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CHAPTER I 

SuMVLAAY OF FINDINGS AND RECO"MENDATIONS 

Introduction 

The purp:>se of this :t'epJrt is to indicate the results of research 
conducted by the Creighton Institute for Business, Law and Social 
Research under contract with the Nebraska Carmission on LaVl Enforcement 
and Criminal Justice. The research was conducted between October 17, 
1975 and November 24, 1975. The purpose of the research was to de­
termine the impact that participation in the federal Juvenile Justice 
and Delinquency Prevention Actl 'Ilould have upon the State of Nebraska. 
In particular, we were to discuss the' impact of Sections 223 (a) (12) and 
223 (a) (13) relating to detention of "status offenders II and segregation 
of adult and juvenile offenders. . 

'Ihls rep::>rt is separated into six chapters and three appendices. 
This chapter surrrnarizes our research findings and the reccmnendations we 
make based on those findings. Subsequent chapters' exp~Lore in rrore 
detail our methodolCXJY, the analysis of our data, liter.'ature and an 

I 

analysis of Nebraska la'i", a rrore extensive exposition of our findings 
and recc:mnendations 1 and suggested implementation plans. The appendices 
include the actual instruments used, extensive displays of data results 
which are sumnarized or referred to throughout the !!'ain 1:ody of the 
rep::>rt, and the backgrounds of the Institute and professional staff who 
conducted this study. The latter is included to help the reader understand 
the perspectives taken in this repJrt. 

Analysis of Requirements of lederal Act 

The follcming section surrrnarizes the twenty-one elements of a::m­
pliance established by the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention 
Act, Part B - Federal Assistance for State and IDeal Programs. These 
twenty-one elements dealing with the establishment of state plans 
clearly specify the parameters of canpliance throj.lgh which the state is 
authorized to xeceive funds provided by the Act. We have, in this 
study, examined those mandates of the Act and the relevant points of 
impact by these on the present system in the state of Nebraska.' As will 
be amplified in both the Analysis and Recarmendations sections of this 

'repJrt, our findings have had only to consider, in any substantive 
detait, two elements of canpliance (elements 12 and 13). Many of the 
established elements are of a nature such that the state through its CMn 

efforts has already established ccmpliance. Others, while sane impact. 
will occur, are not problematic. The following, consecutively provided, 
presents the twenty-one elanents in surrrnary. fonn: 

I-I 
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(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) 
(8) 

(9) 

(10) 

(II) 

(12) 

(13) 

(14) 

(15) 

(16) 

(17) 

Designate a state planning agency for purposes of 
preparation and administration of the state plan. 
Provide authority to the State Planning Agency to 
irrplernent the state :elan. 

1-2 

Provide for an Advisory Group to the State Planning Agency 
by the Governor. That the Advisory Group contain not less 
than 21 nor more than 33 qualified persons and that repre­
senatives be apportioned inclusively by the various levels 
of government,' private organizations, and age groups. 
That the state plan, through consultation with local govern­
ments, address itself to the needs of these levels of govern­
ment. 
Provide for the percentage breakdown of funds expenditure 
(66 2/3%) by the state for local programs. Provide a 

waiver of this mandate if organization of programs is 
primarily on a statewide basis. 
Provide for designation, by the chief executive officer 
of the local· government, of the responsibility for preparation 
and administration of the local government's part of the 
state plan. 
Nandate an equitable distribution of the assistance received. 
Provide that the state set forth a detailed study of its needs 
in effecting a Juvenile Justice System. 
Provide for active consultation and coordination with private 
agencies in the developnent and execution of the state plan. 
Provide that a minimum acceptable percentage of funds (75%) 
be utilized for advanced techniques in providing Juvenile 
Justice Services. (See RecCllili2!1dations. ) 
Provide for the developrent of an adequate research, training 
and evaluation capacity within the state. 
Provide within two years after sul::mission of the plan that 
juveniles who are charged with or who have carmitted offense~ 
that would not be criminal if committed by an adult, shall 
not be placed in Juvenile Detention or Correctional Facilities, 
but must be placed :in shelter facilities. 
Provide that juveniles, alleged to be or found to be 
del:inquent shall not be detained or confined in any in­
stit'Q.tion in which they have regular contact with adult 
persons incarcerated because they have been convicted of 
a crime or are await:ing trial on criminal charges. 
Provide for a system of monitoring compliance and for 
reporting such results. to the administration. 
Provide assurance that assistance will l::e available on an 
equitable basis to deal with all' disadvantaged youth. 
Provide for procedures to be established for protecting 
the rights of recipients of servicesa.t!d for assuring: 
privacy of records relating to services. 
Provide that fair and equitable arrangements are made to 
protect the interests of employees affected by assistapce 
under this Act. ' , 



(18) 

(19) 

(20) 

(21) 

1-3 

Provide for such fiscal control and fund accounting pro­
cedures necessary to assure prudent use, proper disbursement 
and accurate accounting of funds received unde..r this title. 
Provide assurance that federal funds rrade available will be u . . 
used so as to supplauo--nt and increase but not supplant to 
the extent feasible state, local and other: non-federal ftmds. 
Provide that the State Planning Agency will 110 less often 
than annually review its plan and sul:rnit.to the administrator 
an analysis and evaluation of the effectiveness of the pro­
grams and activities carried out under the plan, and any 
mcdifications in the plan, including the survey of state 
and local needs, which it considers necessary. 
Contain such other terms and conditions as the Administrator 
may reasonably prescribe to assure the effectiveness of the 
programs assisted under this title. 

Nebraska Lal'l - Status Offenders-" and Juvenile Delinquents 

In Nebraska Revised statutes §43-202(3) (Supp. 1975) and §43-202(4) 
(Supp. 1975) are found the law of the State of Nebraska with regard 
respectively to delinquent offenses and status offenses. These two 
Nebraska sections define the juvenile cases referred to in Sections 223 
(a) (13) and 223 (a) (12) of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Act of 
1974. 

Nebraska Revised Statutes §43-202 (3) (Supp. 1975) reads as follows: 

(3) (a) Exclusive original jurisdiction as to any 
child under the age of sixteen years at the time he 
has violated any law of the state or any city or 
village oridance arrounting to an offense" other than. 
a felony, traffic offense, or parking violation; 
(b) concurrent original jurisdiction with the dis­
trict court as to any child under the age' of eighteen 
years at the time he has violated any law of the 
state constituting a felony; and (c) concurrent 
original jurisdiction \·7ith the district court, county 
court, and the municipal court as to any child sixteen 
or seventeen years of age at the time he has (i) 
violated a state law or any city or village ordinance 
amounting to an offense other than a felony or park­
ing violation, and (ii) as to any child under sixteen 
years of age at the time he has committed a traffic 
offense; 

Nebraska Revised Statutes §43-202 (4) (Supp. 1975) reads as follcms: 

(4) ,. Exclusive original juridiction as to any 
child under the age of eighteen years (a) V.no, 

. by reason of being wayward. or habitually dis­
obedient, is uncontrolled by his parent, 

' ............. a:ai T , 

[,. 

i,1 
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guardian, or custocliani (b) who is habi-tually 
truant frau school or hane) or (c) who .deports 
himself so as to injure or endanger, seriously 
the rrorcils. or health of himself or others. 

Nebraska Law and theVJDPA of 1974 

I-4 

Title V of the 1974 Act does not (nor does any other section 
of the Act) purport to :i.rnt:ose fedat"al requirements for delinquency 
cases on the states. Title V relates to the processing of juvenile 
delinquents in Federal District Courts only, but it does appear to be 
Congress' idea of a model approach to processing delinquency cases. 
In this connection, Section 503~ relating to detention prior to dis­
position, Section 5037 (b) setting the maximtnn length of probation or 
ccmnitrnent after an adjudication of delinquency, and Section 5039 

''governing place of crnmitrrent after an adjudication of delinquency, 
are all reccmnended for consideration for inclusion in the Nebraska 
statutes. 

The Nebraska juvenile statutes appear to contain no obvious 
constitutiona~ infirmities, and in fact contain some rather progres­
sive procedural safeguards for juveniles. The aboVe recarrnendation's, 
therefore, are based upon judgments of policy rather than upon con­
stitutional requirements. 

Runaways 

Title III of the Federal Act appears to suggest that runaways will 
be handled outside of the la\'l enforcerrent process. It would be necessary 
to eliminate the status offender fran juvenile court jurisclictionand 
rrcdify the harboring of a m:inor and contributing to delinquency laws 
(Sections 28-419 and 28-477) to allCNl private programs for runaways 
to operate. Use of ccmnunity-based programs and use of the neglect or 
dependency jurisdiction of the court where non-judicial resolution is. not 
possjble should allay any fears of possib~e h~l copsequences q,t,=~~ 
rerroving runaways fran the Court's jurisdiction ~as status of~enders . . , 

Summary of Findings and Recommendatio,ns " 
. . 

Thefilldings fran the literature strongly support the elimination 
of jurisdiction by the courts over status offenses. The authors of this 
report agree with that opinion; hc:wever, judges who handle juvenile 
cases in Nebraska m:x:1erately disagree with this opinion. If the stat\ltes 
on status offenses are not repealed/then the literature suggests that, 
at the very least, they should be revised and made rrore definite. . 

Yost of the counties, detaining significant numbers of' status 
offenders in secure detention express a desire to switch to. non-secure 
sheltered.facilities if such facilities becane available. There" was 
reported a need for the placement of approximately 780 sta~ offenders 
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in non-secure sheltered facilities. Si~-three po~cent of this 
expressed need was in four counties. 

I-S 

The findings fran the literature indicate that the programs for 
handling delinquents should place greater stress on the use of sheltered 
non-secure detention facilities, the use of a detailed div~,fsion program, 
the use of separate secure detention facilities when secure detention is 
absolutely needed, and the use of probation programs. The authors of 
this report support and reconmend these programs for serious consideration. 

Only nine counties reported. placing more than nine delinquents in 
non-separate secure facilities. Every county that reported. construction of 
new secure facilities indicated there would be provisions in the nf!.fl 
facilities for the entirely separate housing of juveniles. 

Additional sheltered and secure facilities were recomnended and 
deemed necessary for meeting the requirements of the Federal Act. 
These facilities are, for the most part, to be regional. Exact place­
ment of. the regional facilities must have additional input from the local 
sources. 
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1 42 U.S.C.A. §§ 5601-5751 (Supp. 1975). 
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CHAPTER II 

M:"rHJooLOGY 

Initially, a letter of intrcduction was sent to ea~ county judge'. 
Each letter was typed individually using an autanatic typing system. 
The letters were on the letterhead of the Nebraska Catmission on Law 
Enforcement and Criminal Justice. The letters \vere under the-;signature 
of Geoffrey W. Peters, Institute Director. The initial letter was sent 
to county judges because assqpiate county judges are the rrain reporters 
of juvenile data for the Corrmission. In Douglas and Lancaster Counties, 
letters were sent to the Separate Juvenile Court Judges. Enclosed with 
the letter was a questionnaire. Copies of the letter and question­
naire' are in Appendix A. 

The letter and the questionnaire both instructed the recipient not 
to return the questioImaire by mail but to wait for a telephone call­
fran a rnern1:Y:>...r of the Institute staff. During the phone £Onversation, a 
staff member recorded the response of eac.,b rounty judge, associate 
county judge, or other appropriate individual. At the end of the 
interview the responses were read back to the responding individual as a 
check on accuracy. The individuals collecting the data u..sed a m::xlified 
fonn of the questionnaire on which to record the responses. This 
version of the questionnaire provided for keypunching and data processing 
and instructed the data collectors to ask further probing questions 
after certain responses. For exarrple, the data collector was instructed 
to inquire about what specific construction might be necessary to 
rerrod.el facilities in order to effect the separation of juveniles and 
adults. A copy of the m:x:1ified questionnaire is also included in 
Appendix A • 

. Telephone calls were used for the dq.ta collection rather than 
m;riled questionnaires so that the Institute WJuld have adequate control 
over the data collection process and so that deadlines could be met. 
Initial phone calls were made to the county judge. If an inadequate or 
incanplete response was received fran the county judge, then, in order, 
the follCMing individuals were called: (1) associate county judge, (2) 
county court clerk, (3) district court clerk, (4) county attorney, and 
(5) sheriff.. Contact was made in every county and at least a rnirrimal 
response was obtained. In one county, despite accuracy checks and 
opportunities to correct what appears to be an erroneous report, figures 
given data collectors were persisted in by the respondent and are 
reported upon in CJ::1apter III . The Separate Juvenile Courts of Douglas 
and Lancaster Counties were personally visited by a msnber of the 
project staff. The reported existence of the separate secure faciliaes 
and sheltered non-secure facilities was validated by calling law en­
forcement officials in the comties where such facilities were reported 
by the original respondent. 
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Statistical procedures were used to analyze the data. Frequency 
counts, means, and standard deviations were the basic statistics used. 
Statistical routines were made available fran the software package of ' 
the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences. To reduce turn-around 
time analysis was perfonne::l 1I0n-lineu on a COC-6400 canputer. The data 
were placed :in tables to indicate responses by o:lUnties and county court 
judicial district. Smaller tables have been abstracteCi for the counties 
which account for the greatest number of offenses or \~ich have note­
worthy facilities with regard to the requirements of the Juvenile 
Justice and Del:inquency Prevention Act of 1974. 

The laws of the State of Nebraska ~7ere analyzed with regard to the 
handl:ing of juvenile offenders and the offenses which can be comnitted 
by juveniles in Nebraska. This analysis I, along with a review of current 
literature on the problems and rrethcds of handl:ing juvenile offenders r 
fom an :important additional dimension to the study methology. 

The suggestions for implementation plans found in Chapter 6 were 
arrived at after a detailed consideration of the findings and recommenda­
tions in Chapter 5. The recorrmendations :in Chapter 5 are based on the 
data, the literature, the analysis of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention Act of 1974, and the expertise and experience of the In-
stitut e staff. 
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CHAPTER III 

DATA ANn ANALYSIS OF DATA 

Every county in the state of Nebraska was contacted to secure 'data 
on the current methods of detention of juveniles petitioned upon or 
adjudicated as children described in Nebraska Revised Statutes §43-
202 (4) and alleged or adjudicated delinquent detained or confined under 
Nebraska. Revised. Statutes §43-202(3). 

Delinquents Held In Non-Separate Facilities 

Tables 1" and 2 reflect data on alleged or adjudicated delinquents 
as described in Nebraska Revised Statutes §43-202(3). 

Table 1 is a state surrrnary of the reported frequency of delinquents 
held in non-separate facilities during 1974. Table 2 is a state summary 
of the est.lnB.te of the frequency of delinquents that have been or will 
be held in non-separate facilities during 1975. 'It should be noted that 
in both Tables 1 and 2 there is one county which reported an extremely 
large number of delinquents held in nO,n-separate facilities. As a 
result of that one extreme figure neither the calculated, mean nor 
standard deviation (S.D.) are useful statistics. 

Specifically, Lincoln county reported that for 1974 it held 360 
delinquents (falling 'tvithin the scope of Nebraska Revised Statutes §43-
202(3»in non-separate facilities. Yet in a separate report to the 
Nebraska Cc:mnission on Law Enforcement and Cr:irninal Justice, Lincoln 
County reported only 39 such cases for the same year. This disparity 
suggests a misreporting of data and that the single extreme figure for 
Lincoln County in each of Tables 1 and 2 should be ignored. 

