and Commentary to Stnd. 2.1; 
Task Force Commentary to Stnd. 28.3; NAC Stnd. 1.51); 
opportunities for an individual, presumably the parent/guardian 
or lawyer of a juvenile, to challenge the accuracy of these 
records (see IJA/ABA Stnd. 21.1; Commentary to Stnd. 28.1; 
NAC Stnd. 1.52); 

physical separation of juvenile records from adult records, 
to prevent misuse and to assure confidentiality (see IJA/ABA 
SOld. 19.4; Task Force Stnd. 5.14; NAC Stnd. 1.52); and 

designation of one police officer as sole caretaker of 
police juvenile records (see IJA/ABA Stnd. 19.3). 

The second major change proposed by the standards would restrict 

access to juvenile records. However, the standards vary significantly 

as to which individuals and agencies should be allowed access to 

police investigative information. The I.JA/PlBA Standards would allow 

a juvenile or his or her representative to inspect any record that 

includes inform£tion pertaining to a case in which the juvenile 

103 . 1 d . ~ . t 1 t' t has been arrested, or that lnc u es IDIormatlon no re a lng 0 a 

pending investigation (see IJA/ABA StTId. 20.2 and Commentary). These 

Standards would allow certain third parties to have access to police 

investigative reports (see IJNABA Stnd. 
lOLl 

20.3J '; law enforcement 

103We assume that the IJA/ A;~ I S use of the word "arrest" in this context 
specifies cases in which a complaint has b.een issued. 

lO~e Conrnentary to IJA/ ABlA Standard 20.2 is lIDc1ear. Read in conjilllction 
with Standard 20.3, it seeIfl..5 to suggest that juveniles would not be 
allowed access to certain investigative material that is accessible 
to couLt personnel and other law enforcement agencies. We assume, 
however, that. this was a drafting error. A juvenile or his or her 
representative should have access to any investigative records to which 
court personnel have access. 
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officers of any jurisdiction for law enforcement purposes; probation 

officers, judges, or prosecutors for purposes of executing the 

responsibilities of their positions; the state correctional agency 

if the juvenile is currently committed to the agency; a person "to 

whom it is necessary to disclose information for the lLliited purpose 

of investigating a crime, apprehending a juvenile, or determining 

whether to detain a juvenile;" and a person using such information 

for purposes of research (see Stnd. 20.3). 

The NAC Standards put stricter limitations on access to police 

investigative information. Access would be limited to law e:nforcement 

officers wi thin the agency when essential to achieve a law enforcement 

purpose and to officers in other agencies to confirm information in 

the files of the other agency or to assist in an on-going investigation 

(see Stnd. 1.531). The Task Force Standards would allow only the 

court hearing a juvenile case and the "appropriate parties to the 

proceeding" to inspect police files (see Stnd. 5.14). These parties 

would prbbably include the judge, the probation officer, the juvenile, 

and his or her representative. This standard requires a criminal 

justice or private agency to obtain a court order allowing access 

to police. records .10~Ihe news media, business and industry personnel 

officers, private investigat01~s, insurance agents, and curious persons 

would therefore not be a1lowec~ to inspect pOlice investigative reports. 

lOS 
Criminal justice agencies able to justify the inspection of these 
records on a need-to-know basis would be granted a court order 
permitting inspection. 
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The third major change proposed by the standards that would affect 

the use and distribution of investigative reports is the practice of 

sealing or expunging juvenile police records. The IJA/ ABA and NAC 

Standard support laws that provide for the expungement of juvenile 

records. TIle Task Force Standards advocate the sealing, rather than 
106 

the destruction, of the records. 

When a police department is notified by the court that a j l.wenile ' s 

record has been destroyed, or if a juvenile is arrested or detained 

but has not been referred to a court, the IJA/ABA Standards would 

require the police to destroy: 

all information pertaining to ~e matter.in all 
records and files, except that lf the c~lef law 
enforcement officer of the agency, or hlS or her 
designee, certifies in writing t~at ~ertai~ . 
information is needed for a pendlng lnvestl¥atlon . 
involving the commission.of a fe~ony,.that lllformatlon, 
and information identifYlng the Juvenlle, m~y be. . 
retained in an, intelligence file until the l~vestlgatlon 
is terminated or for one additional year, whlchever 
is sooner (see IJA/ABA Stnd. 22.1). 

It is unclear Imether the Task Force and NAC Standards require the 

police to destroy L~vestigative records (see Task Force Stnd. 28.1 

and NAC Stnd. 1.56). 

Findings and Recommendations 

The Boston Police and the Belmont Police use Field Interrogation 

and Observation Reports (FlO's) to gather intelligence information on 

adults and juveniles. The Belmont Police Department first used FIO 

106For fur'ther details as to when and under what circumstances the standadart~s 
' f"1 ds e Roconnnen lon suggest the sealing or expungement 0 J uvenl e reeor ,se ~ 

C-l, Final Report:Boston. 
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cards in the 1970 and adapted them from the Boston Police Department. 

The cards were used to tally monthly statistics on police contacts 

with juveniles and were the basis for sending letters of warning 

to parents about the behavior of their children. (See Section B~7 
for a discussion of letters of warning.) 

FlO forms recorded the name, birth date, and address of the observed 

juvenile or adult, the time and place of the observation, the reasons 

for the observation or in.terrogation, and the names and addresses 

of the observed person's companions. The Belmont FlO's indicated 

what furLher action (contacting a juvenile officer, sending a letter 

of warning) would be appropriate for the officer to whom the FlO 

was referred. 

The Belmont and Boston Police Departments used FlO's diffently. In 

the absence of guidelines, Boston police could and di~ record any activity 

of any person. This information was then used to identify suspects .107 

Many police officers 'in Charlestown believed -that ali. FlO should be T/lTitten 

out for each stop or arrest. Because the policed did not have ready 

access to central arrest ,information, FlO's were used as a duplicate 

arrest record in the Charlestown district. 108FIO's were also filled 

out after a stationhouse warning, even if the juvenile was not booked 

or charged with a crime. 

lO~FIO' s have also been used in other contexts. During the sumner of 1979 
whe~ gang-related problems reached unusually high levels the Boston ' 
Pol~ce ~partment used "fi~ld sighting reports" to info~ parents that 
thelr chlld had been seen ln a group, even if the juvenile was not causina 
~y t~ouble. !he.police took down the names, ages, and addresses of such° 
Juven~les.. TIus information was fed into a computer, and when the name 
of a Juvenlle showed up more than once on the Computer, a letter was sent 
to the parents to alert ~em that their child was part of a neighborhood 
gang. Boston Herald Amerlcan, undated article. 

108 
TIle arrest booking. sheet was filed lvith the Incident Report according to 
the central cornplalnt ntmlber of the incident for lmich the arrest was made. 
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In Belmont, officers reported infractions of the law or suspicious 

activity even if officers took no action. (It is important to stress that 

the types of infractions reported were not major crimes, i.e. felonies.) 

Considerable non-arrest information was collected on juveniles in situations 

in lvhich it was clear an arrest could have been made (e.g., riding an 

unlicensed/unregistered mini bike). In some instances, the in£<1Jrmation 

written on FlO's did not record a legal violation or a suspected violation 

(e.g. gathering on corners). In addition, police FlO's recorded 

information regarding pUnishment for school infractions (e,g., suspensions 

for marijuana). The quality of the intelligence data contained in 

some FlO's was questionable; in others a report might have been a better 

form of corrnnunication. 

Belmont FIO's, in contrast to those lvritten in Boston, substituted 

for other kinds of reports (i. e., incident reports) that could have been 

written. Officers were not pressured to lvrite lengthy reports and 

instead filed FlO's which, in this department, were not strictly an 

intelligence gathering device. Unlike incident reports or police logs 

they were not open to public scrutiny.l09In any event, the cryptic 

descriptions of events involving juveniles made them indecipherable to all 

but the officer who lVTote the FlO. 

In District 15 and Belmont FlO's on juveniles were filed alphabetically, 

were not kept separate from adult FlO's, and were available to any police 

officer. District 15 officers sent copies of all FlO's to Headquarters. 

109 
An amendment to Chapter 21 of the Massachusetts General Laws, passed 
March 25, 1980, made police logs available to the public. M.G.L. c.41 §98F. 
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There was no procedure for the destruction of FlO's in Charlestown. 

Many FlO's in Charlestown had never been counted or analyzed. lIn 

the districts, the ranking officer usually reviewed all FlO's filed.) 

Some officers in Boston suggested that FlO's were sometimes used to 

evaluate the performance of officers and that there were informal quotas 

to encourage the use of FlO's. 