Table 1 shows that in 1974, 77.4% of the counties in Nebraska held 
no delinquents in non-separate facilities 'and that the mean number. of 
non-separate delinquents in counties'reporting one or rrore (excluding 
Lincoln County) was 7.5 per county. The details of these Tables on a 
county-by-county basis, and on a County Court Judicial District basis, 
are located in Appendix B, Tables I and II respectively. In Table 3 the 
extrerre figures taken fran Tables 1 and 2 are extracted and account for 
86% and 87% respectively of the total number of delinquents not separately 
detained (excluding Lincoln county). Excluding Lincoln County, only Hall, 
HCMard, Keith, Lancaster, Platte, washington and Webster Counties shCM 
any problem providing separate facilities for the housing of delinquents. 
It is estimated, however, that Bro;,m, Dawes, and Frcmklin Counties will 
have a problem in 1975. The data for Table 3 were taken fran Tables I 
and II in Appendix B. Lancaster County's problem in this regard mIl 
soon be solved by the opening of its new separate secure facility. 
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TABLE 1: REPORrED FFEQUENCY OF DELINQUENTS 
HErD IN NON-SEPARATE FACILITIES - 1974 

" 

Number of 
Delinquents 

I 0 
1 
2 
3 
4 
9 

10 
12 
20 
25 

360 
No . Response 

487 

5.41 
.12 

38.1 
360 

Frequency 
Reported 

72 
3 
4 
1 
2 
2 
1 
1 
2 
1 
1 
3 

93 

Percent of 
Reports 

77.4 
3.2 
4.3 
1.1 
2.2 
2.2 
1.1 
1.1 
2.2 
1.1 
1.1 
3.2 

100.2 

(: 

" 
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TABLE 2: REPORrED FREQtJENCY OF DELINQUENTS 
HELD IN NOO-SEPAAATE FACILITIES - 1975 (ESTIMATED) 

\'::\ 

STATE S1JMMARY 

Number of Frequency Percent 
De1irquents Reported of Reports 

0 70 75.3 
1 2 2.2 
2 5 5.4 
3 1 1.1 
4 1 1.1 
5 2 2.2 

','\ 

'" 

6 1 1.1 
8 1 1.1 

10 ,1 1.1 
15 1 1.1 
16 1 1.1 
20 2 2.2 
24 1 1.1 

396 1 1.1 
No Response 3 3.2 

I 

544 93 100.4 

Mean 6.04 
~an .14 
S.D. 41.8 i' 

1. 
Range 396 

., 

--" 
"',c' .~-~~~:~:'4ffil!;ijfW· nlhJ$i<l''irEriiWti\l'isl,t-''-'~''-.lf","~ ..;~,:,"~_iiJi:!6'.'·fa"nfgeS*nj'f·~:-' "-~~~::7~~~ ~.~",~-: :::'~. 



III-4 '" 

TABLE 3: NOO-SEPARATE DEI'ENI'ION FACILITIES USED FOR DELINQUENTS -'J 

UNDER NEBRASKA REVISED STA'lUI'ES §43-202 (3)i - SELECI'ED COUNl'IES 

~. / <~ 

~.--::-.:--=-:::::, \\ 

.', 
' 1\ Percent Percent .) 

(e>:.clude (exclude; 
Lincoln . LincoJn 

Percent . County) Percent County) 
Number of of of Number of of of 
Delinquerits,,, State sta.te DeLinquents State State 

County 1974 Total . Total 1975 Total Total 

Bra-m '\.4 1 u 3 15 3 10 
Dawes 20 4 14 c"· 

Franklin 8 1 5 
Hall 25 5 20 5 1 3 
HCMard 20 4 16 5 1 3 
Keith 10 2 8 10 2 7 
Lancaster 9 2 7 16 3 11 
LincoJn '360 74 396 73 

/ ... ,: Platte 12 2 9 6 1 4 
I> Washington 20 4 16 24 4 16 

Webster 9 2 7 20 4 14" 

Totals 469 96% 525 97% 

Totals (Exclude 
Lincoln County) 109% 86% 129 87% 

:) 
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Delinquents Held in Separate Facilities 

Tables 4 and 5 also reflect data on delinquents under Ne1::l:t:,aska 
Revised Statutes §43-202 (3) ~ Table 4 is a state surrmary of the:rei:orted 
frequency of delinquents properly (under the Federal Act) held in separate_ 
fac~lities during 1974. Table 5 is a 'state surrmary of the estiniate of the" 
frequency of delinquents who will properly be held in S8raEate facilities 
during 1975. 

1, 
" 

Mean 
Median 
S.D. 
Range 

TABLE 4: REPORl'ED FREQUENCY OF· DELINQUENTS 
HELD IN SEPARATE FACn.ITIES - 1974 

-,' STATE SUM-1ARY 

Number of Frequency Percent qf 
Delin~ents Reported RefX>rts 

0 50 53.8' 
1 5 5.4 
2 4 4.3 
3 6 6.5 
5 2 2.2 
6 1 1.1 
8 2 3.2 

10 3 3.2 
12 3 3.2 
13 1 1.1 
14 2 2.2 
25 1 1.1 
32 1 1.1 
40 1 1.1 
50 1 1.1 
51 1 1.1 
62 1 1.1 

100 1 1.1 
102 1 1.i 
107 1 1.1 
214 1 1.1 
NoRe~e 4 4.3 

10.71 
.40 

30.4 
214 

" , 
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~ 5: REPORrED~ FREQ:JENCY OF DELINQUENTS 
HEm IN SEPARATE FACILITIES - 1975 (ESTIMATED) 

STATE SUMMlffiY 

Number of Frequency Pexcent of 
'DelLlqUents Reported Reports 

0 45 48.4 
1 3 3.2 
2 7 7.5' 
3 3 3.2 
4 3 3.2 
5 2 2.2 
6 2 2.2 
9 1 1.1 

10 4 4.3 
12 ._1 1.1 
13 "'I 1.1 
14 1 1.1 
15 2 2.2 
25 3 3.2 
30 1 1.1 
34 1 1.1 
41 1 1.1 
50 1 1.3:, 
60 1 1.1 
62 1 1.1 
65 1 1.1 

120 1 1.1 
160 1 1.1 
240 1 1.1 
No Response 5 5.4 

lllS 93 100.4 

12.67 
.48 

34.7 
240 
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Table 4 shews that in 1974, 47.7% of the ootmties in Nebraska held 
delinquents in separate facilities and that the n:ean number of separated 
delinquents held in those counties reporting one or nore delinquentS so 
held ~, 24.4 per county. Table 6 shCMs only those counties in which 
twenty:"'fi va or more '''delinquents were held in separate facili ties for 
1974 or as estimated for 1975. These thirteen counties account for 83% 
of, delinquents held in' separate facilities in 1974. 

", 
TABLE 6: SEPARATE DErENTIOO FACILITIES USED FOR DELJNQUENTS 

UNDER'NEBRASKA REVISED STATOT.ES §43-202 (3) - SELECrED COUNTIES 

(Estimate) 

Number of Number of 
Delinquents Percent of Delinquents Percent of 

County 1974 State Total 1975 State Total 

Adams 51 5 62 6 
Clay 2 0 25 2 
Dakota 14 1 34 3 
,Douglas 214 22 24 24 
Gage 62 7 41 4 
Hall 40 4 50 4 
Hamilton 100 10 65 6 
Jefferson 32 3 30 3 
Lancaster 107 11 160 14 
Madison 25 3 25 2 
Nemaha 14 1 25 2 
Sarpy 50 5 60 5 
Scotts BlU£f 102 11 120 11 

Total 813 83% 721 86% 

Table I in Appendix B gives the details, county":'by-county, of the 
'delinquents handled in separate facilities. Table II Sha-1S the same 
information by County Court Judicial District. In Sl.mtIlarY, of the 1440 
delinquents refOrted in 1974, 34% were held in non .... separate facilities. 
86% of those not detained separately were (excluding Lincoln County) held 
in. eight counties. Of the 1659 estimated delinquents in 1975, 33% would 
likely beheld in non-separate facilities. 87% of those are (excluding 
Lincoln County) likely to be held,.in ten ootmties. It appears that the 

"-,prob1:em is relatively localized. 
~ 
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Status Offenders Confined in Secure Detention or Correctional Facilities 

Tables 7. and 8 reflect data on the 're:r:orted frequency of status 
offenders confined in secure detention or correctional" facilities. 
Table i7 is a state. sumnary of the re:r:orted frequency during 1974, Table 
8 is a state S1.lIIitlal:y of the estimate for 1975. " 

TABLE 7: REPORrED FREQUENCY OF STATUS OFFENDERS CONFINED IN SECURE 
DEIENTION OR OJRRECrIONAL FACILITmS - 1974 

Number of 
Delinquents 

~ 8.78 
M:iiian .35 
S.D. 30.3 
Range 175 

o 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
S 

10 
16 
20 
36 

114 
126 
152 
175 
No Res:r:onse 

Frequency 
Re:r:orted 

51 
,8 
5 
3 
1 
3 
3 
1 
3 
1 
1 
2 
1 
1 
1 
1" 
1 
6 

Percent of 
Re:r:orts 

54.8 
8.6 
5.4 
3.2 
1.1 
3.2 
3.2 
1.1 
3.2 
1.1 
1.1 
2 .. 2 
1.1 
1.2 
1.1 
1.1 
1.1 
6.5 

Table 7 shows that 54.8% of the CQilllties did not confine status 
offenders in secure detention or' correptional facilities during 1974. 
As may be seen fran Table" 9, the greatest number of status offenders 
sO confined are found in four counties: Douglas, Lancaster, Lincoln, 
and Scotts Bluff. It should be mentioned that once again, Lincoln County . 
reported for 1974 that it held 126 status offenders in secure detention 
or correctional facilities. HCMever" in a report to the Nebraska 
Ccmni.ssion on Law Enforcement and criminal Justice, Lincoln County 
previously had reported only 23 cases falling in the sane category for 
the year 1974. This disparity again suggests a misreporting of ,dQ.ta 
and the single extr~ fi~e for Lincoln County, in Tables 7 and 8 

. should be ignored. 
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TABLE 8! REPORrED FREQUENCY OF STATUS OFFENDERS OJNFINED IN SECURE 
'\9ErENT1ON OR CORRECTIONAL FACILITIES - 1975 (ESTIMATED) 

STATE' SUMWffiY 
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TABLE 9: STATUS OFFENDERS CONFINED IN SECURE DEl'ENTlON 
CORRECTIa.~ FACILITIES - SELECrED CCXJNTIES 

Percent 
(exclude 
Lincoln 

Number of Percent County Number of 
status of of status 
Offenders State State Offenders 

County 1974 Total Total 1975 

Adams ;) 36 5 6 20 
Bro;m 3 0 0 10 
Buffalo 8 "0:'1 :--1 10 ,1;'." -.,:;::::::;:::-~".' 

Burt 1 0 0 10 
Cass 15 

,.Dakota 6 1 1 16 
'Deuel 20 3 3 30 
IX>dge 16 2 2 18 
Douglas 114 15 18 135 
Hall 20 :3 3 25 
Kearney 10 1 2 12 
Lancaster 175 23 27 150 
Lincoln 126 16 138 
Nem3ha 5 1 1 20 
Sarpy 10 
Scotts Bluff 152 20 24 180 
Washington 5 1 1 10 
York 6 1 1 10 

Totals 703 93% 819 
.. , 

Totals 
(excluding 
Lincoln Cty.) 577 90% 6~J70) 

~ .... ; 'I" 
"-/ 
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Percent 
(exclude 
Lincoln 

Percent County 
of of 

State State 
Total Total 

2 3 
1 1 
1 1 
1 1 
2 2 
2 2 
3 4 
2 2 

15 18 
3 3 
1 2 

17 20 
16 
2 3 
1 1 

20 24 
1 1 
1 1 

91% 

89% 



-~'~--'(il . 
i\ 
\;\ 

. i!" 
III-II 

Table 9 shoo'S only those counties with ten or rrore status offenders 
confined in secure detention or correctional facilities during 1974 or 
as estima~ for 1975. 

Table 9 lists the eighteen counties which account for 93% of the 
cases in which status offenders are confined in secure detention or 
correctional facilities. 'l11e 1975 est:iroa.tes indicate that the percentage 
is expected to decrease slightly to 91% in these copnties. Therefore, 
the bulk of the state proble.L1 in confinement of status offenders is 
confined to very few counties. Excluding Lincom County, the 1974 data 
show 90% of the statewide problem in 18 counties with 89% projected for 
1975 for an expected 1975 mean (exluding Lincom County) of 40 confined 
status offenders per each of these counties. 

Table II in Appendix B gives the details, county-by-county, of 
status offenders confined in secure detention or correctional facilities, 
and Table IV gives the sarre infonnation by County Court Judicial District. 

Attitudes on Status Offenders and Offenses 

The statements on the attitude survey'\vere to be responded to on a five 
point scale. For calculating means and 'standard deviationsl' a response 
of "strongly agree" (SA) was equated to (1), a response of "agree" (A) 
was equated to (2), a response of "neutral" was equated to (3), a response 
of "disagree" (D) was created to (4), and a, response of "strongly disagree" 
(SD) was equated to (5) •. Two of the eight statements were phrased in a 
negative manner to insure an accurate respon~e. In evaluating the 
responses received, we interpreted a mean between 2.0 and 2.5 as indicating 
mrlerate agreement with the statement and a mean of· 3 .. 5 to 4.0 as indicating 
mrlerate disagreement with the statement. If the rrean was less than 2.0 
or rrore than 4. 0, strong agreement or disagreement was recognized respec-
ti vely. Means wi thin the range of 2. 5 - 3. 5 were interpreted as being 
insignificant and ':ileutral for this study. 

TABLE 10: A'lTlTUDES OF 39 COUNTY JUJ:X;ES AND SEPARATE 
JWENIT..E OOURT JtJIX;ES * 

1. Status offenders should be placed in secure detention. 

D so SA 
(0, 0%) 

~ A 
~(5, '12.8%) 

N 
(8,,20.5%) (20, 51.3%) (6, 15.4%) 

. Mean ~3.69 S.D. 

2. Statu!s offenders carmi. t acts vlhich are hannful to society. 

SA '. A N 
,(3, 7.7%) (17, 43.6%) (5, 12.8%) 

2.92 S.D. 

D 
(8, 20 •. .5%) 

/ 
.4 

1.3 

SD 
(6, 15.4%) 

ii 

,. 

f 
I 
l. 
.~ 
1 

I 
1 
I 
~ 
I 

• .J 

1 
I 
I 
1 
i 
~ 

I 
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TABLE 10: ATl'ITODES OF 39 COUNTY JUIX;ES AND SEPARATE 
JUVENTIE CDURI' JUD3ES* (Continued) 
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3. Sheltered facilities wil11TBke it too easy on the status offender. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

SA A N D SD 
(0, 0%) (6, 15.4%) 3, 7.7%} (20, 51. 3%) (10 ;.25.6%) 

Mean 3.87 S.D. 1.0 ,.;) 

Status offenders should not be brought before a court. 

SA A N D SD 
(l, 2.6%) (5, 12.8%) (7, 17.9%) (20, 51.3%) (6, 15.4%) 

Mean 3.64 S.D. 1.0 1il 

Status offenders should be handled by ccmnunity agencies. 

SA A N 
(5, 12.8%) (13, 33.3%) (4, 10.3%) 

Mean 2.92 

D 
(14, 35.9%) 

S.D. 1,.2 

SD 
(3, 7.7%) 

Status offenders should be vigorously ignored by le:w enforcement and 
the courts. f 

SA 
(0, 0%) 

A 
(1, 2.6%) 

Mean 

N 
(0, 0%) 

4.36 

D 
(22, 56.4%) 

S.D. .6 

SD 
(16, 41. 0%) 

7. The laws concern:ing status offenses Should be repealed. 

SA A N 
(2, 5.1%) (4, 10.3%) (5, 12.8%) 

Mean 3.72 

D 
(20, 51. 3%) 

S.D. 1.1 

50 
(8, 20.5%) 

8. Nebraska should not participate in the II Juvenile JUstice and Delinquency 
Prevention Act of 1974". 

SA 
(0, 0%) 

-A 
(4, 10.3%) 

Mean 

N 
(10, 25.6%) 

3.63--'--

D 50 No Respbnse 
(20, 51.3%) (4,10.3%) (1, 2.6%) 

.9 

The r~sp::mse to question one ShCMS that 66.7% of i;~)Ose resfXJnding 
felt'that in mst 'cases status offenders should not be placed in secure 
detention.(J..rer 20% expressed neutral feelings on the issue and only 
12.8% thought that in many cases status offenders should be placed in 

- . , 
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secure detention. Slightly over '50% of the respondents felt that the 
acts carmitted by status offenders were hannful to society. Hcwever, the 
mean of the responses to question U..D was 2. 92 indicating that there was 
an overall neutral resr::onse in judging whether the acts ca:rmi tted by 
status offenders were hannful to society. 

There was m:::xlerate to strong agreement that sheltered facilities 
do not make it too easy on status offenders, since over 76% of the 
respondents felt that sheltered facilities would not make it too easy. 
The mean response of question three was 3. 87 which falls into the 
IrOJerate disagreement class. There were no respondents who felt 
strongly that sheltered facilities would make it too easy on status 
offenders, but 25.6% strongly disagreed. 

In response to the statem:mt 11 status offenders should not be 
brought before a COurt/II 66.7% either disagreed or strongly disagreed. 
The mean of the response was 3. 64. This rrean shows a ITGderate level 
of disagreement. The reslX'nses to question five shCM that there is 
no consensus that carm.mity agencies should handle status offenders. 
The reslX'ndents were about equally divided. on each side of neutral. 

There was strong disagreement (mean - 4.36) as to whether status 
offenders should be vigorously ignored by law enforcement and the 
courts. And in question seven there was noderate disagreement 
(mean - 3.72) with the statement "the la~/ls concerning status offenders 
should be repealed." T'ne two responses taken together indicate that 
as a group county judges and juvenile court judges feel strongly that 
if the laws conceming status offenses remain on the books then they 
should not be ignored, and further, there is at least a rroderate concensus 
in favor of retaining the laws concerning status offenses. 

There was a polarization of feelings about whether the acts can­
mitted by status offenders are hannful to society. There was. a noderate 
consensus that status offenders should not be placed in secure facilities 
and that sheltered facilities v;ould not make it too easy on status 
offenders. There was also a m::derate consensus that status offenders 
should be brought before a court. The last question (number eight) was 
negatively worded "Nebraska should not participate in the tJuvenile 

,Justice and Delinquency· Prevention Act of 1974 til. 'Ihere was a rroderate 
consensus (mean - 3.63) that Nebraska should participate in the Act. 
None of the judges felt strongly aOOut not participating in the Act, and 
only 10.3% rroderately disagreed with participation. ' 

The attitude of reSlX'nding associate co~.'nty judges can be found in Table 
V located in Appendix B. ' 
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Existing Separate Secure Facilities 

A cc::rrplete listing of the data indicating county numbers, county 
parres, type ( location, and capacity of facilities used can be found 
in Appendix B, Table tIT. 

As Table 11 (beloo) illustrates, 37 counties report having no 
separate secure detention facilities for housing juveniles either 
alleged to be or found to be delinquent. ' Thirty-six counties indicatei 
they use their own city or county jails, of which 14 house juveniles 
in the wanen I s sections. Thirteen co~ties send juveniles to other 
county jails while 14 counties send juveniles to a regional youth 
detention center. 

It should be noted that those counties indicating a lack of separate 
secure facilities may be sending juveniles to other county jails. ! t 
also should be, mentioned that those counties housing juveniles in the 
wcmen r S section of the county jail may be forced to transfer either the 
adult or juvenile prisoners if a concurrent need for facilities arises. 

Data listing facilities employed, alphabetically by county t appear 
in Appendix B 1 Table VII. The same data listed by district can be found 
in Appendix B, Table VIII. Facilities used for secure, separate deten­
tion of juveniles are surrrnarized by district be1c:w. 

Counties not uSing their own jails to house juveniles send offenders 
either to a county in the same district or to a nearby county or regional 
facility. Of the 56 counties represented in the sum:nary by district, 22 
do not securely detain juveniles in their 0\'l11 county., Of these 22 counties,' 
13 employ the facilities of a county in the same district. The ranaining 
counties utilize nearby county or regional fac~li ties. 

A slight discrepancy in reported procedures is ShCMIl in the data; 
Burt County sends juveniles to Washington County, while Washington county 
claims a lack of separate secure facilities. 
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TABLE 11: EXISTING SECURE SEPARATE FACILI.?-'IES BY C'ATEGORY 
II 

'.1
1 

·.11 .. ' 

cpunty 
or 

City Jail 

Adams 1 
Butler 4 
Cedat 6 
Cheyenne 4 
Clay 6 
Colfax 3 
Custer 19· 
Dakota 18 
Deuel 10 
Do:lge 2 
Franklin 4 
Frontier 
Gage 
Garden 2 
Hall 8 
Hamilton ,,6 
Hitchcock 2 
Jefferson 2 
lancaster 37 
Merrick 6 
Nemaha 4 
Otoe 4 
Pawnee 
Perkins 2, 
Platte 1 
Richc;rrdson 4 
Scotts 
Bluff 10 
Sheridan 2 
Thurston 2 

Total: 

30 169 

Waren's 
Facilities Send to 

in Another 
County County's 
Jail Jail 

Dixon 3 
Dodge 2 
FilJmore 
Furnas 2 
Holt 3 
Mo:crill 4 
Rock 

Blaine 
Boone 
Box Butte 
Burt 
Dawes 
Fillmore 
HCMard 
J<eya Paba 
,Loup 
McPherson 
Nance 
Sioux 
York 

7 14 13 

*29 boused at Lincoln Detention Hare 

Youth 
Centers 

at 
Kearney 

and 
Geneva 

A.dams 
Btiffaio 
Dcxlge' 
Madison 
Shennan 

6 

; aJdJen¢e B.Harrel Attention Center for ,Youth 

Scotts Bluff 
County 
Detention 
Center 

at 
Gering 

Banne.:2 j 

Dawes 
KirnbaIl ' 
lIJOrrill 

4 

Douglas, 
Lancaster 
'County 
Youth 
Centers 

, \ 

,··None 

cass Antelope: 
,.I 

Douglas Arthur 
Lancaster Boyd 
Sarpy" Brown 

4 

Chase 
Cherry 
CUming -
Dawson 
Dundy 
Garfield 
Gasper 
Grant 

GGreeley 
Harlan 
Hayes, 
Hooker , 

~=~~ 11 
Keith ll 
Knox -(I 
Lincoln ;1 

'1 

Logan fl 
Nucko;Lls Ii 
Phelps ~ 
Pierce ~ 

. Polk ~ 
,Red WillC1ll -1 
Saline j 
Saunders . 
Sewqrd .1 
Stanton j 

Thayer 
Thanas 
Valley 
Washington 
Wayne . 
Wheeler 

37 

"I 
• I 

I 

, 

I 



£, 

() 

, 
// 

. co 

o 
o 

District 
~ 

)J 

1 

2 

3 

4. 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13" 

14 

15 

16 

!II-16. 

II 
TABLE 12: EXISTING SEOJRE FACILITIES BY DISTRIC'r Ii 

; '\ 
! 

Counties 

Nanaha, Pawnee, Richardson 

Cass, Sarpy 
otoe 

lancaster 

Douglas 

Butler I Hamilton 
York 

Burt 

Dexlge I Thurston 

FilJmore 

Cedar, Dakota 
Dixon 

I' 

Madison 

Adams, Clay, Franklin 
Adams, Webster 

Hall 
Hooard 

Buffalo, Shennan 

McPherson 

Frontier 
Furnas 
Hitchcock, Perkins 

Holt, Rock 
Keya Paba 

BoX'lButte, Dawes 
DaW2S, Sioux 
Sheridan 

Facilities Used 

CMn oounty jails 

Douglas County Youth Center 
CMn oounty jail 

o..m city -county jail, detention 
hane, Jennie E. Harrel Attention 
Center for Youth 

Douglas County Youth Center 

CMn county jail 
Hamilton oounty jail 

Po::lge t Thurston and Washington 
county jails 
OWn county jails 

CWn I Saline and Clay county jails 
I ·'1 . . \: 

CMn county ]culs r 
. Women I s ):acili ties in CMnCOunty jail,; 

~ I 

Kearney or Geneva 

Ckm county jails 
Kearney or Geneva 

<Nm county jail 
Hall county jail 

Kearney or C-.eneva 
[1 

Lincoln. county jail 

~ 
~ I 
[I 
'j 

:1 
:1 
:! 
~ 
\ , 

<Mn collnty jail 
Waren's facilities in own county jail 
<Mn county jails . 

Waren I S facilities in own county jail .i 
BrCMn county jail 

Scotts Bluff 
Sheridan county jail 
Ckm county jail 

o 

<3 
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<!) District 
Number 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

'J 

o ~\ 

Ii 
II 
)1 
/' 

" 

Counties 

Garden, ScottsBluff 
M?rril1 

Facilities Used 

~i county jails 
wanen 1 s facilities in CMn county 
jail or sent to Gering 

Gage I .9"effeJ:son 

Banner 1 KiInbal1 
Cheyenne I Deuel 

Blaine, custer I loup 

Boone, Merrick, Nance 
Colfax 1 Platte 

.,' 
Ii 

o 

c, 

CMn county jail 

Scotts Bluff 
<Mn county jails 

custer county jail 

Merrick county jail 
Otm county jail 

n 
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TABLE .1:3: EXISTING SHELTER' FACn.ITIFS B~ CATEGORY 

Foster 
Hanes 

Blaine 
Boone 
BrCM.n 

"Buffalo 
Butler 
Cass 
Cheyenne 
Clay 
CUster 
Dawes 
Dawson 
Deuel 
Dcrlge 
Gage 
Hall 
Harlan 
Holt 
Hooker 
Howard 
Jefferson 
Kearney 
Keith .; 
lancaster 
IDgan 
Loup . 
Merrick 
l-brrill 
Nance 
Phelps 
Richardson 
Sarpy 
Scotts 
Seward 
Sheridan 
Siotix 
Thanas 

Parents 

" Boyd 
Johnson 
Morrill 

*Regional Facil:i, ties: 

. '.l. 

A 

*REGlOOAL FACILITIES 

B 
.,' 
~f 

D 

Adams Hall Douglas Nemaha 
Buffalo 
Dotiglas 
Franklin 
Stanton 

(J 

Hamilton 

o 

'A -- Ccmpus House, Kearney 
B - Children's Village,' Grand.> Island 

. . Y . , 

~C ..:.. . Grace Children.' s Hare, Henderson 
D -Group Hane, AUburn '" ' 
E ~Girls' Group Hare, ColUIIDus 

III-l/~ . 

E, F 

Platte Thurston 

..•. ; 

TO 
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TABLE 14: EXIsrING SHELTER FACILITJ:ES BY DISTRIcr 
i:4.,,::: 

District Counties in 
NUmber District 

1 

3 

Johnson 
Nemaha 
Pawnee 
Richardson 

Cass 
Ohoe 
~\py 

II 
,~~ster 

'.....,--" 

.. Foster 
Hares 

x 

X 

X 

X 

4 Douglas - See Attached Page 

5 

6 

7 

8' 

9 

10 " 

Butler 
Hamilton 
Polk 
Saunders 
Seward 
York 

(:;, Burt, 
Dodge 
Thurston 
Wasrl:ington 

FillIrore 
Nuckolls 
Saline 
Thayer 

Cedar 
Dakota 
Dixon' 

Antelope 
CUming 

. Knox 
Madison 
Pierce 
Stanton 

~wa~ 

MaIns 
Clay 
Franklin 
.Harlan 
Kearney 
Phelps 
Webster 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 
X 
X 

'" 

Regional Facilities 

Parents A B C D E F None 

x X 
x 

X 
,;:1 

X 

Q 

X ,. 

X 
X 

X 

X 

" 
X' 

X 

X 
Xt. 

'" X 
X 

X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

,X X 
X 

a 

X 

x 0" 
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District Counties in 
~NUmber District 

11 Hall 
Hcmard 

12 Buffalo 
Shennan 

13 Arthur 
Dawson, 
Grant" 
Hooker 
:Keith 
Lincoln 
Logan 

",' 

McPherson 
Thcrcas 

14 Chase 
Dlmdy 
Frontier 
FurnaS 
Gosper 
Hayes 
Hitchcock 
PE'..rkins 
Red WillCM 

·15 Boyd 
BrCMn 
Cherry 
Holt 
KeyaPaha. 
Rock 

16 -Box Butte 
Dawes 
Sheridar), 
Sioux 

17 Garden 
Morrill 
Scotts Bluff 

18 Gage 
Jefferson 

t~) 

19 Banner 
Cheyenne 
Deuel 
K:imball 

I.) 

Foster 
Haoos 

x 
X 

x 

x 

~ X 
X 

X' 

x 

X 

X 

X 
X 
X 

" 

Xo 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 

0 

Parents A B 

x ~,j 

X 

X 

" ~, 

1II-20 

c D E F None 

X 

X 

0 X 

X 

X 

~\ 
X 
X \\ 

;.:, 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

X 
,-

X 
X 

X 

,., 

X 

x 

" 
I 
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District Counties in 
Number District 

20 Blaine 
Custer 
Garfield 
Greeley 
Loup 
Valley 
Wheeler 

21 Boone 
Colfax 
Merrick 
Nance 
Platte 

Totals 

*Regional Facilities: 

...... 

Foster 
Homes 

x 
X 

X 

x 

X 
X 

Parents A 

36 3 4 

A - C~sHo~e, K~y 

B C 

1 1 

B - Children IS Village I Grand Island 
C - Grace Children I s Horne I Henderson 
D - Group Hane I Auburn 
E - Girls I Group Heme I Colurnb~ 
F - Group Hane I Winnebago 
Cedar's Hane for Children 
Lancaster Freeway Station 

, 
1II-2' 1 r' 

'.1 

II 
I 

D E F None t 

x 
X 

X 
X 

X 

X 

1 1 1 49 
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Existing Facilities for the Shelter Care of Status Ofxenders 

Existing shelter facilities us'ed to house status offenders are 
listed in Appendix B ,Table IX. This table includes infonnation 
reported by the 93 counties concerning type of facility used, its name, 
description and capacity, and the funding source and cost to county if 
knCMn. Status offenders as defined in. this report are those juveniles 
who are charged with or who have ccmn:i.tted offenses that~ould not be 

() . 

criminal if ccmnitted by an adllt. (See Nebraska Revised Statutes §43-202 (4) .) 
Shelter facilities are defined as either temporary or emergency care 

, facilities in a physically:;, non-restrictive (non-secure) enviromnent. 
Table X, Appendix B also lists shelter facilities by county. 

Unquestionably, foster hcrres are the primary shelter facility. 
Thirty-six counties use foster hanes for the shelter care of status 
offenders. 

Note that in three specific counties (and probably others) the 
problem is considered minor enough to all~ juveniles to be sent hane 
for detention. Nine counties reported employing regional facilities 
for such care. 

Existing shelter facilities by district are listed below. Districts 
7, 8, and 14 reported a cc:mplete lack of shelter care. Forty-nine counties 
indicated an absence of shelter facilities; nevertheless, it is possible . 
that foster homes may not have l::een considered. 

Table 15, belCM,stmnlClXizes the cost per child, per rronth, indicated . 
by the 9 counties which supplied cost infonnation. 

County 
Number 

01 
12 
24 
40 
41 
55 
55 
74 
79 
86 

TABIE 15: COST PER CHIID, PER M:>NTH '1.D HOUSE 
STATUS OFFENDERS IN SHELTER FACILITIES 

County Cost Per Child 
Narre Per Month 

Adams $350 . 
Butler $100 
Dawson $105 
Hall $100 
Hamilton $256 
Lancaster (Group) $120 
Iancaster (Foster) $125 
Richardson $450 
Scotts Bluff $145 
'rhanas $105 

According to Adams County data, it costs $350 per tronth to. place one 
child in campus House Inc., a group'hane for 10. Canparatively, Hall 
County reportS a cost of $100 rronthly per child for group hane care. 

. . 
. Also notew:>rthyare the costs reported for foster. hane care -- in 

RiC?ardSon C~ty ,. $450, carpared to Butler COunt.y I s figure of $100. 