The juvenile officer of the Belmont Police kept a duplicate copy of 

all FlO's on juveniles. He systematically purged his own files but the 

Department had no poliCies on the destruction or retention of these 

records. In Belmont most FlO's on juveniles were written for minor 

criminal misconduct, i. e., alcohol related offenses. FIO t s were written 

mostly on young people (males) between the ages of 14 and 16 although 

FlO's were written on children as young as eight. Field interrogation 

reports did not duplicate arrest reports in Belmont as they did 

in Boston. 

The standards recognize that investigati~e reports such as FlO's 

are legitimate and necessary tools for the investigation of crime. ~lr 

recorrnnendations concerning FlO reports were intended to help the Boston 

Police Departments conform with the national standards t recorrnnendations on 

recordkeeping by police departments. The police should formulate 

guidelines to inform officers which kinds of activities may be documented 

by FlO reports. These were the most important recommendations we made 

to the Belmont and Boston Police.
lIO 

l10Th B 1m l' . e e ont po lce were glven a copy of our earlier report to the Boston 
police and were aware of our position on FlO's. There was no need to 
repeat verbatim the recommendations we made to the Boston Police Department. 
Belmont could not curtail its use of FlO's unless officers wrote other 
kinds of reports. 
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We believe that the type and scope of information collected in FIO 

reports should be defined more precisely. FIO reports should be used only 

to investigate crimes. Under no circumstances should FIOts be used. to 

monitor truancy, runaway, stubborn, or incorrigible behavior, or ot..1.er 

such "status" offenses. OVe recommended to the Belmont Police that 

information regarding school discipline should not be recorded other 

than to note that the juvenile has been turned over to school officials for 

disciplinary purposes.) 1Ve suggested the following procedure for FIO 

reports: 111 

An FIO report that identifies a person by name 
should be recorded only if the conduct observed 
reasonably suggests that criminal conduct has . 
taken place, is taking place, or may take place. 

The practice of using investigative reports such as FIO's for stops, 

arrests and stationhouse warnings of juveniles is permissible under 

this definition of investigative information. Filling out an FlO on a 

juvenile when the officer cannot reasonably anticipate the occurence of 

any possible crime from the observed activity would not be permissible 

mder this definition. For example, a well-known juvenile troublemaker 

carmot be cited in an FIO for walking to and from school. However, if he 

is seen in front of an abandoned building that has been repeatedly 

vandalized, filling out an FIO would be appropriate. 

lll fhis definition is a modification of the NAC definition of investigative 
reports:" •.. identifiable information compiled in an.eff~rt to anticipate, 
prevent or monitor possible acts of delinquency or 1ll the course of the 
investigation of specific acts of delinquency," (Stnd. 1. 531) • 
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Juvenile FIO' s should be kept separate from adult FIO' s in order to 

assure the confidentiality of these records. (This applies only to 

Boston.) FIO's should be filed by the date of the report, and not by 

the names of the juveniles observed. Filing FIOts by the date of the 

observation should help officers identify all suspects who were in 

a particular area on the day a crime to/as cOImIlitted. Upon learning that 

a crime has been committed, officers can simply inspect all FIO's 

filed on the day of the crime to retrieve the names of all juveniles 

observ~d on that day. FIO's filed alphabetically by the name of the 

juvenile are only as effe¢tive as the officer's memory for names. 

Should a name be forgotten or incorrectly remembered, a guilty juvenile 

could easily escape detection while a juvenile innocent of the crime 

could be mistakenly associated with it.n2 

FIO reports should not be kept indefinitely. We suggested that 

each FIO be destroyed within three months of the date of the observation. 

However, if an on-going investigation has focused on a specific person 

or series of crimes, FIO's on that person and/or associates known to w~e 

police may be kept mtil the investigation is completed. We suggested 

destruction of FIO's no later than three months after the date of tile 

observation because 

a) after three months have passed such. investigative information 

becomes stale and loses its value to the police; and 

b) the· utility FIO reports might have after three months is 

ouu'leighed by the juveniles's privacy interest in these 

112!1'1assachusetts lmv does not require the ci.dul t and juvenile FIO' s be 
kept seperate. 
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potentially prejudicial records, unless he or she is a suspect 

in a current investigation. 

The standards do not require the destruction of investigative reports, 

but we believe that the use of such investigative records as FlO reports 

was not carefully considered by the standards. TIle standards do suggest 

that juveniles (and their parents) be informed of all records kept on 

. their activities, that opportunities be provided for challenging the 

accuracy of these records, and that the llecessity of maintaining any 

record be periodically reviewed (see Introduction). Instead of proposing 

adoption of all these cumbersome methods of assuring the accuracy and 

necessity of FlO's we believe that the recommendation to destroy FIOts 

after three months would ensure conformity with the standards' philosophy 

that ju~eniles should be protected from the consequences of having a 

police record. 

FlO's should not be used to evaluate the perfolmance of police 

officers. An officer should not be required to meet a quota of FlO's. 

The use of FlO's by a police department to evaluate the performance of 

individual police officers might compel officers to fill out FlO's om 

, , , h' h h ' t'f' d 113 SltuatlOns ln w lC t ey were not Jus 1 le . 

113 'd" f h ciat' F' I R t For more extenslve lSCUSSlon 0 t ese recommen n lons see lna epor: 
Boston, pp.128-137. 
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D. ROLE OF OTHER AGENCIES 

D-1. THE PRETRIAL REVIEAJ" PROCESS AND PRETRIAL DIVERSION 

The standards all reconnnend that referral to the formal juvenile justice 

system be made only when certain criteria have oeen met (see e.g., IJA/ABA 

Stnd. 2.3). Basically, they would have only serious delinquent offenses 

referred to juvenile intake (see Task Force Stnd. 5.10 and NAC Stnd. 2.221). 

The IJA/ABA Standards require that a complaint filed against a juve­

nile should be reviewed by a prosecutor for legal sufficiency. Additionally, 

someone from the probation or intal<e staff should review the complaint to 

determine whether formal action i$ appropriate under the circumstances (~ee 

IJA/ABA Stnd. 3.2). The standards would require that prosecutorial discre­

tion in the review of juvenile cases be guided by a policy statement fonnu­

lated in the office of the district attorney. 

The Task Force Standards (15.1) would require a separate division of 

the local prosecutor's office to represent the state in family court. The 

role of the family court prosecutor would include advising the intake offi­

cer on the legal sufficiency of a complaint (see Task Force Stnd. 15.131. 

The decision to file a petition rests \~th the family court prosecutor and 

should be based on consideration of the facts the complainant presents and 

consul tation with the intake officer '" who has made a preliminary detenni­

nation as to the legal sufficiency of the alleged facts (see Task Force 

Stnd. 15.13).114 

11~e Commentary to this standard. states: r111t~ term t legal sufficiency t 
lnvolves,a.two-pronged t:st: . (11 whether the facts and allecred events 
are sufflclent to establlsh the co~t's j~isdiction over th~ youth, and 
(2) whether the competent and credible eVldence available is sufficient 
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The NAC Standards also provide for the review of complaints (Stnd. 

3.142). The intake officer would determine whether the allegations are 

sufficient to bring the juvenile within the jurisdiction of tile £amily 

court. If legal sufficiency is not clear, the intake officer shovld con­

sult with an attorney from the family court section of the prosecutor's 

office. If the complaint is legally sufficient, the intake officer would 

then decide whether to file a petition. (This determination should be 

made using the criteria discussed in Standard 3.143 regarding the serious­

ness of the alleged delinquent conduct). 

If, after the complaint is' found to be sufficient, the intake officer 

decides not to recommend to the prosecutor that a petition be filed, the 

officer may dismiss the complaint or refer the juvenile for services with­

out formal court process. A complainant who disagrees with the intake 

decision to dismiss a complaint may resubmit the complaint to the family 

court section of tile prosecutor's office (see NAC Stnd. 3.147). 

The IJA/ ABA Standards recorrunend that a juvenile alleged to have com­

mitted a minor criminal act should not be referred to the formal juvenile 

justice process unless tile less restrictive alternatives described in 

Standard 2.4 are not appropriate under the circumstances. 'These and other 

standards relating to the above questions have been discussed in detail in 

the section concerning the least restrictive alternative, 

-----------------,-------
to support the petition. The first part of the test is conce~ed w~th 
such matters as the age of the juvenile and the nature of the .Juven1le ts 
alleged conduct. The second part is essentially equivalent to a deter­
mination of probable cause. 

-184-

I i. 

f 

L 
~I 

[ 

[ 

r 

I 
f " 

I " 
f 

p j' 

~ 

. " r 
n 

!. 

" , 

f 
r 
\1 
~ 
~ 

, ~ , 
il 
Ii 
" 'I 

fi 
" 
~ 
f! 
Ii l 
~ Ii 
" 1. 

r ,I 

" ! 