\) 
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III-23 
Remodeling by County I:' 

Table 16 illustrates rarode1ing needs by category for those counties 
responding to Topic II, PartB of the collection document 't.mch asks for 
a description of tl"Le nature of rem::x:lelipg needed. There was a total of 
nine respondents repiesenting approximately 10% of the total counties. 
The responses break dawn in a manner which clearly indicate that \mere 
remodeling is applicable 67% attest that this remodeling would involve the 
abatement of conversation transference bett4een adult and juvenile sections 
of a pre-existing facility. In determining relevant cost data for project­
ed rem::x1eling a difficulty arose in what \Oli thout specific architectural 
plans there is no sound base fran which to assess costs. In order to pro-

e:::=-:::: vide .sane reliable cost data we have established, again in consultation 
with local architectual consultants, a cost per lineal foot which would 
reasofiably cover rennovation remo::leling alternatives. This cost is 
projected at $15.00 per lineal foot (length times height). As this would 
relate to the category transport, it would appear that the appropriate 
mechanism here would be less in line with aQ1Uisition of auxilIary 

, capability, but rather would be more appropriately dealt with by a re­
scheduling of existing capabilities. The category relating to the addition 
of a wing to a pre-existing facility is dealt '!.'lith in the section relating 
to New ( Secure~ Separate Facilities. That ,category relating to recreation, 
as it applies in this table to Buffalo County f also has been dealt with 
\lI1der the section, New, Secure, Separate Facilities. This statement also 
applies to Hall County IS resrx:>nse to the category indicating IlRemo::lel 
Planned." 

Table 17 (below) delineates the projected structural requirements 
in each district as a function of demonstrated case load. The total 
numher (44) of counties, applicable in this table and apportioned by 
disqict represents. 47% of the total. The primary categories in the 
table relate to capacity - the nurrU:>er of secure, separate units. projected 
for the structure and cost, as estimated on the basis of total number 
of units t:i.rres t"he gross square feet necessary per ,individual tirres the 
cost per square foot ($45.00)., 

. (As indicated in footnote fom on the table itself, the 
square . footage require:nent, 70 square feet per! 
individual, was arr~ved at throUgh consultation with 
the Dou<Jlas County Cr~ Carrnission. Additionally, 
in developmg the above fonnula for cost r the nt:lI11be+. 
of square feet per individual was multiplied by three, 
to aCGQunt for ancillary space needs such as offices, 
hallways, dining, laundry 1 etc. Furthennqre, the cost ' 
per square foot 'was increased by' $10.00 to account for 
certain unique structural costs relevant to institutional 

. facilities., These latter data relating to square feet 
and costs were derived through consultation with local 
archit~ural reJ?resentativ.es~ J 

As illustrated in. the table, respondent. data are charactered in 
standard typeface. Data estimated by the Institute are italicized and 
represent information not p~ovided through survey. Similarly, milia:,;,: 
Cost category ,a delineatidh;is made on the same basis. Hcwever, in this 
ca.i~6ry we have also included arren:1e:i cost figures where survey cost 

.' data do not corrf;!spond to foxmula costs, as determined by the Institute. 

.-Il'-;:' -- .. ..:.~ 
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TAmE R'EJI1CDELJNG BY cotJN:rY 
I: ., 

16: 
Ii 

u 

~. 

I; 
Add Rarodel !: i\.,: 

r 
i " Nur1iber Narte Recreate Hear See Transport tQJail Planned NA ! 

r ! !o (,; 

01 Adams X II l' D " I I "h 
07 Box Butte -, 

X t :-
Ii .: ~' I '" Ii I I' 10 Buffalo X ~ l iI 

I (' 
" 

0 1; . I D 
f\ 
'( 12 Butler X 

0 14 Cedar. X 

26 Dixon X X ;:.\ 

t'~ 

33 Furnas X ,::'. 

40 Hall X 

i) 74 Richardson X f 
.1' 

; 

, Ii 
All other .ct" 

counties 
;' 

X -r ':l 'fJ ii' 0 
" 

.. ~ Q 

I> 

-Total 1 6 1 , 1 1 1 84 /) \-:;, a 
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District 
Number 

1 

2 

5 

6 

7 

9 

10 

11 

TABLE 17: NEW, SECURE FACrLrrrEs BY' DISTRlcr 

Counties in District:, 
Location 

County - City 

Richardson o Richardson 

Cass, Sarpy 

Seward, York 

-Burt, 'lllurstor~, Washington 

Fillmore 
Thayer 

Antelope 1 Madison, Stanton 

Wayne 

Harlan, Phelps, Webster 

Hall, Howat'd 

Bu;ffald 

Sarpy-Paptllion 

York 

'C1i>1l1 counties 

regional 
Tl1ayer 

Madison-Norfolk 

Wayne 

Oim counties 

Hall-Grand Island 

'111-::25' 

Capacity* Cost** 

4 $38,000 

100 $135,000 
$600,000 

10-12 $104,000 

6 .- .: $ 57 ~ooo 

5 $ 47,000 

20 

B 

3). 

24-30 

o 

$. 35,000 
$189,000 

$ 76,000 

$2,000,000 
$ 293,000 

$255,000 12 

13 - Dawson1 Lincoln; Legan, Buffalo-Kearney 12~15 $180,000 
$123,000 

14 

15 

16 

18 

20 

21 

Thanas 

Arthur I McPherson 
Grant 
Keith 

Frontier l Hayes I Red Willow 

Bro.m, Keya ?aha 
Holt 

:&:>x Butte, Dawes" Sheridan 
Sioux 

Gage, Jefferson 

Gal:'field 
Greeley 

It.:>up 

Platte 

• ;1" 

'.;:->;~'" ... 

or Lincoln-North Platte 

regional 
~ Butte 
Keith 

CMn coun.ties 

regional 
Holt 

Dawes-chadron or 
.f3c:»{ Butte-Alliance 

Gage 

Greeley :;', 

CUSW l Broken Bow 

;Platte 

\\ 

small 
5 

4 

24-30 
4 

28 

5 

2 
10' 

5 

$ 47,000 

$ 38,000 

$284,000 

~ '$265,000, 

$ 47,000. 

$100,000 
$ 95,000 

$100,000 
$ 47,000 

~ 
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I 

t 
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Standard typelface indicatesresp;:mdent data. 
Italicized typeface indicates Xnstl.t\lte data. 
'Source - square feet per individual (70): Douglas County crime" Ccmuission 
Cost per square foot: arCJ.ntectUral consultants. ' 
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Needed Non~Secure Shelter Facilitie$ 

Table 18 gives a state sUIl111aJ:'y of the responses to the question, 
t'How many more juvenile status offenders would you like to place in non­
.secure Shelter facilities?" Fifty-six counties or 60.2% of all counties 
in Nebraska, express no desire for any additional shelter facilities for 
status offenders. In Table, 7 it '\vas reported that 51 counties or 54.8% 
of all counties confined zero juveniles, either who were 'charged with or 
who ccmnitted offenses that would not be criminal if ccmnitted by an adult, 
to secure detention or .correctional facilities. Thus I -we. may conclude 
that Irost counties that confined sta:t:.us offenders to secure detentiop 
w:>u1d like to change tb?-s procedurE? if enough, shelter facilities were 
available. 

IrABIE 18: NUMBER OF JUVENILE STATUS OFFENDERS DESIRED TO 
BE PLACED -IN NON-SECURE SHELTER FAcILITIES 

- STATE SUMMARY 

Number Frequency Percent 

0 56 60.2 
1 2 2.2 
3 3 3.2 
4 1 1.1 
5 2 2.2 
6 8 8.6 
8 I 1.1 
9 1 1.1 

10 8 8.6 
12 2 2.2 
15 4 4.3 
16 1 1.1 
25 1 1.1 
65 1 1.1 

150 1 1.1 
254 1 1.1 

Mean 8.21 Median .33 
S.D. 31.0 . Range 254 

,\ 
~,I 
\' 
}j 

" fi 

However I judging fran o::mnents made by judges, sane judges '\V6re of 
the opinion that sore statUs offenders -would have-be placed in secure 
detention or they would nO',\: be available when a hearing was scheduled. The 
reasoning was that the cortElicts which give rise to status offenses are 
explicit family canflicts and therefore, the hane at:Irosphere is usually 
hostile. Therefore, the juveniles nay not want tor,go baCk hane and many 
t:Ures the parents do _ not want the' juveniles to return. 

'!ri the counties which desire to place only a SITall ~'l.urnber of status 
offenders in sheltered facilities, it might be best to make use o! 
foster hare~,. where the foster parents have had special training and where 
the foster p&ents have regular contact -with a social rorker. 

(I 
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CHAPTER IV 

CURRENT LITERATURE AND ANALYSIS oFAPPLlCABLE NEBRASKA lAw 

Introduction -- The Juvenile Court: Goals ana. failures 

This ch9pter presen~ a brief o~erview of. the current issues ~g 
discussed in relation. to. status offenders • 

. ; -Much has been written· concerning the extension of state control 
over -the conduct of children. The parens patriae concept, the idea that 
the state is the Ultimate parent, originally concerned the state t s 
interest irt the protection of. the persons and property of' orphaned 
children. l This concept became in time the justi~ic~tion of state 
intervention in the lives of predelinquent children. 2 The behaviors 
which shocked the nineteenth. and early twentieth century "child savers" 

. , were. many 6f the kinds of conduct still disapproved of.today -- drinking t 
,pIlOting, .roaming the s..treets, 'sexual misconduct, fighting I . ~tayingout_ : . 
'late, and incorrigibility. . 

Theorists have noted several contributing factors wherl s~eking to 
explain the rise of the juverlil~ justice systeiti, 'pdmarilY: the perception, 
of harsh treatment of children under the adult criininal law t disenchant­
ment with the urban centers l the development of posl.tivistic criminolt>gy 
which shifted the responsibility for criminal acts fran the'mdividual 
to the soCiety, the status revolution of middle' class. wa;:ten, and the 
increased emphasis on _ middle class Atner.l.can values. 3 . For whatever 
reason, the- early twentieth centu-ry witnessed the devel0t=m=mt of a 
juvenile justice system which had as -its primary interest the treatment 
of "non-criminal" deviant children, who today are 'referred to as status 
offenders, persons in need of supervision, and occasionally, uniquely 
juvenile offenders. It was not until much later that juvenile courts 
:included :in their jUrisdiction children who violated the criminal code, 
that is, If delinquent" children. As will be discussed belCM, lIDst 
advocates of change in the juvenile court system seek to limit the 
jurisdiction of the court only to those minors who ccmni:~acts which are 
punishable if they were adults and thus thwart the very gOals which 
prcmpted the. creati on of the 'socialized juvenile court. 

. HCMever noble the goals of the juvenile justice system, the actual 
~e$u1t..s have been criticized for failing to rreet expectations. 4 First 
of all, juvenile correctional institutions are Constantly faced with the 
problem of overp:>pulation.There is also a scarcity of qualified and 
trained staff 'in the correctional programs. In addition, charges have 
been made that the resulting stigma which attaches to .the youth negates 
any' po~iti.ve resill:-ts which might be attained. 5 

The al:x:>ve 'criticisms of the workings of the juvenile justice system 
have been ass:imilated into the charge that intervention itself has 
failed. There is no p:l~itive empirical proof that official in~ention 
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preventsfuit.'1er delinquency, and, thus, intervention nay have an impact 
directly contrary'lto mat \v1U.ch is desired. 6 The parens' 'patriae reasons 
for intervention--to treat and rehabilitate the youth, to prevent f 

further, acts which may be' criminal or delinquent -- are worthy goals. 
The actual operation, of the juvenile court system, hcMever, 'has "given 
grounds for concern that the child receives the worse of,roth worlds -­
that h~ gets neither the protections of'adu;Lts nor the 'care and regenera­
tive treai:mentfOstulated for Children.\,7 The ideals of the juvenile 

, court have met onlylirnitec?- .success. , 

, " 

'When'the juveiri.le jl1stice system is examined in light of its handling 
of status offenders, its failures beccrne even.rrore evident., A cou:rt.'s' . 
asse$sments a,r,e, frequently' inaccurate,. its dispositions often'provide ' -, 
li~tle ef~ective treatment for sta~s-type offenders ,who mgy need treatment 
different in k=i:nd fran offenders who ccmni.t criminal acts according to 
adult standards. Lastly, the long-term ef:rects (due to stigma, ill-
effects of association ''lith delinquents)· on a: youth and his family are 
often negative. 8, ' ~ , " ", 

Offenses Only for Children -- Definitions 

, "A.:lrrost every state extends its' juvenile court jurisdiction over 
youths tenned Hstatus offenders."9 A status offender is not a juvenile 
who violates the adult crimiP.::l1. code or municipal ordinances of his 
catmUnity. Rather, he is a minor often n(?t guilty of a particular act 
out of being in a certain "status." Pr~rrtly, these 11 statuses I! include 
inco~rigible I beyond control, truant and runaway .M::lst states still 
include status .offenders in the broad deflnition of "delinquent,ll but 
sane states t in an effort to desti9n"atize these non-criminal offenders, 
have created new categories. -

An example of a state statut~ which n~tains the broad definition. of 
delinquent is Section 17-53 of the ConnectJ.cut General Statutes which 
defines a delinquent child as one who has III (a) • . . violated any federal 
or state law or municipal or local ordinance, or (b) who has without 
just cause runaway frau his parental hott'e ••• , or (c) who is beyond 
the cOntrol of his parent(s) ... , or (d) 11vho has engaged in :indecent 
or iImoral conduct, or (e) who has habitually been truant •.• "10 

other states have adopted the use of sutch terms as "minor in need 
of supervision,,,ll criticized by many as being rcere euphemisms for 
"delinquent. It Additional terms currently in. use are, "children in need 
of services,"12 "child in need of sup=>..rvisioltl,1113 and llperson in need of 
supervision. ,,14 

The kinds of behavior or statuses of th€\se uniquely juvenile 
categories include, "beyond control, u15 llbeh..a::vior ••• such as to 
endanger his own or others welfare,"16 "persistently ,runs away fran 
hare, II 17 "minor .•• who is an addict •. ~ /1118 "who has engaged in 
indecent or imroral conduct • . • ,,,19 and IIwhiL1e subje<...'t to ca:npulsory 
school attendance is habitually and without justification truant fran 
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school. 1120 It is interesting to note Connecticut IS u..se of the v.-urds, 
"who has witl10ut just cause run ?May fran his parental home." 21 This 
seems to .imply that running away may be justifiable in Cfu-tain cir­
cumstances and concurs with the stated causes of runaway behavior' to be 
discussed belew. 