I 

I 
f 

r : 

Ii' 
l: 

r Ii 
£ 

[ 

~. f ! , . 

r ~L 

~I 

II 

I 
f 

Findings and Recommendations 

Boston. During the course of our study the initial review of ap­

plications for complaints in Charlestown took place at clerks t hearings. 

TIle clerk was given little statutory and no administrative direction. lIS 

An application for a complaint was filled out by the police or victim 

and sent to the defendant. It served notice to the defendant of the alle-

ga tions against him or her. If the defendant did not appear and probable 

cause was established, the complaint would issue. 

A complaint was sought before the clerk of court~ The juvenile officer 

telephoned the parents, informing them of the complaint hearing and advising 

that they be present. Proceedings were informal, each person telling his 

or her story. The detective made his own report at this hearing. Some 

cases ended here, the clerk deciding that the matter did not belong in court 

or that the parties needed time to ream a settlement. 

If the complainant, police officer, parents, and juvenile were present 

before the clerk of court at these hearings, the matter was often settled 
116 

there. The clerk might strongly suggest that if some proposed remedy was 

115Por a description of the processing of a typical delinquency case according 
to procedures established by Massachusetts statutes and court rules, see 
"Processing Delinquency Cases in Massachusetts," iIi Police Procedures 
for Handling Juveniles (Center for Criminal Justice, January 1982). See 
also Appendix,B, Final Report: Boston. 

1161 th h . d ' 'd" b h n e past, t ere was a ~aClt un erstan lllg etween t e two assistant 
clerks regarding their functions: one routinely handled complaint 
hearings and the other handled the court (~dult and juvenile) sessions. 
At the completion of this study, the former clerk stopped handling all 
the juvenile complaint hearings. The chief clerk was handling more, 
and more complaints were being issued. Consequently, the clerks' hear­
ings were no longer used to issue a formal warning. 
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f th . th 1 . 1 d . 117 Th 1 k}' l' ty not or cOITUng e comp ::tillt wou." lssue. e c er laS no aut lorl 

to authorize restitution. 

~funy juvenile cases that came before the clerks were based on a com­

plaint by a civilian rather than the police, although the citizen might go 

forward as a result of instructions from the police. If a civilian came to 

initiate the complaint process lvithout having been referred by the police, 

the clerk might refer the individual to the police~ thereby necessitating 

police involvement in the application process. 118 The clerk claimed that 

civilians did not understand the standards of evidence required for issuing 

complaints and that for this reason he used the police as preliminary 

screeners. He might also ask them to investigate further to gather addi­

tional evidence. On a juvenile matter the clerk would request that the 

juvenile officer investigate. 

One clerk saw the complaint hearing as providing alternative sentences 

and serving to protect the public purse. 119 Under the juvenile statute 

117 f h' "1 d th ~ t thi t It was tmusuaJ. or t e Juvenl e to eny e accusatl0ns ass age., 
However, if a complaint does issue the juvenile will often deny the 
allegations at a hearing on the merits. 

l18Certain types of complaints were denied by the court more fre~uently than 
others. Complaints by citizens were more often denied than those for 
which the police applied. During the course of our study in Charlestovm 
70 percent (14 of 20) of the citizen complaints of assaults were denied 
as were 90 percent (10 of 11) of the vandalism complaints. 

l19The clerk in Charlestown was more active in ~urSuing alternative sentences 
than was the probation officer. The clerk's approach was similar to 
that of the probation officers in the East Cambridge District Court. 
See below. 
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{}I.G.L. c. 199 §,541, the court was to hear the complainant and witnesses 

under oath before issuing the complaint. There was no provision in Chapter 

119 to notify the juvenile at this' stage that he or she was the object of a 

delinquency hearing. The clerk estimat~d that he issued a notice of hearing 

to the juvenile in almost 90 percent of the cases coming before him. The 

notice stated t11e charges and informed the juvenile that he or she might 

attend. Only when the clerk believed that there was no question about the 

incident did he issue the complaint without prior notice to the juvenile 

and a hearing. The notice was routinely given to the police to deliver to 

the juvenile. Police and court personnel often referred to it as a surmnons, 

althougL1. it was· not;. t11ere was no possibilitY of a warrant issuing or of 

the juvenile being fOQDd in contempt for failing to respond~ However, 

apparently through ignorance rather than design, this title served to suggest 

that the notice had authority that it actually lacked. Those notified did 

tend to appear at the scheduled time. 

The clerk saw the following as the purposes of complaint hearings for 

juveniles: 

a. Because of the time lag between incident and hearing, hostilities 

were likely to dissipate. In non-serious matters time might facilitate an 

informal resolution (e.g., an apology to the complainant) that was satis­

factory from the point of view of all the parties. 

b. In other situations, the clerk might (often with. the involvement of 

the juvenile officer) decide to hold a complaint hearing of which the juve-

nile was notified. The clerk had no intention of issuing a complaint, but 

the juvenile did not know this. In these cases, a determination had been 

made that t11e juvenile needed to understand the severity of the situation, 
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but also tilat the attitude of the juvenile and of the family boded well for 

nonjudicial supervision. In tliis category of cases (pnd the cases described 

in (a) above as well), the decision not to issue the complaint was based 

largely on considerations unrelated to the adequacy of the evidence pre­

sented. In other words, a complaint would not issue in tile absence of a 

finding of probable cause, but even if probable cause existed the complaint 

very likely would not issue. 

c. For a third category of cases, the clerk might decide to issue a 

notice and hold a hearing on the complaint application as an explicit 

attempt to detennine which cases shoUld go before the judge; he would anti­

cipate the likely judicial disposition. For example, if a case coming 

before the clerk involved a first-time offender for a relatively minor 

offense, the certainty of the judge r s disposition seemed to make the judi­

cial exercise wasteful. Going to trial involved police overtimte and the 

time of court-appointed counsel, court personnel, and the like. Depending 

on the attitudes of all parties involved, the clerk might try to arrange 

resti tution for first offenders who corrnnitted minor offenses.. Assuning 

such agreement was reached, the complaint was not simply denied; rather 

the complaint hearing was said to be continued. If the agreement had been 

carried out, the complaint was then denied. It is in these instances that 

the clerk referred to his role as providing I tal ternative sentencing. IT 

The clerk retained complaint applications and complaints issued. If 

a complaint was denied, he indicated the reasons in writing (e.g" resti-· 

tution of a specified sum by a particular date, or agreement 5y the parties). 

The clerk contended that he did deny a substantial number of complaints 

and that he may have been disliked by same police personnel for this reason. 
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He descrihed himself as an active clerk as. compared with his felloH clerks, 

who he suggested, were Eore likely to issue complaints routinely for the 

police. The clerk contended that he would rather err on the side of 

denying complaints, because a dissatisfied complainant has the statutorY 

right to request a hearing before a judge. If the clerk issues a complaint, 

however, the defendant has no options.120 

The clerk often tried to obtain backround information from the ju­

venile probation officer informally prior to the hearing. Since the ju­

venile had not yet been charged (the complaint not yet having been issued), 

probation had no auti10rized role in the process. 

There appeared to be a great deal of uncertainty in Cfiarlestown con­

cerning the legal basis for juvenile diversion. The clerks and judges in 

the district court system questioned \vhether the rights of the juvenile to 

due process could be adequately protected without fonnal court processing. 

Police officers in Charlesto\Vll expressed concern tfiat pretrial diversion 

might expose them to charges of false arrest for detaining juveniles who 

were later released without being processed. Social service agencies were 

concerned with their rights and responsibilities' regarding tile treatment 

of juveniles who were not serviced under a formal court mandate, i.e.? 

whether they would be ahle to keep juveniles in treatment without the. 

threat of court proceedings. Because the Commonwealth of lvIassachusetts 

120rhe clerk has authority to weigh legal sufficiency, but the source of 
his authority to consider other factors in deciding how to proceed on 
an application is not clear (~ee M.G.L. c. 119 §54). 
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generally evaluated the operation of its. criminal justice agencies by 

their caseloads, diversion of a juvenile, while perhaps in the best inter-

ests of the juvenile and an improvement in qualitative performance, might 

reduce rul agency's caseload. Such reported reductions' threatened not only 

f ds d .. b th·· f d·· 121 tn1 an posItIons $ ut even e eXIstence 0 a IstrIct court. 

We recommended the adoption of a formal procedure for diverting away 

from the Charlestown District Court juveniles who committed specified of-

fenses. This would include a discussion between a complainant fu~d a juve-

nile to facilitate the resolution of a dispute through mediation or resti­

tution prior to arraignment or other formal appearance before the court. 

While tilis process might lead to some casual and informal counseling of 

the juvenile, we did not believe diversion shOUld lead to tne juvenile I s 

being enrolled in social service programs or receiving formal counseling, 

a mental healtil evaluation, or treatment. If the juvenile appeared to be 

in need of such services, it was more appropriate that the juvenile be 

formally processed by the court, with the benefit of defense counsel~ 

This not only safeguarded important rights of the juvenile but also ensured 

that, should a decision for treatment be made, the power of the court could 

be used to guarantee the provision of adequate treatment. 