IV-3 

One highly criticized state statute Employs the language, n any 
p"'Json who . . . from any cause is in danger of leading an idle, ids­
so~utef leYld or im:roral life ... "22 Also frequently included in these 
statutes are curfe'w violations, smoking, drinking, and other types of 
conduct that if co.'l1ffii. tted by adults ,vould not be violations of the 
la,\,1.23 

Nebraska, defines a clLild in need of SupervlSlon as any child less 
than 18 years old who is wayward, or liabitually disobedient, or un­
controllable, or habitually truant fran school or home, or who IIdeports 
himself so as to injure or endanger seriously the morals or health of 
himse1f or others. 1124 

Constitutional Attacks 

A. Vagueness 

". One of the major criticiSItlB of juvenile statutes dealing ·with 
status offenders is that they are void for vagueness. The accusation is 
that the vague grant of jurisdiction in L'1e statutes is so broad that it 
may resl,ll t in a violation of due process r a violation of the child I s 
legal and constitutional rights. 25 

California I s statute gives the court jurisdiction over "imnoral" 
youths. Some \\'-ri ters ask that thE'! 1anguage be made more definite by 
limiting its scope to particular sex offenses or specific acts. 26 The 
language could even be rrodified to require that the child's behavior has 
been repeatedly dangerous to himself or others, or to esfabl.ish a 
statutory warning. Another writer, however, claims that the anSV1er to 
these kinds of' statutes does not appear to be a more precise definition 
of status offenses. The alternative is to eliminate status offenses, 
fran the court's jurisdiction. 27 

As part of the vagueness criticism, therefore1 the charge of undue 
discretion can be made. Again the Califo:r.TIia stamte, section 601, 
serves as an example. The claim is that it allows a..1.rrost anyone in a 
posi tion of authority over a minor to becane the noral arbitrator of 
behavior considered to be non-criminal in nature supported by the threat 
of crim:inal sanctions. 28" The police officer has the greatest discretion 
to initiate the criminal justice p:t;'ocess. The criteria for arresting is 
often neither consistent nor objective in applica~on.29 The problems 
of growing up should not, it is said, bepennitted to constitute cause 
for invoking police intervention .. 30 

\1 
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It has been asserted that the juvenile court judge also has an 
undue Cllrount of discretion. 3l In examining an ungovernability statute, 
the accusation is that "the personal predilections of judges as adult 
decisionmakers are lrore likely to 00 subject to inaccuracies and mis­
conceptions. ,,32 
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The vagueness and broadness of the status statutes can be part of a 
. denial of due process since there is no fair warning of \'lhat exactly is 
. prohibited. 33 Juvenile statutes should spell ont clearly just what 
kinds of behavior are lega;Lly proscrilied.34 Since Gault35 6.11dows juveniles 
with due process rights to hearing, counsel, notice, confrontation, and 
freedom from self-incrimination, the . meaningful application of these 
rights seems to demand that a ~uvenile not be made' to defend him or her­
self against a vague statute. 3 

The claim has also been made that the statutes also enable one to 
avoid the guarantees expressed jn In Re Winship. 37 If there is insuf­
ficient evidence to prove the commission of a crime beyond a reasonable 
doubt, the charge can be altered to allege an l1imroral conduct of life\! 
or some other broad prohibition. Even if the "proof beyond a reasonable 
doubtll standard \'lere applied to the non-criminal charge of ";Leading. an 
i.'1luoral life," the substance of the offense is so broadly defined that 
the procedural safeguard of such a standard of proof may become meaningless. 38 

B. Due Process and Status Offenders 

A recent argument which has been advanced is that Gault and Winship 
lead to the conclusion that since status offenders face similar treatment 
by law enforcement agencies and the judicial system, they should have 
the same rights as juveniles charged-w5.th violations of the adult criminal 
codes. 39 The fact that status proceedings are denamLl1ated non-crbninal 
does not, it is argued, weaken the due process claims, since the end 
result often canpares to that in a criminal proceedi.t).g. 

C. Equal Protection and Status Offenders 

Another constitutional issue raised in connection with statutes 
dealing with status o;Efenses is the possibility of equal protection 
violations in the treatment of female status offenders 1 particularly in 
the states which include lIinrroral behavior" language in these statutes. 
Girls, due to the ~till present, "double. standard, "are often condemned 
for sexual behavior that in roys is merely refet'fed to as IIsowing wild 
oats." Even when lIi.m:ror'ality" is not included in the statute, one: I 

author feels that the over-vaguel"less of status offender statutes acts as 
a buffer to charges of praniscuity.40 There is alsO'~~ empirical 
evi¢lence indicating tha,t there are rrore girls in instiiL.Cions than the 
number of offenses warrants and that girls are subjected.to placement 
for longer periods than roys for identical conduct. 4l · 0 

Advocates of equality 'for youth suggest another equal protection 
argument. They question the constitutionality of the courts' power to 
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exert authority over "uncontrollable" conduct merely because a person is 
under 16, or 18 years of age. 42 " 

D. Eight.h .Amendment and Status Offenders 

As w:~ll be discussed in the following sections, status offenders 
ar~ often \:~ubjected to the sarre disJ.50sitions as "delinquents ll including 
placement ~.n a detention facility. 4..1 This raises s'nll another constitu­
tional argU"Qent that the juvenile court inflicts cruel and unupual 
punishments on' youngsters. 44 "Although this argumen·t.can be applied to 
adjudicated Iidelinquents ll it is perhaps rrore evident when considerjJ1g 
the status . offenses of running away, 'disobeying parents, etc. Together 
with vagueness problems, the emerging rigbt to treaunent, and other due 
process and equal protection .arguments, it may be time. to ask whether, 
out of a desire to save status offenders fran beccming delinquents, 
punishment, totally out of proportion with the "offense,1/ is being 
admi,nistered i.11 the guise of a "helping hand. 1/ 

Another argument against the juvenile court retaining jurisdiction 
OVer status offenders is the resulting stigma which attaches to the 
youth. 45 Four· results OE'Stigma a"Ce: 1) heightened police surveillance; 
2) neighborhood isolation;, 3) la;,yered receptivitY. and tolerance by 
school officials; and 4) rejection by prospective employers,46 As/a 
consequence of the labeling, a cycle of further delinquent conduct may 
be predetermined. 47 !t has been said that "official 'response to delin­
quent behavior' may often act to push the juvenile further into. deviant 
behavior. 1148 The social rejection that arises because of the stigma may 
reinforce a negative self image and convince the youth that he could 
never succeed or be accepted in nonnal society. 

The attempt to de-stigmatize status offenders by calling them PJNS 
or another such name, instead of the delinquent title, has not succeeded, 49 ' 
since the public fails to make any distinction. Although many sta.tes 
attempt to treat the child in need of supervision differently from the 
delinquent,. the attempts have not proven successful. 50 

Right to Treatment 

There is a growing reoognl tion of a right to treatment where an 
individual has been subjected to state intervention on the basis of his 
need for corrective care, rather than where his conduct violates criminal 
law or endangers the ccrnnunity.51 Part of the philosophy of the juvenile 
court is to rehabilitate the youth, and at the very least, ,to forestall 
and treat predelinquent tendencies. Due process is usually seen as the 
foundation of the right to treatment concept. 52 Absence of rreaningful 
treaiJnent can be a denial of constitutional rights guaranteed by the 
Fourteenth .Amenc1rnent according to one· author. 53 Dictum fran Gault even 
says that appropriate treatment is esse..l1tial to the validity of juvenile 

. custody, and a juvenile may Challenge the validity of his custody on the 
ground that he is not recet,ving" any treatment. 54 
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. Thus the right to treatment must exist, treasured inc terms of 
se.....""Viges likely to have the greatest beneficial impact, as a quid pro 
quo 1pr the parens patriae' power of society. to exercise control over-a 
youth'who did not carrnit. a criminal act. 55 One criticism of current 
treatment of status offe.l'lders is the lack of treatment after disposi­
tion. A major clailu is that institutionalization of a beyond control 
child ( for instance, is self-defeating because it removes the focus from 
the family whe..re the problem is based and where it must be resolved. 
The institution presents a subculture which is antithetical to family 
reintegration. 56 This attack on th.e institutionalization of status 
offenders reflects the failure to provide appropriate and differeJ,1tial 
treqtment for the status offender t a result in conflict with the, goal of 
deliD:quenC"j prevention. 57 ' 

Detention of Statu:; Offenders 

One of the most criticized. facets of official intervention in 
regard to status offenders is that detention is often effectuated. !is 
Those who justify detention and penal ccmnitment do so in light of the 
practical needs of society to thwart the rise of juvenile delinquency. 59 
Those vlho seek to invalidate detention follow the theoretical justifica-
tions of the juvenile court to primarily treat and rehabilitate. 50 . 
Whichever vie-w is advocated, the fact is that nationwide, at least 50% 
of all juveniles detained are sta-cus offenders. 6l Thus, one of the main 
~guments against detention is that the facilities are overcrowded and 
the institutions. should be able to devote their time and resources to 
youths who really need incarceration, 62. not to youths whose Hcrimes" are 
viotimless. The assertion is that a youth should only be detained if 
his actions are hannful to himself or to the ccmnuni ty .63 

One of the basic questions currently being discussed in the current 
literature is v7hether there should be any detention -of juverJ.le del:inquents. 
Detention involves the temporary care of juveniles alleged to be 
delinquent in physically restricting f~ilities or other programs 
arranged by the court until disposition or transfer.to another juris­
diction. Mos·t authorities stress that detention should involve care and 
not punishment.. . .! 

The decision to detain is usually made at two stagesL The first 
decision is made by the intake worker after the juvenile has been taken 
into custody by the police. The next decision is made at the detention 
hearing by the court. The intake r\'?Orker first considers the seriousness 
of the alleged act. Generally, the' child ·,is detained. if the case in­
volves a crime considered a felony if corrmitted by an adult. Careful 
evaluation by the intake worJ<er may reveal that the child is unlikely to 
corrtni t 'another serious offense, but seldom is the intake worker. capable 
of such a deterrriination. The child is thereforedetail.led until a rrore 
careful e*.raluation can be made. 64 \ ,.. , 

,': /' .... , <\ 

A hearing ~fs held to decide whd:her to ,keep the c1\Lld in detention 
until his schedUled court appearance. The current trend seems to be to 
make the detention hearing mandatory, as is the case in Texas. 65 
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Various sets of criteria ha~le been developed as to when detention is 
required. In general! the reasons for detaining a .juvenile are given as 
follOl'1s: children who are likely to. run away while their case is 
pending, children who are being held for another jurisdiction., or 
children. who are capable of canmi tting an offense dangerous to themselves 
or theca11I1lUnity. 66 Detention rray also be recorrmended \1hen. suitable. . 
supe--IVisibn is riot provided by a parent or guardian, or there is no 
parent or guardian. 67 

There are various arguments wl1ich can be lnade against det~ltion. 
In -most instances there is no educational program -at the detention 
facility, or the program is inadequate. '- Even if the program is adequate, 
it is often difficult to make the transition back to the school on the 
outside. In the case of a child who is doing poorly in school anyway , 
there is the lXJssibility that the ~r11terruption may later cause him to 
drop out of school comple·tely.. This would le?ld to even rrore se:r:-ious 
problems for the juvenile. 68 . Another argument which may be made against 
the use of detention is that if the juvenilt..:: is currel'kly eroplQyed, 
detention may cause him to lose his job. Subsequently, he rray have 
difficulty in locating another job. 69 

Yet another iw.portant consideration to be taken into account. is the 
child IS, e.rrotional condition. Detention in certain instances might not be 
advisable for a juvenile with serious emotional problems l and he may 
benefit more by some means other than detention. The emphasis here 
should be on treatment. One of the strong arguments against detention 
is that it fails to alter the behavior of the majority of the offenders. 70 
There are signs that lithe Lupactll the institution has on the individual 
during treatrrent is declining rapidly f as shown by the grading fiqures 
for consequent offenders. 71 This failure is also achieved at a high 
financial cost. 

Specifically ( as to status offfmders t part of the failure of de­
tention is dqe to the ccmningling of the status offenders with. adjuclicated 
delinquents72\\and it is asserted that Ifwhile the Standard Juvenile Court 
Act long has 6F,J.11ed for separation of the nondelinquent child from those 
who have violated the law, by requiring that the fonner may not be 
placed in institutions primarily designed for treatment of delinquents, 
contrived indiscr:iminate grouping constitutes a national disgrace. "73 
An article in the Baylor Law ReVievl has specifically criticized the 
Nebraska juvenile statutes saying that they are II self-defeati..ng because 
even though they provide for clifferent classifications for the various 
types of juvenile offenders, they provide that the juvenile Court has 
discretion to ccm:nit children of either class to the same institution 
for juvenile offenders. 1174 

In situations where it is eventually decided that detention is 
required, the juvenile's stay at. the detention facility may be extended. 
The p;:rriod of detention is likely to ext~ into rronths, especially ;in 
large cities \~here hundreds may be detained peJlding their hearings and 
dispJsition. In Texas it 'Vms found that although a juvenile's case is 
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usually docketed within ten days, his or her stay is often .extended. 
indefinitely r and the extension is often attributable to the juvenile l s 
own attorney. 75 Throughout. the country the average length of detention 

" is m:>re than twenty days. 
!/ 

The problem of jail detention is still considered a national problem. 
The overuse of' jails for juveniles has been denounced by justice system 
personnel and lay critics, but the practice continues to anst in a 
majority of states. In a slJrvey in .. Illinois, it was discovered that 6% 
of the total jail population \lO.S comprised of juveniles. Of the 142 
jails \'lhich held juveniles, only 9 had separate facilities for juveniles 
away frcrn the. adult offenC!qfs. T6 A survey in upper Ne\1 York State 
asserted that a majority ot the juve..l1iles were being held in jails 
because there Here no available detention facilities. Seemingly even 
m:>re significant was the £Get that the presence of juvenile det~'1tion 
facilities did not prevent judges fran still using the jails in some 
counties. Judges reportedly used the jails to "teach them. a lesson." 77 

There appears to be no national differences bebveen the l.ilral areas and 
the metropolitan areas in the jailing of juveniles. RlJral areas often 
have no facilities available, and metropolitan areas have inadequate 
facilities to acca."m\.O::1~te the increasing voltlItB of offenders. 78 

Many of the jails being utilized. to handle juveniles \'lere not 
constructed. to penni t segre:gation of juveniles fran adults. Even 'vhere 
there is segretjation of juveniles fran adults r the conditions tend to be 
worse for the juveniles as they ca:upose a smaller percentage of the jail 
population. In sane instances! the result of separation has been that 
the juvenile is placed .in solitary isolation. In a feNl cases this has 
led to suicide. The argument that a juvenile is jailed for his cmn 
protection seems to falter. in the face of repol.-ts that juveniles are 
assaulted, raped, or attempt to inflict hann UfOn themselves. 79 In 
areas vlhere separate juvenile faciliti,es have been constructed,;t.here 
may still be jail-like facilities, and often are located adjacent to the 
adult jail. The separate facility for juvenilef, may consist merely of 
certain rooms in the j ail designated as juvenile facilities., and not 
really canpletely separate fran the adult facility at alL 80 In any 
event, it is argued that physically restrictive facilities built for the 
exclusive use of juveniles have a far m:>re positive effect than the use 
of adult jails. II 

" 1/ 

()nfJ requirement that may be imp::>sed 011· any juvenile deten.tion 
facility is that ofa routine tredi.cal examination. The medical examina­
tion can be made mandatory whether the juvenile is detained in a separate 
portion of the jailor in a separate detention facility. It has been 
asserted that juveniles \'lho are detained are rrore likely to .be m:ntally 
or physically ill and in need of rm:rlical care. 81 " 

A second problem associated with deten:tion facilities is that of 
space. The Illinois survey showed that 82% of.the jails had less than 
45 square feet of space, per poJson. 82 bv~cra~lding bas been rep::>rted ~ 
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some areas, while other areas, noting a drop in the juvenile detention 
population, cite no overcro;1ding problem. Overcrowding is rrore likely 
to occur in the metropolitan areas where nore juveniles are taken into 
custody. The problem of overcrav.Uing rw.y result in a nervous staff, a 
tension ridden atmosphere, frequent escapes, 'hc:m::IsexualitYr physical 
assaults on the staff, and physical abuse of the juvenile. 83 Detention 
personnel maintain that better screening v.7Qp1d help eliminate the 
problem, and t'Voule} aid in reducing the emotional damage caused by such 
overcr::rwding.84 I·· 
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Juveniles, it is argued, neeiXiult supe.rvisionMd care regardless 
of tv hat detention facilities they are in. The purpose of detention is 
not in all cases punishment or deterrence as neither of these are 
effective unless co.l1bined with sems sort of professional help and 
guidance. Often professional s~~ices are provided on a pat~-time bagis 
by people· not directly responsible to adrninistrators of the detention 
facilit.;y. 'rhus, professional help is not available in m.my situations 
where it is needed.85 

Lack of adequate resources, lack of effort in trying to dew~lop 
alternatives to jail detention, lack of accountability by decision­
makers, and lack of adequate infOl.1rtation S'jste.rns -that could Ill'.:mi tor the 
jailing of juveniles and reasons for detention( all contributxJ to the 
frequent and unnecessary use of incarceration. 86 This could, possibly be 
avoided by the states taking an active role in monitoring the detGntion 
of juveniles and developing a syste.'TI of inspection to repox.t on the 
condi~cions of juvenile detention facilities. 