Only juveniles accused of committing cert,ain types of·.offen.ses should 

be eligible for a diversion process irrvolvingmediation or restitution. 

These offenses were vandalism, simple assault, use without autnority-, and 

121p It· f· ~l db· . f h orma cour processIng 0 JuveTIl es coul e qUlte exnensIve or t e 
Commonwealth, as well as for citizen complainants. Costs included police 
overtime for court appearances, witness fees and the appointment of public 
defenders, as well as the operation of the court itself. If continuances 
were granted prior to the final disposition, costs could rapidly escalate. 
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certaiIl types of non-crirninal misconduct. They usually involved- citizen 

complaints against juveniles with few previous arrests, younger juveniles, 

or other juveniles for whom such a procesS' appeared particularly suitable. 

A hearing before the District Court judge should be required for 

--more serious, repeat delinquents for whom the persistent use 
of other, non-punitive efforts had failed; and 

--certain probation and parole violators . 

Specifically, delinquent acts requiring referral should incll'':ie:
122 

--All delinquent acts that if committed by an adult would be 
felonies, except those first offenses in wnich the circum­
stances may mitigate the offense; 

--All delinquent acts involving weapons, including unlawful 
possession and urLlawful us'e or threatened use' against 
another person; 

--All serious gang-related delinquent acts in whicfl the alleged 
delinquent was engaged in gang violence r intimidation, or 
the like; 

--All delinquent acts committed by juveniles under community 
supervision (probation or parole), or those with a case 
pending, if the delinquent act for WhiCh they were taken 
into custody was within the scope of the delinquent actS' 
described above; and -

--All delinquent acts committed by juveniles whose three most 
recent delinquent acts (within the preceding l2-month period) 
were disposed of by canmunity adjustments. 

In addition, there were certain other cases in which a referral to juvenile 

court might have been necessary: 

--When the juvenile had been selected for a diversion program 
but had refused to participate; or 

lZ2Those criteria for referral are taken freml Task Force Standards S.10 
and 5.11. 

-191-



--llJhen it had been detennined that parental supeTV1.S10n was 
not effective or that the juvenilets parents themselves 
were engaged in criminal conduct. 

We recommended that this diversion process should involve a court 

clerk, juvenile probation officer, the j7JVenile, a parent/guardian, and 

the complainant. These participants should discuss tlie alleged incident 

and attempt to resolve the complaint in a manner acceptable to all the 

parties. ~\1hile the emphasis should be on reaching an agreement without in­

voking more fonnal or costly legal m.echanisms, it should be made clear to 

both complainant and juvenil~ that a hearing before the judge is possible 

if either side demands it. In some cases, it may be useful to include 

a social service worker or a police officer. Generally, however, such 

cases should be handled by as few people as possible (e.g., without appointed 

legal representatives) and kept strictly confidential. Finally 1I any juve~ 

nile who violates a diversion agreement should be ineligiBle for future 

participation in the pre-trial diversion process. 

While this process would not include the District Court judge, 

it should not be regarded as infonnal or "extra-legal. rr The diversion 

procedures we recommended should be sanctioned by the District Court 

judge and by a diversion committee charged with developing broad policies 

on the diversion of juveniles. The committee sh.ould include 

--the judge of the Charlestown District Court; 

--a clerk of the Court; 

--a juvenile probation officer or the chief probation officer; 

--a Boston Police Officer from District 15; and 

--a representative from the Department of Youth Servies, the 
Bunker Hill Health Center, the Kennedy Center, and other major 
Charlestown social service agencies. 
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This committee should meet periodically to formulate policies on juvenile 

diversion (j.n addition to those reconnnended in this report}, and to review 

their implementation. It should address such issues as 

--types of offenses that make a juvenile eligiole for diversion; 

--community resources available for diversion programs; 

--t.he perfonnance of social service agencies; 

--the success of specific policies on pre-trial diversion; and 

--the pre-trial diversion process. 

St~~ord. The Youth Bureau initiated almost all the court referrals 

made by the Stamford Police Department. Most of the referrals made by 

patrol officers were inappropriate and dismissed at intake (~.g., a child 

was out late at night, but there was no reason to Eelieve tnat the child 

committed a delinquent act). 

The Stamford Police Department Manual (1955) discusses proper proce-

dure for handling alleged delinquents: 

Whenever a juvenile case is brought before any Commanding 
Officer, and in his judgement the offense is of a minor 
nature, and the case can be consistently kept out of Juve­
nile Court, such Connnanding Officer may release ~ne offender 
with a reprimand, but shall file with. the Youth Bureau a 
Referral for disposition. (pp. 60-61) 

Thefts, assaults, burglary-trespass, and vandalism were tne types of 

offenses that were most often referred to ~e court by the Stamford Police 

Department. Discussions with court personnel revealed that Youth Bureau 

officers geneTally did not make court referrals when (1) the juvenile was 

a first-offender and the incident was minor; (2) tne case was somewhat 

serious but the juvenile expressed regret for his or ner actions; (3) the 

charge involved drinking in public or drug use and the parent/guardian 
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agreed to provide private treatment for the child; or (4) the complainant 

o fO d °th tOt - 123 was sat~s ~e w~ res ~ ut~on. 

Although technically any police ,officer could make a referral to the 

Su~erior Court:Juvenile Matters, the manner in which the referral was re­

viewed in court suggested that the referring officer be familiar with 

court procec~res. The Stamford Police Department was organized so that 

cases involving juveniles went to the Youth Bureau before being referred 

to court. The screening by Youth Bureau officers, who were in close com­

munication with court personnel, practically guarahteed that any case 

referred by the Department would not be dismissed. 

In many instances, a referral to Superrior Court: Juvenile Hatters 

o 124 TIl 0 k 0' f served as a less restrictive altemat~ve to arrest. e ~nta. e UIll.t 0 

the probation department initially screened cases that come before the 

court to detennine lvhether some form of court action was required. If 

judicial intervention was not justifi~,d, intake detennined the appropriate­

ness of referring the juvenile to a commtmity resource for participation 

on a voluntary basis. Essentially the decision to assign a complaint to 

a probation officer for investigation was twofold: whether the allegations 

were legally sufficient to bring the juvenile within the court r s super­

vision, and whether the interests of the public or the juvenile ivarranted 

such intervention. 

1Z3persons under the age of 16 in Connecticut are referred to legally as 
"children." In this report to be consistent with the terminology of 
}.:Iassachusetts "children" are referred to as juveniles. 

124 Instead of detaining a juvenile~ patrol officers could also request in 
their reports that a Youth Bureau officer refer the juvenile to Superior 
Court:Juvenile ~:Iatters. This option, which was equivalent to a summons, 
was not available to Massachusetts police officers. 
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We recommended that the Stamford Police not take responsibility for 

formally screening juveniles who have connnitted minor delinquent offenses 

or for referring such juveniles to social service agencies. (SeE: Section 

B-7 above.) We also recommended that the police consider the seriousness 

of the alleged offense in determining whether to refer a juvenile to 

Superior Court:Juvenile Matters'. All delinquent acts that if connnitted 

by an adult would be felonies should De referred, except first offenses in 

ivhich the circtnnStances may mitigate the. offense. Delinquent acts involving 

weapons, including unlawful possession and tmlawful use, or threatened use 

against another, should be referred to court. Aggravated assaults and 

batteries, especially against law enforcement personnel or persons older 

than sixty should be referred to court. 

The role of the juvenile in the alleged offense should be considered in 

deciding whether to refer a case to Superior Court:Juvenile 'Matters; certain 

circumstances dictate that an obs'erver fie treated differently than a key 

participant. The number and nature of contacts the juvenile has had with 

law enforcement personnel should also be considered in maTdng the referral 

decision. Delinquent acts allegedly committed by a juvenile on probation 

or parole or by a juvenile who had a case pending should De referred to 

court. The availability of appropriate persons or services outside the 

formal juvenile justice system willing and able to provide care ~ super­

vision, and assistance to the juvenile should 5e considered, as should the 

age and maturity of the alleged offender. 

Official guidelines slLould be developed by tIie Department to formalize 

these referral criteria. All officers snould be trained in these referral 

criteria and should use them in making these decisions. 
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Arlington and BeJmont. Arlington, Belmont, and Cambridge are within 

the jurisdiction of the East Cambridge District Court. In contrast to 

the Charlestown District COlrrt, this district court had a program to 

divert arrested juveniles at intake. The court was oriented to treating 

juveniles. lVhen a police officer requested that a complaint issue (~ually 

through the police prosecutor), the request was sent to the probation 

office. The probation office then determined, based on 'written guidelines, 

whether the juvenile was eligible for the program. If the juvenile was 

eligible, the juvenile automatically was placed in the program. However, 

a police officer could recommend that a juvenile not be diverted and it 

appeared that probation acceded to that recommendation. Forty-five of 

183 juveniles arrested in Arlington and ten of the 35 juveniles arrested 

in Belmont on whom we had information were referred to the court! s intake 

program in 1979 and 1980. 

There were several requirement for eligibility for the program. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

The juvenile must have had no p:ior.arrests. 
juvenile had a record, a comp1alnt lssued. 

If the 

b " ff l'st 11125 The alleged offense must e. on an 0 ~nse 1 , 
over which the Court authorlZed probatlOn department 
discretion. 

The probation officer determined. the juvenile could 
benefit from diversion. The offlcer used common 
sense and based the opinion on the circumstan~es 
surrounding the offense and the juvenile ts prlor 
behavior. 

125 Some of the 17 offenses listed were : assault, assault and battery ~ 
breaking and' entering with intent to commit a misdemeanor (except ln 
schools, churches, and residences), defacing or destruction of property 
(~der $15). 
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The juvenile and parenti guardian signed a fonn 
releasing the arresting officers and complainant 
from any and all claims that each offender and 
parent/guardian may have had regarding tlie arrest, 

5. The juvenile, parenti guardian, complainant, arresting 
officer and probation officer approved and signed a 
memorandum of understanding. 

As stated in the memorandum of understanding, participation in the 

Intake Program was voluntary. If at any time the juvenile did not want 

to enter the program, the juvenile could not be diverted, regardless of 

the wishes of the parent/guardian. If all of the eligibility requirements 

were met, the probation officer informed the juvenile that the officer 

would recommend to the court a stay of all proceedings. The court routinely 

concurred with the requests for diversion. However, if the Court did not 

concur with the request, the application was stamped "complaint to issue". 

The clerk then notified the juvenile that the complaint had been issued. 

Full cooperation for a period of 60 to 90 days resulted in the ter­

mination of proceedings. (At the end of 60 days, the proceedings were re­

viewed to determine whether tennination or a stay for an additional 30 days 

was appropriate.) Neither a complaint nor a docket number would be issued. 

Failure to cooperate CPy the juvenile or parent/guardian) resulted in a re­

quest to the court for removal of the stay and the issuance of the com­

plaint(s). Cooperation might require counseling and/or restitution, de­

pending on the offense. 
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Participation in the program was not an admission. However, the fact 

that the juvenile '(I/as processed through intake was recorded; this would be 

important should the juvenile be arrested again 111 t;le future. 

it is important to note that the most frequent disposition of juve-

of juveniles, especially first' time offenders, that went before the juStices 

in the East Cambridge court was "continued without a finding." The sen­

tences were not de1.enninate. These cases included the more serious 

offenses of larceny, breaking and entering, robbery and assault. These 

juveniles, like those diverted at intake, were placed in treatment programs. 

Juveniles were rarely comrl1itted to the Department of Youth Services (DYS) , 126 

This was the policy of the judges, prosecutors and probation officers 

of the East CclliiJridge District Court. 

We made nC! substantive recommendations on diversion to the Arlington 

or Belmont police because the East Cambridge District Court had a program 

to divert juveniles at intake. (As we noted Belmont police arrested very 

few juveniles.) We did recorrnnend that Arlington and Be1r.lont Police give a 

juvenile officer the responsibility for prosecuting all juvenile cases to 

facilitate cases that went forward to the court. (In the past police 

officers did playa more active role in prosecuting juvenile cases.) This 

126 In contrast, the Charlestown District Court frequently corrnnitted juve­
niles to DYS for a variety of offenses. But a Charlestown juvenile 
in district court 1vas more likely to be a repeat offender. See 
Appendix B, Final Report: Boston. 
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officer would oversee the filing of complaints, the diversion of juveniles, 

the decision to issue complaints or s'eek a clerktg hearing, and the atten­

dance of witnesses in court. f1aving a juvenile police prosecutor would 

not require much effort on the part of the departments. The time corrnnit­

ment would seem to be minimal. Cases could be (and usually were) arranged so 

that all Arlington and Belmont cases came before the juvenile session on 
127 the same morning ead1 week. 

Discussion 

An interesting finding to emerge from the study was the contrasting 

approaches to handling juveniles among the Charlestown District Court, 

the East Cambridge District Court and Superior Court: Juvenile Matters (Conn.). 

Compared to the East Cambridge Court, which relied on treatment programs, 

the Charlestown, Disttict Court handed out dispositions for similar offen-

ses that were, on paper, more punitive. The Charlestown District Court 

had no pre-trial diversion program. Cases referred to Stamfordts juvenile 

court were handled judicially (before a judge) or non-judicially (usually 

by the Court's intake officer), 128 A Stamford juvenile might receive treat~ 

ment whether his or her case was handled judicially or non-judicially but 

the sentence of a case handled judicially was not indeterminate as it was 

in the East Cambridge District Court. Wi thout an exhau..~tive study of the 

127 The East Cambridge Court, unlike the Charlestown Dist~ict Court or" tl;e 
Superior Court:Juvenile ~atters ~n S~~or~, ~as not 1Il close prOX1ffilty 
to the police departments under ltS Jurlsdlctl0n. 

128 A d" C' F" 1 'R 'r ...:tamford See ppen 1X , lna epo t: u • 
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fate of juveniles processed by these very different court systems, one 

cannot claim one system was ll10re beneficial to juveniles than another with­

out empirical evidence, the IJA/ABA rejection of the rehabilitative model 

remains a value judgment and is premature. 
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Introduction 

This chapter describes the strategies for implementing standards 

proposed in the three sets of published national standards and our sugges­

tions for implementation. It also discusses the problems of implementing 

national standards in local police agencies. 

The Task Force Standards emphasize two phases in the process of imple~ 

mentation: 1) planning to adapt tile national standards to local circumstances; 

and 2) creating the administrative apparatus to convert the standards into 
1 

operating procedures. These processes should originate wi.th state govern-

ment' although under special circumstances local jurisdiction may be in-

volved. Implementing and ensuring canpliance with the standards should be 

the responsibility of a Single state agency. 

The planning process should involve a systematic re-examination of the 

existing processes, responsibilities, and resources of the juvenile justice 

system. Not only professionals, hut also the general public, must corne to 

accept and endorse the standards through a process of sharing information, 

discussL~g differences, and resolving conflicts. Public support is parti-

cularly important if funding for the levels of public service required by 

1 
I See Task Force, pp. 18-21. 

/ 
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the standards are to be attained. Two methods suggested are convening 

statewide or regional conferences, and making use of the media to generate 

public discussion and comment. 

Once a comprehensive master plan for delinquency control based on the 

standards has been developed, legislation to formalize this plan and per­

mit implementation will probably be required. TIle legislation would em~ 

power the appropriate executive agency to set mandatory or voluntary 

standards. The Task Force Standards express the belief that non-mandatory 

standards, coupled with subsidies for salaries or special programs not 

usually provided in jurisdictions that meet minimum standards, could be 

quite effective in achieving compliance. In states with vohmtary stan-

dards and no subsidy program, the adoption of standards would depend solely 

on the persuasive powers of state monitors. 

A single state agency should have sole authority to adopt standards 

and to involve the public in adopting the standards. The same agency 

should monitor compliance and submit annual reports to the legislature 

detailing progress and suggesting further legislative changes, Finally, 

there should be an annual review of the standards to ensure that they 

are up-to-date and responsive to changing conditions and attitudes. The 

views of the public should be solicited on any changes, no matter how 

minor. 

The IJA/ABA Juvenile Justice Standards Project strongly emphasized 

the immediate, swift, and wholesale adoption of the IJA/ABA Standards. 2 

2IJA/ ABA Standards for Juvenile Justice: A Surmnary and Analysis,op. cit., 
pp. 247~S1. 
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It rejected patchwork. or incremental improvements? minor statutory 

revisions, or gradual implementation as a retreat from the broad systemic 

reforms necessary to produce fundamental changes in existing, ineffective 

mechanisms, which violate basic rights. The goal of the Juvenile Justice 

Standards Project was the refonn of the 1'ifl..ole juvenile justice system: 

"A revolution, not just another phase of tlie evolution. ,,3 

These standards also stressed the need for action before implementa­

tion to infonn, educate, and develop support for the standards among 

professional groups, such as lawyers, juvenile judges, social workers, 

district attorneys, probation workers, and correction officers. 4 These 

groups would be reached through journal and law review articles, juvenile 

justice newsletters, the popular media, testimony before legislatures, 

and panel discussions. 