As of yet, there seems to be no clear-cut solution. to the problem 
of handling secure detention for juveniles. Various states and counties 
have' taken sane steps to insure that juveniles are held in separate 
facilities and are being given proper treatm8Ut. The main emphasis is 
providing facilities that are entirely separate and away £ram the adult 
facilities. There is also a general conCel'1l that the facilities be 
smaller, and that the staff be canpetent to deal t'Jith juveniles. 

presently there is a need to upgrade existing facilities in many 
areas. Proposals start with the suggestion that there be periodic 
inspections to certify that the facilities are suitable for the de­
tention of juveniles. This could be accomplished by the state through 
either a juvenile board or the juvenile court. 87 In addition to in­
spection, a state-wide system of informa.tion collecting can be adopted 
to lllSure accountability and CJUClJ.ity cOntrol. Not only can separate 
detention centers be checked but· also the jails may be inspected tD 
insure that juveniles are not being held there. The inspectors may be 
responsible to the Department of Social..services or the state Supreme 
COurt. 88 Under no circumstances, it/lis said, should juveniles be jailed 
'vi th adult offenders. 

Manda,tory detention hearings may be held '\dtbin 24 hours after a 
juvenile is taken iUto custody. In determining whether detention is 
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necessal.:Y or not, criteria could be develop8d as to vlhat is a clear 
danger to the ccmnunity and ,.mo is 2. risk. Criteria should be eh'Plicit 
and lllnited solely to acts whidi;;'\vould be criminal if camutted by 
adults. 89 . 
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Alternatives to removing status offenders fran their homes and 
placing them in detention centers have a"Cisted in the fonn of experi­
mental programs for many years. 90 Besides Youth Services Bureaus, there 
are foster hanes and group residences. Another program is the establish­
JTIO--nt of facilities to house and care for runaways. Another al i:P-rnati Ve 
is to adopt;. a fil:m poliey of abolisID-l1g all detentioil centers and 
training schools and relying upon a canprehe.nsive prog-ram of dec;?ntralized 
place.~....nt of children. 9l A widespread conclusion of the literature is that 
placement in the system should bE.~ used only as a last resort. 

Foster and shelter heroes may be pal.-'-c..icularly appropriate and w.ay 
provide adequate supervision in rozmy cases~ The emphasis t it is said 1 

should not be on punishment. Punishment is the court (s function and 
should not be inflicted until all the facts are in. 92 Shel·ter care may 
be especially approprie.te in cases vine.re the child does not need secure 
custody ( but must be reillOved frc:m a heme situation. or frat'll parents who 
are unwilling to assume responsibility. Criteria rnight be develop....~ to 
detGll11ine \"ho \'lould benefit from a shelter ho..rne and who 'ivould be better 
placed in secure detent.i.on. Secure detention in some :.Ll1stances n1:lY be 
absolu.tely necessary F and to place those juveniles in a shelter home 
might destroy the concept o~ the shel tar home. 

Same areas have experimented "d th the use of foster homes. One 
project in the city of St. Louis in 1972 provided for the release of 
certain children to a temporcu:y home while under close supervision of a 
ccmnuni ty youth leader. The program \Vas designed to provide control and 
sup&Vision . .of juveniles "'lho do not require secure detention r q'6.t who 
would be placed in secure detention ;Lf there was no other al V..;inati ve . 
During the course of the project, it 'i'l'as found that very fewicom:nitted 
ne,v offenses. 93 Minnesota has also e:x:perJ.mo.--nt.ed. with the us~ of foster 
hanes ,>dtbin the conmunity. NeVI York City! s project utilized foster 
hc:mes, lx?a:ding hanes r and ~oup horre"s for the placement of juveniles 
notregmrmg secure detention. 94, . 

There are cases where secure detention may be required, both for the 
corrmunity and the child. Regional detention facilities can be provided, 
as in many instances it would be U11l1eCessary to provide. detention 
£acili ties in each carmuni ty • This would help reduce the number of 
juveniles being detained in jails as is now the case in many less 
populated areas. These regi(:mal facilities would not necessarily have 
to be large institutions, but could. be kept smaller 1 depending upon the 

"number of juveniles exped:ed to be detained there. \,1 In M9:ition, the 
regional facilities should be flexible in order to .meet future developed 
insights, and the dEmands of society. As of yet, there has been no 
effective solution reached on the problem of juvenile" detention, and the 
number of suo:i::essful plans tht1S far appear minima:\-. 95 . 
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Finally ( the state may 'assume responsibility for county and 'local 
detention. The state ,<{'ould then be responsible for supervising de­
tention facilities and would also be available for consultation in areas 
of juvenile detention. LEAA grants could be used to aid in the develop­
ment of alternatives to detention.- Sane states have consulted t.l1eir 
Youth 'Services Bureaus for innovative alternatives. 96 

Of course, it may be argued that the best solution <;V'Ould be to 
release the juvenile back to his hane. Ho.vever r this is not r:ossible 
where the hane situation is not conducive to the supervision of the 
child. The danger is that by not requiring separate deterrtion facilities, 
the juvenile may develop attitudes that are :m:::Jre ala.rming than those 
which led to detention in the first place. 

Diversion -- General 

According to one critic, diversion is the ne~'7 label for the old 
practice of making infonnal pre-adjudication dispositions in both the 
juvenile and adult systems. 97 The diversion approach centers on reducin~ 
the inVOlvement of juvenile offenders 1;vith the juvenile justice system. 9 
A major concern of this approach is the reduction of the number of 
juveniles currently confined ;h"l cqrrectional :institutions and in some 
cases, the elimination of all such"i!'institutions" for juveniles. 
Diversion is the alternative choicE'j' of many who are involved in lithe 
national movement aimed at phasing out the eY.isting correctional institu­
tions that house ... adjudicated youthful offenders." 99 

The United States DeparUne.nt of Justice advocates the establishment 
of youth service systems "which \vill divert you'th, msofar as possible, 
fran the juvenile justice system by providing comprehensive, integrated 
ca:rrounity based programs designed to meet the needs of all youth, 
regardless of \vho they are or what their :individual problems may be. 1I100 
Unfortunately! many feel that the ccmnunities are not ready to rreet this 
burden, and they feel that the me..ntal health profession;} are not ready 
to enter into the treabnent of delinquents and status o(ffenders as thet; 
still adhere to clinical conceptions centering on blarn1';P9 the victim. 1 I 

, . ,~ 
,I , 

The idea of diverting youths away fran the juvenile court requires 
a consideration of the question, "\'1ho will handle the actual diversion 
process? 11 Four possible ans0'ers plaQe this burden on the schools, the 
law enforcement agency,. the courts" and on the corrmunity .. 

Considering first, employing the school as the diversionary mechanism, 
Judge David Bazelon feels that the schools have the best chance of 
reach.Jng and helping troubled children. I02 Possibly the best argumen~ 
for school-based diversionary progr~ i9 that the risk of stigmatization 
is the least. I03 However t ,schools generally suffer fran insufficient 
funding, blU:'eaucracy and inccrnpetency and l more than ,likely, would 
resist any movement to enClJIl1ber them' ",'lith the a<;.;rescme task of delinquency 
preveI).tion and treat:Iw>-nt,. 
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Secondly, ,it has' been proposed that . since law enforcenent officials 
usually have the first contact tvith juvenile offenders, they are in the 
best position to dive:L"'t these youths away fra'n the systerh. 104 Although 
'the initial contact is important, it would be necessary to increase . 
police professionalization and provide insb..-uction in the)area of juvenile 
interven:tion before this alternative '\~uld be viable. IDS . 

The third' option, and the one rrost carrronly in use, is the court­
based diversionary process. Basically, intake officials would be 
responsible for diverting YOUtl1S to community agencies for whatever 
treabuent necesscu:y or simply would not take any action '\.matsoever. 
critics of this al?proach fear that any contact with the juvenile court 
would be detrimental to youllis r particularly YOUtl1S in need of supervision. 

Youth Services Bureau -- A Community-Based System of Diversion 

A diversional:y method which has increasingly found support in 
recent years' is the Youth Services Bureau. 106 The Youth Services Bureau 
is a cc:mmmity agency to which children would be refen.:ed, rather than 
to juvenile court, if their boJlavior is not so serious as to present a 
threat to themselves or society, but \IDO manifest conduct indicative of 
the need for assistance. 107 The Youth Service Bureaus hope to acl1ieve 
their goals by rrobilizing "children, parents, teachers,. workers 1 profes­
sionals, and all other concerned individuals at the neighborhood level 
in the treatment and prevention of undesirable juvenile behavior. nl08 

One study on the effectiveness of these diversionary programs in 
the southern California area presents an encouraging statistic: during 
the year 1970 there were 178 fewer juvenile arrests in the area covered 
by Youth Service Bureaus than there were in 1967 -- a drop of almost IS 
percent, 109 Another study of a Youth Service Bureau in Puerto Rico says 
that the "effort has been impres·sive. 11110 

The value of the program is said to be that neighbors of the same 
cultural and socig.l background as the youth can better identify and meet 
his needs. This rationale r(2presents the idea that the ca:rmunity should 
and must ultimately bear the burden of the prevention of delinquency .111 
Especially· in reference to status offenders, ccmmmitites might "§eek 
out. effective alternatives to official intervention. As long as status 
statutes remain, the accusation has been. made that neither the ccmmmity 
nor the court must responsibly look for solutions .112 The response to 
lIpredelinquent" behavior should "be a process of identi.fying the youth 1 s 
needs and providing for him a suitable opportunity' to satisfy those 
needs. " 113 Cc~ 

Diversion -- Summary 

Diversion itself implies the failure of the juvenile justice system 
to treat and/or prevent the incidence of juvenile delinquency. Every 
diversion program suggested restricts the conflnement of status offenders 
under any cirC\.lIDStance and emphasizes the, use of carmunity, public I and 
private agencies in the area of crisis intervention and general treatment. 
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A potential problem, however, of the diversion process in general 
is the vast amount of ,discretion that appears unavoidable. Wherever 
discretion exists, so does the possibility of abuse of discretion. 114 
A monitoring of the system seEms necessary in order to circumvent the 
abuse of discretion~ 

// 

A Modified APproaJh for Retaining Juvenile Court Jurisdiction 

The different vi~vs and reasons given for retaining juvenile court 
jurisdiction over status offenders, although usually with some rrodifica­
tions to the present system, can be listed as the follo;ving: 

1. In general, children need control. Status offense~ are indications 
of serious trolilile and rna.y be as serious as SQ.11e of the cr.llni:nal offenses .115 
The firm guidance of the court might deter status offenders from carrnit-
ting rrore serious acts of delinquency. 

2. If the child and parents are Wlwilling to voluntarily accept 
help for the child f and the problem is reasonably serious ( the court 
must have jurisdiction. 116 

3. If.tany minors who have carmi tted lesser acts of a criminal nature 
(e. g. hubcap thefts) ,are petitioned under status offender statutes 
rather than the more severe delincw.enc.y petitions. Removal would 
deprive the courts of this option. 117 

4. Courts should retain jurisdiction so that they can intervene in 
the child-parent 'relationship 'WjYtff.'or 0iihout the consant of the parties 
when the situation reaches an impasse or the demands of the parents 
become unreasonable .118 ") . 

, 5. s:,altus offenses statutes should be retained,~ ~ht revised so as 
to meet ar{(y constitutional rec:ru4"ements they n0\1 lack In terms of clarity, 
and safegUards to the juvenile.1l9 

6. The disposition of status offenders should be limited to 
counseling or placement in a foster hone. Social workers, and probation 
officers should'present realistic and constructive, alternatives. One 
'author suggests that a special aaministratiye depart:In6nt be created' for 
the concern of youth, but the court shoula,,;tetain control over the 
"Wlcontrollable children. 11120 . , :. . 

7. Official intervention shoUld be a last resort, but all children 
should be subject to t11e court's jurisdiction. 12l 

1< 

8. An intermediate approach suggests a CG!I1bination of Edwin, " 
Lernertls proposal for IIjudicious nonintervention" and Robert Emerson's 
suggestion of "maximizing the court I s power, and inclination to resist 
and change established definitions about delinquents and their situation. ,,122 

9. r, Jurisdiction is necessary for the retention of control over 
runavlays~ and youths having troubles with their families. 123 Police 
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would not be able to apprehend runaways \vithout this jurisdiction. 124 

Revision and/or Elimination of Status Offender Statutes 

The majority view regarding juvenile court jurisdiction over status 
offenders is highly critical of existing statutes dealing ,vith "non­
criminal" juveniles' and favors either total elimination of such statutes 
or their extensive m:Xl.ification. The critical ];X)ints rai~ed most often 
are: 

1. Statutes in their present form are subject to void-for-vagueness 
attacks.125 

2. A stigma attaches to the juvenile offender upon coming under 
court's jurisdiction. 126 

3. Lack of corrrron neaning fran one jurisdiction to another and 
lack of continuity in different judges' rulings in same juriSdiction 
.linplies unequal application of these laws. 127 

4. There are no safeguards in status offender statutes to negate 
the personal biases of the judge. Sta:'cu-tes offer no standards for 
decision making, risking status offenders to abuse of judicial discretion. 

5. Since there is no threat to public safety in the area of status 
offenses, this is not properly an area for jUdiciallTOnitoring. 128 , 

, . 

6. Spending time and res9urces on'''status offenders SmpS the 
capacity of the police and the courts to deal with truly criminal 
conduct. 129 . 

7 . Particularly in incorrigibility cases, trials are damaging to 
an already strained family si tuation. 13D : 

8. Status offenses condemn conditions and not specific acts .131 

9. Prosecuti,ng status offenders pushes them further. into deviant 
behavior .132 . " , . . . 

, 10: status categories can be used as' sUbsti t\ltes for delinquenCy' . _ .. 1·. 

charges wh6J.! the evidence is insufficient to· ~pport a delinquency 
petition. 133 . _ . ' . ~"'. , 

11. 'The court cart be used by the parent to punish the .ch:Lld. 134 ' .. ;'. . _ ."·r ... I ...... ~. 

. ,~ .• - ' :1. '~ 

12. Crllninal respon~ibi1i ty can be assigneq to childre.n when bla,me: ,:-' 
" . or responsibility cannot be determined or when the questior.ied conducH:: " 
.' '\,las a reasonably normal response to provocative or intolerable'situ-

ations .135' , 

" 13. Associati0n with IIdelinquentll children in juven:Uecorrectional G 

institutions may cause negative consequences. 136 · , 

--.... ~ 

,:."" 



_______ -.- ~-Tr---

-........ 
~ --;- , -, -~.J 

.j 

" 

IV-IS 

14.. Evidence supports the possible misuse of juvenile correctional 
insti tutions in that a great number of the residents are status of­
fenders. 13? 

15. The purpose of runa\-;ray statutes is to keep families together 
but court intervention reduces t.he availability of infonnal sanctions 
and may pull the faroily even farther apart.138 ' 

16. There is no adequate justification for the penalization of 
runaways when the conditions precipitating the act of running away are 
primarily environmental. 139 . 

17. The overload of juvenile courts must te diminished. 140 

18 L Institutional incarceration fails to alter the behavior of 
offenders. 14l 

19. Habitual truancy is evidence of the failure of the schOQl 
system and is not conclusively evidence of the failure of the chfm.142 

20. The noninterventionists propose the canplete el:iroination fran 
the jurisdiction of the juvenile court of conduct illegal only for 
children and do not qualify this posi lion by suggesting any diversionary 
alternatives. 143 

Conclusion 

writers in the juvenile justice 'area seem to agree mat when 
dealing wi th status offenders f the juvenile court should be an agency of 
la9t r~sort; that all remedies should be exhausted before a case is 
considered. Many writers would never ~t a status offender to be 
brought before the~,coUft. The question then becomes, does the court do 
nothing in this ar~: ind \'lill the carmur)i ty accept its responsibility 
for providing the needed services for troubled youths? 

Those favoring intervention by the court y,70u1d llinit dispositional 
alternatives to I1family-type" placement ,:md would never permit the 
residential detention of status offenders. 