Beyond this, the IJA/ABA proposes a four-step state implementation 

strategy. First, an analysis would be prepared that compares proposed 

standards with existing statutes, court rules, case law, and legal practice~ 

and outlines the action necessary to hring state laws into confonnity- with 

the standards. Second, task forces of key leaders would he created to 

coordinate implementation within a state. Third, goals and a strategy 

addressing the lack of connlllmication a..'Ilong the components of the juvenile 

justice system would be prepared. Lastly, practitioners and the public 

would be educated about t~e standards through conferences, training, films, 

articles, and lobbying and media workshops'. 

3Ibid., p. 257. 

4The IJA/ABA does not specify what g-roups or organizations would initiate 
the process of implementing and executing the strategy it advocates. 
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In discussing a general implementation plan, the riAC Standards raised 

several 

1. 

2. 

3. 

questions. 

Does the proposed strategy fall within the legal ru;.d 
practical authority of the federal governm~~t? l~lle 
the federal government can provide .l:adershlp ,and 
necessary assistance, federal wandatlng.of s~ts ~f 
standards is not effective because the J':lV~n:le Jus­
tice system is primarily a state responslblilty. 

Are the resources available sufficient to ~upport the 
proposed strategy? Implementation strategles should 
establish priorities among standards and then pool 
resources and energies. 

Does the proposed strategy contain adequate proc~d~res 
for gaining state and local support for and p~r~lcl­
pation in the implementation process? .Cammunltles 
must be encouraaed to reassess the dell~ery of ser­
vices, identifying the more serious problems? and the 5 
more urgently needed procedural and substantlve changes. 

More specifically, NAC recommended that states, through their juvenile 

justice advisory groups, identify priority areas that would be the basis 

for coordinated state plans eligible for JJDP Act funds. The state cr:imi-

nal justice planning agencies would do the planning and coordinating. 

State plans would be submitted to regional councils and the Federal Inter­

departmental Coordinating Committees for coordination and integration with 

existing programs and agencies. 

NAC also proposed encouraging national professional associations to 

use its Standards in developing their own professional standards and 

accreditation vrograms, and recommended the use of litigation to allow 

courts a role in implementation through the adoption of st~~dards by 

judicial decree. 

5~~C, pp. 521-522. 
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The specific focus of the Police Handling of Juveniles Proj ect made 

it difficult to follo\<1 the implementation schemes outlined by the various 

standards. Since the proj ect dealt witIl only one element of the criminal 

justice system, the police, it was impossible to urge the wholesale adop­

tion of the philosophy I~mbodied in a set of standards, as the IJA/ ABA 

suggested. Indeed, the core of the IJA/ABA philosophy is more applicable 

to courts and probation than to police departments. Similarly, in dealing 

wi th only one agency in one community, it was not realistic to expect 

state agencies to become involved in the planning and imPlementation pro­

cess, to aid in legislative or organizational chtmges, or to provide 

subsidies. Nor was it realistic to assune that the resistance of those 

working in the juvenile justice system could be overcome simply by persuasion 

based on the value of the standards. Instead, the project suggested Cal 

which of its recorrnnendations, based on national standards, should be the 

priorities of the Boston Police Department and the Stamford Police Depart­

ment and (b) strategies the departments should. adopt to facilitate imple­

menting these recommendations. We recommended that the Boston and Stamford 

police departments adopt the proj ect r S reconnnendations in the order in 

which they are listed in Table I.6 

Boston. Clarifying the role of juvenile officers and strengthening 

their position within the Boston Police Department would have considerable 

impact on the way the Department handles juveniles. Therefore, \ ..... e urged 

that those reconmendations be acted on first. In particular, we believed 

that the Department must insist that cases involving juveniles be trans­

ferred to the authority of each district's juvenile officer even if patrol 

officers contact the juvenile initially. 

6Recommendations were submitted to the Arlington and Belmont Police 
Departments in November 1982 amd were not listed in order of priority. 
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Table I 

Recon~endations Listed in Order of Priority 

Priority 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

Corrnmmity 

Stamford 

Centralized Youth Bureau 

Selection procedures for Youth 
Bureau officers 

Training 

Guidelines for handling minor 
misconduct 

School guidelines 

FlVSN 

Upda te SPD Manual 

Recordkeeping 

Processing of cases 

Liability of police officers 

* See Recommendation B-9, Final Report:Boston 

l . 

Boston 

Clarify the role of juvenile officers 

Develop policies and guidelines for handling 
juveniles (to be incorporated in Boston Police 
Criminal Investigative Procedures manual 

Neighborhood Response Team (NRT) model~; Police 
involvement in court diversion committee 

Guidelines for Field Interrogations reports and 
Recordkeeping 

Establish centralized auto theft unit* 

Criteria for arrest and monitoring of arrest 
practices 
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Next we recommended that the Department develop a set of policies and 

procedures for nandling juveniles tfiatwould be incorporated into the 

Boston Police Criminal Investigative 'Procedtites manual. 7 The recommenda~ 

tions of this report should be used in this effort. This would emphasize 

the differences between police work with adults and juveniles as well as 

convey to officers in the Department the importance of police work with 

juveniles. Written policies and procedures also provide a mechanism to 

increase police accountability. 

We also recommended that the Department work with court and agency 

personnel in District 15 to establish a formal procedure to divert juve­

niles away from tile Charlestown District Court. If such a program were to 

be established in one district, it wight serve as a model for other districts. 

In addition, the Department should consider the Neighborhood Response Team 

aiRT) a model for other districts in Boston& The NRT is an effective way 

of bringing police, court and social service agency persornlel together 

to discuss problems of juveniles in their district.8 

We then recommended that the department change some of its current 

practices of using and storing FlO reports on juveniles. 

Finally, the Department should consider establishing a centralized 

auto theft bureau responsible for investigating this crime in which 'juveniles 

are frequently involved. 

Our contact ''lith the Boston Police Department ended October 1980. We 

do not knm'l whether the Boston Police Department acted on the recommendations 

of the report we submitted. 

7 The manual, , ... hich is now advisory, was developed by the Center for 
Criminal Justice with the cooperation of the Boston Police Department. 

8See Recommendations D-2 and D-3, Final Report:Boston for a discussion 
of the NRT. 
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Stamford. We helieved that revitalizing the Stamford Department's 

Youth Bureau would have tile greatest impact on the l~y the Department 

handles juveniles; we therefore urged that recommendations which pertain 

to the Youth Bureau be acted on first. In particular, we considered 

training in juvenile procedures for new recruits and in-service training 

for current patrol officers to be a high priority. The implementation of 

other recommendations ~as contingent on upgrading the status of the Youth 

Bureau in the Department. 

We recommended that the Stamford Police Department next focus its 

attention on three areas in which written guidelines for officers were 

desirable: 

--the handling of minor misconduct; 
--the handling of offenses on school grounds; and 
--the handling of status offenders. 

After this, the Department should concentrate on re-writing its procedures 
9 

manual. 

Finally, the Department should address the proposed changes in the 

recordkeeping system and the recommendations pertaining to the processing 

of cases and civil liability of its officers. 

For each policy recommendation in Stamford we suggested a method 

of implementation and the resources required: 

91
----------------------

The Stamford Police Department indicated th~t this was one of its current 
priorities. Therefore, there lvas no need to assign this recommendation 
a higher priority here. 
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--Administrative order. A written directive is to be 
issued by the cliief executive 1 detailing the policy 
and instructions to commanding officers, who are to 
oversee 1ts implementation. 

--Internal involvement. The active participation of 
Department personnel (e.g., research and training 
divisions, conunandlng officers, etc.) is necessary 
and desirable. 

--Expenditure of funds. Additional ftmds will be 
necessary to effect the policy change. 

--External involvement. Consulting outside agencies 
(schools, social service agencies, and juvenile 
jw>tir:e agencies) and coordinating activities with 
these agencies is necessary. 

In most cases it was reconunended tha,t sane comoination of these four means 

be utili~ed, although there are instances in which an administrative order 

~lone CQuld accomplish policy implementation, Conceivably 1 each policy 

coUld be "handed down" in this manner, but involvement of Department members 

is aL'1lost always desirable to effect change and induce compliance with. a 

policy change. 

In some instances those recommendations designated as' high priority 

entail more costs and require more effort than others designated as lower 

priori ty . In rna,king policy reconunendaLtions to the Stamford Police Department, 

we realized that the Department would be faced with financial constraints 

and organizational resistance to change. We suggested that an appropriate 

stra.tegy would be to divide tIle policies into short-tern and long-term goals 

and to select an appropriate means of implementing each.
lO 

Policies that 

could be implemented without large eJq)enditures of funds shOUld be seen as 

laThe more costly recommendations TIlay be precisely the recommendations that 
are most important in realizing the goals of the standards. 
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short-term goals. These policies could be implemented immediately or at 

the first available opportunity without lessening a commitment to the 

priority recommendations. For example, recommendations that suggest that 

patrol officers complete all relevant investigative information in their 

serial reports could be implemented merely by an administrative order, 

without cost, and would require little or no organizational change for 

compliance. ll Also, to simplify recordkeeping or increase accountability, 

the format of some juvenile records could be changed when the Department 

next revises such forms. 