Perhaps, suggest these authors, /c:he t:LTUS has cane for' the juvenile 
court to reassess its goals, to detennine whether it can effectively 
prevent and/or predict juvenile delinql1eflCY I and to decide whether any 
action on i:ts part in the area of status offenses is beneficial to the 
youth in question. 
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The findings are g:i.~~ep) into those which were ~eveloped fran the 
data and those fran the-b. terature. The reccmnendations will not be 
divided into sections. 

. -

Findings - Literature 

1. The ideals of the juvenile court with its implementation of 
intervention based upon the parens patriae concept have, to 
a large degree failed . 

2. Many of the statutes dealing with status offenders are vague 
and broadly~drawn, and thusrray be GOnstitutionally attacked 
as void for vagueness. 

3. The vagueness of the statutes leaves much discretion in the 
hands of the p::>lice and the juvenile court judge, discretion 
which has been abused. 

4. The vagueness of the statutes may be part of a denial of due 
process since there is no fair warning of ,the specific act 
which is proscribed. A status, rather thana specific act, 
is prohibited. 

. , 

5. . The statutes enable one to avoid proving a crime beyond a 
reasonable doubt because the statutes for status offenders 
are so broad that such a standard of prodfma.y beccrre 
meaningless. 

6. . StatuS offenders often do not have the same rights as a 
juvenile charged with violation of the adult criminal cedes, 
although the dis}?Jsi tions ,are often similar. 

7. There may be equal protection violations, 'especially as to ' 
female status offenders who ar~ being ,videly placed in 
institutions for sexual behavior whlch is rroreoften con­
doned for boys. 

. 8. An Eighth ,Amendment arguerrent has been raised 'which states 
that punishment, totally out of prop::>rtion with th~ offense, 
is being administered in the guise of a "helping hemd." . 

• 1'-

. '" "L; , 
A damaging stigma attaches to a youth who is found to be .a 
status offender, even if'he is called a PINS, MINS, etc~ 
This stigma mayreinforce.a negative self image apd promote 
further antisocial acts. 

V-I 
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10; There is a right to appropriate treatment When a juvenile has 
been found to be a status offender rather than an offender 
of a criminal law. AQsence of m=aning:C-ul treatment after dis­
position may be a denial of. constitutional·rights guaranteed 
by the Fourth Amendment. • InstitutionaLization reflects the 
failure to provide appropriate and differential treatment for 
the status offender. 

11.' Detention of status offenders in institutions results in over­
crcMding, and adds to the financial costs of running the 
institutions. 

12. Detention may cause a juvenile to have trouble locating a job 
after he is released from the institution. 

13. There are often orily inadequate. educational programs at the 
detention facilities. ). 

14.!J'hereis evidence that detention fails to alter the behavior 
of'mst offenders. 

15. Jail detention is considered to be a serious problem, especially 
when status offendeIs are mixed with adult criminal offenders and 
adjudicated delinquents. 

16. Diversionary methods should be used, especially for status 
offenders. The burden should be taken off the courts and placed 
upon. the schools ,the law enforcement agencies, intake officials 
and" the ccmnuni ty. . 

17. One camn.mity-based diversionary system which has rret:suC'.C,ess 
is a Youth Gervices Bureau to \mch chi.ldren can be referred 
as an .altemative to official intervention. 

18. A carm::>n view is that sInce no threat to public safety is in-
. volved in status offenses, judicial rronitoring of thes offenses 
is :i.rnp:J:"0per. y .. 

19. The juvenile court may be usf,rl by the parent to punish the . 

20. 

21. 

child. . 

Often, the conditions precipit9.;l;:ing the status offa'1se are .. 
environmental, and penalization is) improper., Espe6i~ly for ail' 
offense like running CMay, infonnal sanctidfls developed by the 
family might'be ooreeffective. 

/ 
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Findings - Da t;a 

1. - A relatively small number of juveni]~es (aoout 127 in 1974) are 
presently being held in non-separat~: facilities. Many of those 
areas that do not have separate facilities for juveniles either are 
planning or want to plan for such. 

",. 

2. The state justice systEm already appears to be roving in the 
direction of having statewide carq;>lete separation of Juveniles and 
adult offenders. ~~~ 

'~ 
"~ 

3. Only Hall, Howard, Keith, Lancaster, Platte, Wg.shi''1~d)n, and 
Webster Counties had nine or more juvenile delinquents placed in 
non-separate secure facilities during 1974. 

4. The great majority (approximately 88% in 1974) of children petitioned 
upon or found to be delinquent under Nebraska Revised Statute §43-
202 (3) and who were placed in secure 'detention were placed in 
separate facilities. 

5. There was a relatively large number (over 95%) of status offenders 
placed in secure detention facilities during 1974. There is an 
increase anticipated for 1975 • 

6. Only Adams, Buffalo, Dakota, Devel, Dodge, D::>uglas, Hall, Kearney, 
Lancaster, Ljncoln, Nemaha, Scotts Bluff, Washington/and York 
reported placing five or rrore status offenders in secure detention 
during 1974. 

7. There is anticipated a slight increase in the number of status 
offenders to be placed in secure detention during 1975. 

8 . Most counties which are detaining a significant number of status 
offenders in secure facilities indicate a desire to switch to non"­
secure sheltered facilities if such facilities became available. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

Fifty-six counties reported ei tber having existing secure separate 
facilities or using suchfacilites in another county. ., 

,tt? 
'Thirty-seven counties reported neither having secure separate 
facilities nor using such facilities in another county~ 

Forty-nine counties reported a lack of any non-secure shelter 
facilities. Many of these counties also expressed no perceived 
need for any such facilities. 

l2.Al::out 10% of the colIDties in Nebraska felt they could rerro:1el 
present facilities to provide secure. separate detention for juveniles. 
Approximately 60% of the counties re:ported either possessing or 
using another county's secure separate facilities. There is sane 
overlap bebveen these two groups. . 

.. 
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13. There was a rerx>rted need to place approximate:'ty 782 additional 
juveniles in non-secure sheltered facilities. Sixty-three per cent 
of these placements are needed in Cheyenne, IX>uglas, Lancaster, and 
Scotts Bluff Counties. 

14. Thirty-three counties reported a very .$lTh":ll1 need for additional 
nono-secure sheltered, facilities and fifty-six counties reported 
no need for additional nqn-se~dre sheltered facilities. 

15. Judges handling juvenile cases m:::xlerately disagree with the idea 
of repealing the statutes on status offenders. 

16. The judges handling juvenile cases felt very strongly that as 
long as i::,Pe 'status offenses are against the ,law, that that law 
should be enforced. . 

17. Judges handling juvenile cases \'lere rroderately in favor of 
participation in the Juvenile Justice Delinquency Prevention 
Act of 1974. 

Recommendations 

Following are our recommendations to the State, should Nebraska 
decide to participate in the Federal Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention Act. These recam1endations are made in consideration of 
the literature review, of the present data collection, and of the 
previous knowledge, attitudes, and expertise of the Institute project 
staff. 

1. Criteria should be developed to determine which ·juven.i.les 't'lOuld 
benefit fran a shelter or foster herne and which would better be 
placed in secure detention. 

2. Regiona,l juvenile detention .centers should be developed throughout 
the center of Nebraska. The detention centers should"be kept small. 

3. An emphasis should be placed on making sheltered non-secure fad~li ties 
available for delinquents. 

,~ c' 

4. Tornake sure that adult jails are not used to house juveniles, an 
inspection system for all jails should be developed. It is our 
understanding tha;t the :Department of correctional Services is 
accanplishing this at the current t:im3. 

5. If statutes concerning status offenses are not repealed, then at 
the very least they should be revised and rrade definite. If 
statutes for the status offenders are to be retained, theu­
language ,shquld be made trore precise se:> as. to give notice as to 
which acts are being proscribed. 

6. Status offenders should have the same rights as juveni:lescharged, 
with violations of adult criminal codes. 

I 
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7. Since truancy often involves, at least in pal."t, the failure of the 
school, perhaps the schools should share or ass~ the responsibility 
of handling all truants. 

8. Appropriate treatment is essential to juvenile custody; the juvenile 
system is designed to treat rather than to punish. Thus, status 
offenders should be provided with appropriate treatment in the most 
effective setting possible~ 

9. Juveniles should only' on rare occasions ba detained in jails; and 
if there must be detention, status offenders should be segregated 
fran adult offenders and juvenile delinquents. 

10. In any juvenile detention facility there should be routine medical 
examinations to deteJ:mine any needs for Iroi.lical or psychiatric 
care. 

11.' Placement in a detention center should, most often, be a last 
resort. Other placement alternatives should be developed in the 
ccmnunity. Besides foster and shelter homes, Youth Services Bureaus­
could be very effective. 

12. In cases where secure detention is required for protection of both 
the canmunity and the child, it is reccmrended that regional 
detention facilities be provided. " 

13. Law enforcement officers and the court intake personnel should be 
responsible for diverting certain youths away fran the judicial 
system. They should divert the youths to comnunity agencies for 
proper treatment. 

14. The conmunity itself should actively develop alternatives to 
official court intervention. CrJ.ldren, parents, teachers, social 
workers, professionals, and othf>.I concerned individuals at the, ' 
neighborhood level should be mobilized in the treatment and preven­
tion of undesirable behavior by juveniles. 

15. If jurisdiction. over status offenders is retained by the juvenile 
court, disposition might be limited to OJunseling or placement in a 
foster hane. Social workers and probation officersOJuld present 
constructive alternatives. 

16. If status offenders are retained under juvenile OJurt jurisdiction, 
then maximum diversion should be used. No detention, but rather 
only shelter care should be employed pending adjudication, and can­

. mitrnent to the State trairP-ng school or ariy similar institution 
should be eliminated as a dispositional alternative under all 
circumstan,ces. 

17. The Nebraska detention standards established in Sections 43-205.02 
through 43-205.04 and 43-206 appear to be satisfactol:Y. The reasons 
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for detention are the camonly accepted reasons and the child 
has sufficient due process for any detention longer than ~1e 
brief initial deten.tion. The problem is where children are being 
detained. ~J.inquents (and also status offenders 'Under the 
present law) can be placed .:in jail with adults ,if aged 16 qr 17, 
in separate jail facilities if aged 14 or 15, and may not bE: _ 
placed in jail if u,l1der age 14 (Nebraska .Revised statutes §43-12l). 
Even ,if this statute is adhered to in practice, placing sane 14, and 
15 year olds,~and sane 16 or 17 year olds in jail, even separate 
from adults, is pJtentially a dangerous practice. Only older 
youths who have c&mittec1 serious crimes and are going to be 
prosecuted asaf1thts should be placed in a jail; and even then, 
the detention should be sepaL'ate fran adults, given the knO\vledge 
we have about mistream.:!.ntof younger prisoners by older prisoners. 
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CHA.PTER VI 

IMPLEMENTATION--CoNCLUSIONS AND OPINIONS 

Introduction 

. The Federal Act strongly emphasizes diversion and rehabili-
-tation as goals of the juvenile justice systEm, specifically referring 
to development of shelter care facilities, service designed to 
strengthen the family unit, youth services bureaus and other carrnuni ty­
based programs, and expanded training and use of probation pp~sonnel 
and volunteers. (See sections 221 and 223 of the Federal Act.) , 

There are at least ~. approaches to il;Plenentation of the 1. 
Federal Act. One approach 1.S SQlla.,hat pasS1. ve and calls for mea'tmg 
minirrrdm requirEments in order to accept funding under the Act. Tn~ 
other approach is active and calls for meeting the spirit of the Act. 
The decision of ,;.,hich approach to use should be based on the goals 

. that the State of Nebraska,sets for its juvenile justice system. 
Meeting the spirit of the Act way' have long-range consequences which 
'are not consistent with what Nebraska considex-s to be good practice. 
There must bea q,ecision -as to whether the additional services 
needed to implement the spirit of the Act are necessary for a good 
juvenile justice program. 

It appears that Nebraska in its juvenile justice system has 
been moving in the direction contemplated in the Federal Act. 
The guidance of the J!"'ederal Act and the funds provided by it should 
complement and supplement the efforts of the state. The implementation 
of this Act should proceEd on several fronts simultaneously. 

status Offenses 

Implementation should proceed on t..\.VO fronts with regard to this 
area. One effort should be a detailed look at the possible elimina:tion 
of jurisdiction over some or all of the status offenses (Neb . Rev. 
Stat.§43-202 (4) (Supp. 1975». The other effort should be the 
elimination of secure detention as a possibility for juveniles who 
either corrroit or are alleged to have carmitted acts which are described 
in'§43...,;202(4), for all but defined 'eXceptional cases). 

The authors of this (;:-eportrecc:mnend serious consideration of the 
elimiliation of jurisdiction over status offenses. The weight of 
opinion frau the literature, and the authors of this report, strongly 
support such 'a1IPve. The judges handling juvenile cases in Nebraska 
nod~ately disagree' with the idea of repealingtbe statutes on 
status offenders, however~.,' . 

. It S8E!l1S thattl-J.e basis for. exe.rting the court I sautpority over 
truants runaways, children who are at>odds with their parents, and 
the like, is weak when the donsequei:'lces<tpthe child of intervention 
seem far 'more serious than the conseq:uencesofnon-intervention. 
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The use of the status offender category as a mitigatory device 
where a child is a first time criminal offender or has camutted 
a minor criminal offense may not offer a strong argunent against 
elimination of the category: the stigma and consequences may be 
as,,,,harsh as for a" finding of delinquency; and. furtherrrore , diversion 
fran the system should be utilized for such a child. 

To eliminate this category of jurisdiction is not to ignore 
the probleus of youth but rather to encourage the develOl.:rclO,J1t of 
voluntru:y, non-judicial methods of deal41g with the probla-l1s and 
to allaw judicial: intervention only in a different framework, perhaps 
one which deals with the family situation rrore directly as opposed 
to charging the child with llrproper behavior. Fainilies and youths 
could be referred to non-judicial agencies from which they \~uld 
voluntarily seek help. Offenses tL."1der the status offender category 
may be handled better by the schools, intake officials, the com­
munity I or law enforcenent agencies rather than the courts. 

If b"le statutes for status offenses are not repealed, b"len at 
the very least, they should be rev~sed and made definite. Their 
language should give .notice as 1:,0 which acts are being prescribed. 
Mdi tionally I status offenders should have the same rights as 
juveniles charged with violations of adult criminal codes. 

The m.:i.n:imum effort called for under the Federal Act. is the elimina­
tion of secure detention as a possibility for alleged or adjudicated 
status offenders. This should be defined as a goal by statute which 
would limit disposition of such cases to probation, counseling, and 
placement in a· sheltered non-secure home or in a foster heme. This 
statute should also make it clear that intake officials and law en­
forCB'11el1t agencies are not to place alleged status offendE>.rs i.1"1 secure 
dete..ntion, except for defined exceptional cases, prior to adjudication 
or the implementation of a diversion process. 

Sheltered non-secure group hanes are badly needed in Douglas, 
lancaster and Scotts Bluff Counties in order to meet therequirernents 
of the Federal ACt. Additionally, regional sheltered facilities 
are needed in other areas of the State. De.cisions on placement of the 
regional sheltered facilities need further input fran the judges who 
handle juvenile cases. Sane of these judges have expressed the need 
to use sheltered non-secure facilities for delinquents as well as 
for status offenders.' 