The major expenditures the Department would incur are the costs of 

adding Youth Bureau officers and clerical personnel. Other expenditures 

will be the costs of developing a manual, in-service training for officers, 

modifying the Youth Bureau's recordkeeping system, and sealing records. 

Several policy recommendations would require the Stamford Police De­

partment to work with other public and private agencies. For example, legal 

counsel to clarify problems of liability must be provided by the City, 

while procedural questions might be answered by the Court Advocate at the 

Superior Court:Juvenile Matters. In writing guidelines on searching and 

interrogating students, the department 'would need to '.,,0rk with school 

officials. In these matters the Department would De responsible for re­

questing the cooperation of the school system and following up on changes 

it deems important. 

l1'Abo~t a third of the reconmendations (17 of 51) could be implemented by 
administrative order. 
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We suggested that the Department announce a time-table for imple­

menting each policy goal. For example~ if it adopted the recommendation 

to increase the number of Youth Bureau officers to eight, it should appoint 

the additional officers within a specified time. Yearly reports should 

note the status of each goal. 

In the fall of 1980 the study was' continued to enaBle the Center 

to assist the Stamford Police Department implement the recommendations. 

We formally submitted our report to the Stamford Police Department in 

December 1980. 12 

Several events slowed the implementation of the project's recommenda.,. 

tions. First, following the death of Chief Cizanckas in November 1980, 

a permanent chief was not appointed until the follOWing July. The 

Department made few changes in its operations--patrol, detective, juvenile-­

during this period. 

Second, the ruling of an arbitrator required tlie Department to assign 

an officer with the title "Youth Supervisor" to command the Youth, Bureau. 

The sergeant who commanded the unit during the first phase of the proj ect 

was replaced. This administrative change had a significant effect on 

implementing recommendations because the study did not have the act.ive support 

of the new commander. Even though the former commander remained with the 

unit, and actively supported our efforts, his positive attitude did not 

have the impact it might have had if he had remained the commander. In 

particular, the new commander viewed the project as the former commander's 

l~afts of Our recommendations had been submitted to the Department prior 
to that date. 
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"agenda" that did not coincide \vith his ideas for operating the unit. For 

example, upon assuming corrunand, the new commander made changes in the 

re,cordkeeping system that were somewhat at odds with the project';s recom­

mendations even though the study"s original recommendations had the support 

of the command staff. 

After the Acting Chief received a permanent appointment, a number of 

reconunend8.tions were adopted. These included 

--retaining the Youth Bureau; 

--assigning additional personnel to the unit; 

--hiring full-time secretariai help; 

--assigning new recruits to the Youth Bureau for 
temporary assignments and training; and 

--adopting a blotter system to simplify the 
recordkeeping system. 

The Department acted first on the recommendation that more officers 

be assigned to the Youth Bureau. A request for more officers, supported 

by excerpts from the Center's final report, was inserted into the Depart­

ment's annual budget request. The Police Commission, the body that oversees 

the police department, approved the request but the mayor!s office deleted 

the item from the budget. At that pomt it appeared that additional offi­

cers would not be assigned to the Youth Bureau. However, one of the first 

significant organizational changes of the new Chief was to eliminate the 

two zone patrol system, creating a single patrol zone and freeing a consi-

derable number of patrol and supervisory personnel for other assignments. 

Two sergeants were then assigned to the Youth Bureau. 

In addition, the Department did revise its written policies and pro­

cedares. It welcomed the written procedures for handling juveniles that 
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Center staff prepareJ3. hut several officers express.ed regret that they 

were not more general since the Department had nothing comparable for 
14 

handling cases involving adults. These officers suggested that the 

Department incorporate relevant sections of tlie juvenile procedures manual 

into the Department's other publication, rather than issue it separately. 

'13see , Police Procedures. for Handling Juveniles (Center for Criminal 
Justice, Janyary 1982J. 

l4The Department's policies and procedures were more narrowly focused on 
the day to day operations of the Department. 
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QJAPlER V 

COOCLLB {(lIS 

The national standards for police handling of juveniles are useful 

guidelines for developing administrative rules for local jurisdictions. 

Standards on juvenile officers and centralized juvenile units, train.ing, 

and procedural matters are helpful starting-points, and a good basis for 

the more detailed and elaborate policies that police departments n,eed. 

The standards are also useful to call to the attention of persons out­

side the criminal justice system those features of police work that are 

important. I However, we found in applying these standards to the Arling-

ton, Belmont, Boston, and Stamford police Idepartments that a number of 

unanswered questions and issues arose about the standards and the pro­

cesses for implementing them that those who have invested so much time , 

and effort in standards need to address in the future. 

1. Priorities should be assigned to the national juvenile justice 

standards. 

No priorities are assigned to the various standards that pertain to 

the police. Is recordkeeping more important than a centralized juvenile 

unit in big city police departments? Is training juvenile officers more 

IFor example, recordkeeping, while not as visible to residents ofa com­
munity as response to calls for service, is important to maintain ac­
countability. Similarly, how cases are transferred from patrol to ju­
venile officers may detennine the way a juvenile suspect or victim is 
treated. 
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important than the mnnber of juvenile officers? HON important are the pro~ 

cedural safeguards compared to administrative reforms that the standards 

advoca.te? Even though some policies that implement sta..Tldards must be set 

at the local level, the standards fail to set any priorities that might 

serve as a national strategy for improving police services and police per-

2 formance. 

The absence of priorities makes it difficult to evaluate the performance 

of a police department according ':0 national standards. A police department 

may 

that 

selectively chose to improve its recordkeeping system, ignore standards 

address constitutional safeguards, and rightly claim to have adopted or 

be in compliance with standards. Another department may stress due process. 

Can one department be said to have acted more commendably according to the 

standards? 

As we have noted, the philosophies of the standards (especially the IJA/ 

ABA and Task Force) differ. The IJA/ ABA claims to stress the legal issue of 

due process for juveniles. That emphasis should determine which of its stan­

dards are priori ties. More detailed guidance is needed from the drafters of 

the standards. 

2. An effort must be made to educate both criminal justice practitioners 

and citizens about the nature and purpose of the standards and target 

the audience of the standards more carefully. 

Those who support national standards must realize that the standards, some 

. h l' de artrnents ad-
2Those standards that are more easily discussed Wlt po ldcet' p) seeks to 

., If standard (or any recommen a lon 
dress manager1gl lssues. l.a tive or police officers consider central 
change a practice I that a ~? lC(/:~~~u interrogation reports, aggr:ssive _ strat­
to the department s~pera 1: 111 '0' of the officers (overtlllle,pald de .. 
egies, etc.) or cTUClal to e we ~ -.~~g et with resistance. This practical 
tails, etc.), then those ths tanbdal:ds t "!~ t~e identify what should be a priority. 
problem does not lessen e olga 1 n 
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of which.. have now been in print for q~ite s.ome time, mean little to the 

average citizen. Citizens are primarily :tnterested ii"1 D1.e effectiveness 

of se~jices the police provide tliems unless they grasp the nature of po­

lice work, citizens cannot place the standards in perspective. Even prac­

titioners in the juvenile justice system were not well informed about them 

and how they relate to their everyday work. The standards must be dis­

seminated more widely and explained more carefully. 3 

3. Standards for the police in the form of administrative rules 

should be supplemented by model 'acts and legislation. 

Some standards are written as ac~ir~strative rules for those who work 

in criminal justice agencies; others are written in the form of model acts 

or codes. But, the audience of all standards,. is state legislatures and 

their goal must be the passage of legislation to change system practices. 4 

Administrative rulemaking by individual agencies is not the appropriate 

method to change agency practices. 5 

Attention should focus on how administrative practices (and rules) can 

be affected by legislation. The implementation schemes out· lined in the 

standards should be revised to stress the kinds of legislation needed to 

3In many instances the standards state preferences without providing factual 
information to support those preferences. Disseminating that information 
must also be part of the educational process. 

4111e IJA/ABA seems to recognize this: "One serious problem that is expected 
to be encountered in seeking state by state adoption is resistance to change. 
But equally serious, is the possibility that 10gislatures may fail to recog­
nize the inseparability of some of the concepts from those that can be re­
jected or approved without destroying the standards as a whole." IJA/ABA, 
Standards for Juvenile Justice: A Survey and A.'lalysis, p .11. 

SSee Sheldon Krantz, et al., Police Policymaking (Lexington Books, 1980) 
for a discussion of the problems of adffiilliStrative rulemaking in police 
agencies. 
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implement a particular standard. 'lhis, in turn, req~ires a careful organi. 

zation analysis. For example, the implementation of same standards is con~ 

tingent on the implementation of others. Centralized recordkeeping, may be 

dependent on the creation of a centralized juvenile unit in a police depart-

ment. As we founJ, some laws (e.g., Connecticut's juvenile exclusionary 

rule) almost require that police departments maintain such units. 6 The 

standards must grapple with implicit basic organizational questim~ if they 

are to become more meaningful guides to action. More attention must be 

focused on laws that directly or indirectly affect police conduct. 

4. Police departments should be required to develop written procedures 

that acclITately describe their current practices. 

The absence of written procedures in police departments is a major 

stumbling block to implementing national standards. l~ithout documentation 

of police department policy, it is difficult to: (a) discover current prac­

tices of the department; (b) decide what changes are necessary to bring a 

department in line with national standards; and (c) recommend procedures 

for implementing the necessary changes. Accountability is also reduced. 

Written procedures should be a priority; their development should not be 

left to the discretion of agency executives. 

5. To implement standards written as administrative rules the support 

of agency executives who understand and are committed to the imple­

mentation of national standards must be enlisted. 

The single most important factor that determines the fate of admini­

strative rules in a police department is the attitude of the chief execu­

tive. If that person is concerned with changing police practices and the 

standards seem to him a useful vehicle, then change is possible. Knowing 

6See Section A-I of this report. 
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the a.ttitude of the chief executive~ one can predict the likelihood of sig­

nificant change within a department, The attitude of subordinates toward 

implemented changes may be crucial in the long run, but the chief executive's 

s~~port is vital to initiate change. If subordinates with the passive sup­

port of the chief executive take on the task of nudging a police department 

in one of the standard's direction, then the chance of making significant 

changes are slight. The rank of the officer, more than enthusiasm or ab­

ility' determines the fate of criminal justice standards within a police 

department. 

6. In future efforts to implement national standards in local juris­

dictions, federal officials should establish communication with 

local (city) officials. 

In addition to seeking supportive chief executives, city officials must 

be involved. Our experience in the larger communities (Boston and Stamford) 

has been that the police operate autonomously with regard to the kinds of 

researc}l and policy oriented projects the departments decide to undertake. 

Our only contact with a Boston city official was a representative of "Little 

City Hall" who served on our citizen task force and whose role ,vas to infonn 

the mayor's office of our purposes (especially as they might have any politi­

cal consequences in Charlestown). In Stamford, our meetings, with the excep­

tion of interviews we initiated, were confined to police department personnel. 

In contrast, our only access to the Arlington and Belmont police depart-

ments was through the town selectmen. Wi thout their pennission and support, 

the study could not go forward. They were skeptical of applying national 

standards to their communities' and interested in very specific issues, but 
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their insistence that they he infonned of the results. of the study afforded 

us an opportunity to gain access: to officials to whom the police are :respon.,. 

sive. 

There is always the danger that federal involvement will be misinter­

preted and resented, but if standards are to be implemented in local juris­

dictions and the federal government as~umes responsibility for promoting the 

national standards, then some contact beuveen local and federal officials is 

desirable. 
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Table A-I Population of Four Communities by Age and Race: 1979-1980 

Community 

Arlington 

Be1Jnont 

Charlestown 

Stamford 

Total 
Population 

49,700 

26,700 

17,000 

105,000 

aApproximate number 7-17 (1980) 

bApproximate number 5-17 (1980) 

c17 years old or younger (1979) 

d1970 Census 

Juveniles 
Number P,.--er-·c-e-n-,-t 

11.3 

16.8 

4,200c 30.6 

28,900c 27.5 

~~ ------------- - --

Non-White 
Number Percent 

1.0 

0.7 

80 0.5 

lJi,650 13.0 
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Table A-2 Income and Occupations of Residents 
of Four Communities: . 1970a 

Percent 
Corrammi ty Median Family Professional/ 

Income Tedmical 

Arlington $12,246 32.5 

Belmont $13,557 39.2 

Charlestown $ 8,828 8.5 

Stamford $13,565 18.6 

a1970 Census data. 
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Table A-3 Ntmlber of Reported Crimes and Ntunber of Sworn Officers in Four C01l1l,llunities: 1980 

Part I Crimesa Sworn Officers 
Conununity 

Total Per 10,000 Population Nlll11ber Per 10,000 Population 

Arlington 1870 388 82 16.5 

Belmont 865 332 57 21.3 

Char1estmvn 60 35.3 

Stamford 7371 725 240 24.8 

aUniform Crime Report, 1980. 

r [ r .~ f .... ~ r "j r 

\ 

Per Square Mile 

14.9 

12.4 

60.0 

6.2 

r ·····1 



r"··' 1; 

r I ! , 
I ! , ! 
It ~ 
r ] Table A-4 Number of Juvenile Arrests in Four Communities 

rr fl: . 
NlUTIber of Juvenile Arrests 

Community Juveniles Number Per 1000 Juveniles 

r r: 

k 
Arlington 5,6000 79a 14.1 

Belmont 4.500 26b 5.8 
p 
.-~ Charlestown 4,200 112c 26.7 

n Stamford 28,900 ?8~d 
- :> 9.8 

,1 
i 

f 

f 
,~ ( ~eferrals by police, 1978., 

fl 

f i 
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Table A-5 Juvenile Arrests by Conmuni ty and by Offense: 1978-1981 

Ar1ingtonb Be1montC d e 
Offense a Charlestown Stamford 

N !!, 
0 N % N % N % 

Motor Vehicle Offenses 20 12.3 7 18.0 41 36.6 3 1.7 

Liquor Laws 35 21. 7 5 12.8 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Disturbance/Disorderly 42 25.9 3 7.7 1 0.9 5 2.9 

By-Laws 11 6.8 1 2.6 0 0.0 0 0.0 

1v1arijuana/Drugs 6 3.7 3 7.7 17 15.2 5 2.9 

Vandalism 3 1.9 3 7.7 3 2.7 11 6.3 

Larceny /111efts 23 19.2 10 25.6 5 4.5 93 53.4 

Burglary 12 7.4 3 7.7 9 8.0 IS 10.4 

Robbery & Assault 6 3.7 2 5.1 15 13.4 27 15.5 

Homicide 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 0.9 0 0.0 

Other 4 2.4 2 5.1 20 17.8 12 6.9 

Total 162 100.0 39 100.0 112 100.0 174 100.0 

aEach offense category includes Part I (felony) and Part II (misdenleanor offenses). 
bJlme 1979 - June 1981. 
c1979 - 1980. 
d1978 

eReferrals to Superior Coutt:Juver..i1e Matters: January - March 1979. 
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Table A-6 Juvenile Offenses Investigated by the Police in Four Communities:1979-80 

Arlington 
Offense/Problem N % 

Rtmaway 89 28.0 

Alcohol/Drug Related 27 8.5 

Disorderly/Disturbances 0.0 

Vandalism 66 20.8 

Trespassing 16 5.0 

Motor Vehicles 0.0 

Larceny/Theft 39 12.3 

Burglary 30 9.4 

Robbery/Assault 21 6.6 

Other 30 9.4 

Total 318 100.0 

Corrnnunity 
Belmont 

N % 

81 

51 

32 

28 

15 

86 

0.0 

27.7 

17.4 

10.9 

9.6 

5.1 

U.O 

0.0 

0.0 

29.3 

293 100.0 

Stamford 
N % 

7 4.1 

8 4.7 

22 12.9 

33 19.4 

8 4.7 

3 1.8 

28 16.5 

6 3.5 

13 7.7 

42 24.7 

190 100.0 

Note: Arlington data are detectives' investigations of offenses committed 
by juveniles in Arlington beu.;een Jai"lUary 1 and June 30, 1981. Belmont 
data are based on FIO's written by patrol officers and juvenile officers 
between 1979 and 1981. Stamford data are cases investigated by the Youth 
Bureau between December 1978 and ~arch 1979. The offense/problem category 
includes Part I (felony) and Part II (misdemeanors). 
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Table A-7 Police Officers I Rank Ordering of Juvenile.,'Related Problems 
by Seriousness and Troublesomeness: Charlestown and Stamford 

Charlestown Stamford 
Rank Serious Troublesome Serious Troublesome 

1. Stealing Autos Street Gangs Vandalism Vandalism 

2. Street Gangs Vandalism Larcenies Using Drugs 

3. Stripping Autos Stripping Autos Using Drugs Incorrigible Youths 

4. Vandalism Stealing Autos Muggings Larcenies 

5. Disrespect Disrespect r" a Dlsrespect Stripping Autos 

6. Public Public a Truancy Selling Drugs 
Intoxica.tion Intoxication 

~ie 
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