Until the needed regional shelter 'facilities ca,n be developed 
and staffed., 'emphasis should be placed on the use of foster hanes. A 
canplete training program' for foster parents should be developed by 
a central state agency .'fue training is necessary so that foster 
parents can re adequately prepared for their task. The training 
program should emphasize the use of slides, fiJms and video tapes 
so that the trairiing prcgram can be, carried ,to all parts of the state 
easily and without undue expense. -Foster pal:-ents should have regular 
contact with a comt representative. ' 

(j i 
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Since sane juveniles benefit more fran placement in a sheltered 
group home than in a foster home, while for sane juveniles 
the reverse is true I criteria should be develop::!d to determine who 
would benefit from a 'shelter home placement and who \~uld benefit 
fran a foster hame placemo....nt. Sane juveniles initially ma.y not be 
able to cope with the potential closeness of relationships in a 
fosterhcme. However, group homes should always be a temporary 
placem:}nt i movement to a foster horne and potentially rrore per-

, manent \~olution should be -the desired objective. 
II, 
\ 

Delinquent Offenses 

There is no serious question raised in the literature or by the 
authors relative to the idea that delinquent offenders should 
be :handled by the courts. The question raised mostly concern de­
tention, disposition, and diversion. At a minimum,the Federal 
Act requires that juveniles alleged or found to be delinquent, if 
they are to be detained in secure detention, must be detained in 
facilities \vhich are canpletely separate fran adult prisoners or 

VI-3 

those juveniles tried as adults. Nebraska is moving in this direc..."tion 
at the present time and appears to support the idea of such 
separa'tionas a necessary goal of the juvenile justice system. 

Only seven counties reported placing nine or more delinquent 
offenders in non-separate secure facilities during 1974~ Lancaster 
County I s problem in this regard should be solved vlhen t11eir new 
Attention Center is opo...ned. To meet the needs of those counties 
which do not have separate secure facilities for juveniles, regional 
detention centers shduld be developed throughout the center of Nebraska. 
These detention centers should be kept small. Decisions on the 
placement of the regional detention centers need furb.~er inputfram 
the judges who handle juvenile cases and fram elected county and city 
officials. The reported need for additional secure facilities is 
given on page 111-25; hOi'lever, these data need much \~rk before definite 
plans can be developed from them. 

Consideration might be given to the use of part of the state 
facili ties for juvenile offenders at Kearney and Genera as short-tenn 
secure facilities for the immediate area sUl70unding these institutions. 
If such a plan were developed, care would need to be taken, particplarly, 
to assure separation of the alleged delinquents fran contac1:. with' 
regular occupants of these institutions. Douglas and Lanca/ster County's 
facility could also be explictly defined as a regional facility. All 
four 6f these institutions would probably need adqi lional funds to 
handle this new role. 

Placement in,a detention center should be a last resort and alternatives 
should be developed through use of probation shelter banes, and foster hanes.' ," 
greater emphasis should be placed on the U$e of shelter non-secure 
facilities for housing alleged or adjudicated delirquents. To help 
the courts decide ,9n whether to'place an alleged or adjudicated de-
liriquent in a shelter or foster,hane ~ opposed to secure detention, 
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definitive criteria should be developed. 

Diversion should' probably be authorized and defined as a 
goal by statute and specifically developed in the State plan (see 
Standard 8.2, National Advisory Ccmnission on Cr.iminal Justice 
Standards and Goals and Section 13, N. J. Children I s Bureau legis­
l:ative Guidelines). The stated goals in Section 43-201. 01 of the 
Nebraska statutes appear to require this approach, and this approach 
is consistent with the federal approach. Developne.nt of resources 
may take extended period. of time. There appears to be no conflict 
with Gault if the guidelines in Standard 8.2 are adhered to. 

Other Considerations for Implementation 

Serious consideration should be given to the developnent or 
identification of research training and evaluation capabilities 
within the State. The juvenile justice system asa \\Thole, in thE~ State, 
could support such an effort, although no single uni.t of the sY~itern 
has the, necessary funds. Training programs for juvenile court 
personnel appear to be the most pressing need. HO';\Tever, evaluation 
procedures are also needed. The research effort is being met 
somewhat by ·the efforts ot: the federal government and by private re­
search organizations. 

To meet the requirement of Section 223 (a) (10) of the Federal Act, 
75% of the federal funds must be utilized for advanced techniques 
in providing juvenile justice service. For this to occur properly 
a plan should be develOped. Materials on such a4vanced techniques 
must be made available to juvenile' justice officials so that they can 
then make informed inputs into the final plan. 

Section 223 (a) (8), (16), and (20) should also have careful 
consideration. These sections relate to: (1) a detailed study of 
.state needs, (2) assuring privacy of records and protecting the rights 
of recipients of services and (3) evaluation of the State Plan on an 
annual basis. 

Summary 

There is the strong suggestion in this chapter that jurisdiction 
over status offenses should be eliminated. This suggestion is made 
for at least tv.D reasons. First tJ.'1ere is strong support for the 
idea that judicial intervention has not helped alleviate or solve 
the problem '''hich engender status offense but, rather, that such 
intervention may have had a negative impact on the offenders as a 
group. The second reason for such a elimination is that scarce 
resources are spread too thin. These scarce resoUGces should be 
concentrated on handling del:iJ1quents since the acts of delinquents 
are more serious and potentially much nlore dangerous to society.· If 
all the resources presently available for :handling cases involving 
juveniles were concentrated on handling only delinquents, appropriate 
effort could be given to detention alternatives, a more structured 
arrl canplete probation program, an:l a detailed diversion program. 
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APPENDIX A 

LETTER AND QUESTIONNAIRES 

Tr~nsmitta~ Letter 
-' ' 

Mailed Questionnaire 

Recording Questionnaire 
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[NCLEOJ Letterhead] 

October 1975 

Dear: 

The Nebraska COrrmission on IaVI Enforcement and criminal Justice 
needs information related t~ planning for Nebraska's potential parti­
cipation in the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974. 
The Creighton Institute for Business f Law and Social Research has been 
selected to carry out the information-gathering task for the Carmission. 

We need information on the handling of~\juveniles who raIl under 
Section:=:: 42-202(3) f and 42-202(4) of Nebraska Revised Statutes. The 
enclosed questionnaire outlines the il;format.ion needs. 

We request that you fill out ti1e enclosed questionnaire as soon as 
possible but do not mail it. 'Yvithin a fe\-'l days, you will receive a 
telephone call fran a staff :me:rober of the Institute. The st;'/.ff member 
will ask you t9 provide your responses to the questionnaire./ We have 
a$ked that you not return the questionnarie by mail because ;:telephone 
calls wIll enable us to gather the information more quickly f and to 
anSl-ver any questions you may have. 

The final report surtroarizing the findings must be suJ::mitted to the 
Ccmnission by November ;!O, 1975. In order to meet this deadline, we 
urgently need your cooperation. 

If you have any questions, please feel free to call me ai,l: 402/536-
2584 or 800/642-8446. My staff and I will be happy to answelf your 
questions. We thank you in advance for your cooperation. 

GIi1P:lls 

EIiclosure 

r. 

d I 

Sincerely, 

Geoffrey vi. Peters 
J:nstitute Director 
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Person Responding Cotmty or Area Served 

Phone Numbe.l:" Street Address 

,Position' of· Person R~spondjng ·City, Count r zip~e . " 

DIRECTIONS 

You should not return. this questionnaire by mail. . A staff member of 
the Creighton Institute for Business, Law' and Social Research will call 
you for your anSVolers. Phone calls are being usm because the infol'mation 
is needed in final report fann by the NIP.braska Ccmnission on La\v Enforce-
ment and Criminal Justice before the end of November. . 

'.j • • 

Please al')swer all questions as canpletely as possible. Where esti­
mates are called' for, use yoUr best judgment. , Give any explanation \'lhich 
you feel necessary. .' ' 

If you have any questions, please call Dr. Wal ~er Calinger at the 
Institute at 402/536-2584 'or 800/642-8446. 

trhis questionnaire is divided into two sections. The first section 
requests .infonnation copcerning juveniles either petitionErl upon or found 
to be children described in Nebraska Revised Statutes :§43-202 (3) and the 
second section requests infonnation concerning juveniles adjudicated under 
Ne.braska Revised Statutes §43-202(4). 

Section I 

(Juveniles Petitioned Upon or DescriJ:.-ed in Neb~ Rev. stat. §43-202 (3») 

Topic I. Current Patterns 
, -

. In the following questions inquiries will be made al:out separate 
facilities for adults and juveniles. Separate facilities meaDS separate 
living, dining, recreational, vocational; educational, and transportation 
facilities are provided, or the time period for utilization of these 
facilities is fonnally arral'1ged, in order to canpletely eliminate contact 
be:tween adults and juveniles. . . 

, " 
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A. Howroany juveniles, either petitioned upon 0r, found to be children 
describedA,~Nebtaska Revised Statutes §43-202 (3), were held in 
detention di' ~ierrectional facili ties ,~here they had regular contact 
with adult pr.lsoners? 

" . 

For January 1, 1974 through December 31, 1974. ---- ' 

(Estimate) For Januarv 1, ,1975 through December 01, 1975. 
--- iI- -, ' 

B. How'many juveniles, either petitioned upon or found to be children 
described in Nebraska Revised Statutes §43-202(3) , were hel~ in 
separate facilities having no contact ,~ith aquit prisoners? -, " 

_' _' For January 1,"1974 through December 31·, 1974. '. 

, (Estimat:e) For January 1, 1975 through December 31, 1975. ---.'" ,'-.",:;, 

Topic II. Egisting Facilities' 

,A. Separate Facilities 

List the location and capacity of all regular separate facilities 
that can provide secure detention for juveniles eith~~ petitioned 
upon or found to be children, described in Nebraska Revised Statutes 
§43-202 (3) . 

Name ~ ____________ ~.~~;'_~_-_"_'~~' ______________________________ ~ ___ 
, ~ 

'J 

Locatipn _____________ '~_'~~ ______________________ ,~ _______ ~ 

Capacity ________________________________________________ ___ 

B. other Facilities That Are Not Separate 

Consider here existing facilities in which there is same contact 
between adults and juveniles. 

1. Do juveniles and adults ever eat together? 

YES NO ---
2. Do juveniles and adults ever have recreation together? 

YES NO ---
,3. Are juveniles and adults e,ver placed in the same cells? 

YES ___ NO 

, 4. Are juveniles and. adults ever tra'1sported together? 

YES }..1() ---- ---

&iiiD 
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5. 'Are juveniles ever housed within hearing or sight'of adult . 
prisoners? ". '.n 

, . ' 

YES NO ---- -:----

'lbpic III. Ne\'l Facilities 

Would it be necessary to COnstnlct new' facilities in order to 
provide separate facilities for juveniles petitioned upon or found to 
be children described in Nebraska Revised Statutes §43-202 (3)? 

YES NO --- ---
If you ans-w~ed yes to the previous question, please provide the follow­
ing iriformation for each needed facility: 

location Desired 
----------------~----~----~--~---------------

Capacity Needed ----------------------------------------------
','. Est:imated Cost 

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

Section II. 

(Juveniles Adjudicated Under Neb. Rev. Stat. §43-202(4» 

status offenders are juveniles who are charged with or who have corrrni tted 
offenses that would be· not criminal if cc:mnitted by an adult. (Juveniles 
adjudicated under Nebraska Revised Statutes §43-202 (4» .' 

Shelter facilities for status offenders may be defined as temporary or 
emergency care facilities in a physically non-restrictive environment. 
They are used as temporary living facilities until a. permanent plan has 
been arranged. 

'lbpic I. Current Patterns 

How many status offenders has your court caused to be confined in secure 
detention or correctional facilities? 

Por the period January 1, 1974 through December 31, 1974. 

(Est:imate) For the period January 1, 1975 through December 31, 1975 

'lbpic II. Existing Faciljties 

What facilities are availabl'~ in your jurisdiction for the non-secure 
sheltered housing of the status offenders? 

Name ___ ---------------__ --------------------------------
Iocation _______________________________________ _ 
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DeScription 
--------------~ 

capacity ______ ~ __ ~~~, __________ . ____________________________ _ 

Funding. Source . --------
'Cost to County ______ ----~---..:..._:__...,._-------..:..--~-.:....... 

Topic III. Na'l Fa~ilities 

Do you have a need for ,additional sheltered facilities to house stat-us 
offenders? 

YES NO 
-~- ---

HO\'l many nore juvenile status offenders would you like to place in non-secure 
sheltered facilities? 

.. Topic IV. Attitudes of County Judges and se~ate Juvenile Court Judges. 

Please respond to the foll~Ting questions by circling the response which 
best expresses your feelings and those of your court. 

SA - Strongly Agree 
/A - Agree . 

N - Neutral 

SD - Strongly Disagree 
D - Disagree 

1. Status offen:1ers should be placed in secure detention. 

SA A N D SD 

2. Status offenders corrmi t acts which are' hannful to society. 

SA A N D 

3. Sheltered facilities will "make it too easy on the status offender. 

SA A N D SD 

4. Status offeriiers should not be br0ught before a court. 

SA A N D SD 

5. StatUs offenders shouldlJe handled by camtunity agencies. 

SA A N D SD 

6. Status offenders $hould be vigorously ignored by law enforcement 
and the courts. 

SA A N D SD 

, \ 
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7. . The lawS. concerning status offenses should, be repealed. 

,) SA A N D SD 

. 8. Nebraska should not participate in the Juvenile Justice and 
Delinquency Pr~vention ACt of 197 4. ' . ' , . . 

N D . SD 

• " l) Topic V. .Carmeni;:s 
'.) . " 

Carrnents ,concemmg s"t;atus offenders and non-secure shelter facilities. 
" 
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REDJRDING QUESTIOONAIRE 
(for staff use only) 

. 
Interviewer: Date: 

, A-7 
. -'. 

Time: 
----------------------~ ----------- -------

__ -.:::-:_-;:-_---.,.,....---.:.:. __ (1-3 ) 
Person Respondin~ 

Phone Number 

--:;:::---;c-:-;----:--:~-~-__=_,...:..' _(7) 
Position of Person Resp::mding 

DlRECI'IONS (for Interviewer) 

_--;::;-_~_-=--~=----=.---_( 4-6) 
County or Area S,erved 

Street Address 

City, County, Zip Code 

You should be thoroughly familiar with this questionnaire before 
yqu attempt to call the appropriate officials for their responses. Your 
initial call should be' placed to the county judge and then, in order, to 
the: (1) associate county judge (2) county court clerk (3) district 
court clerk (4) county attorney,' and (5) sheriff. Visits will be made 
to the Separate Juvenile Courts of Douglas and Lancaster Counties. 

It is very important that you canplete the log for every call or 
attempted call. Log sheets will be provided for you. There must be a 
min:irnum of one call and ~ call backs to each county. 

You must be prepared to answer questions concerning the project 
and to explain tenus and concepts used. in the questionnaire and letter. 
At various points in the questionnaire; you will be directed to ask ad­
ditional probing questions if particular responses are given to the 
questions in the questionnaire. 

At. initial contact, you should identify yourself as calling for 
the NE'braska Ccmnission on La.w Enforcement and Criminal Justice and state 
that you are a staff member of the Creighton Institute for Business, La.w 
and Social Research. You should then refer to the letter and questionnaire 
which was sent. 

Section I 

(Juveniles Petitione:1 Upon or Describe:l in Neb. Rev. Stat. §43-202 (3) ) 

Topic I. CUrrent Patterns 

L~ the follC1.'ling questions inquiries will be made about separate 
facilities for adults ap.d juveniles. Separate facilities means separate 
living, dining, recreational, vocational, educational, and transportation 
facilities are provided, or the time perioo for utilization of t: ... '1ese 
facilities is fonnally arranged, in order to avoid contact betwe~..n adults 
arrl juveniles. ' 

J:;;il:waPi:ioi b I _ ___ -----
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A. How many ;juveniles, either petitioned upon or fOlJl1d to ~/~hildren 
described' in the Nebraska Revise:l Statutes §43-:202 (3), we1re held 
in detention or corre(;tion facilities where they had regular con-
tact with' adult prisoners! ' 

B. 

__ For .ranuary 1, 1974 through DecembP...r, 31, 1974. (8-1l)' 
,I 

__ (Estimate) For January 1, 1975 through Decanber 31, 1975. (12-15) 
, , , 

How many Juveniles, either petitioned upon or found to be children 
described in the Nebraska Revise:l Statutes §43-202 (3), were 
held in sl3parate facilities haVIDg no contact with adult 
prisoner8'? -,- " 

__ , For ,January 1, 1974 through Decerr.ber 31, lQ74. (16-19) , 

' __ (Es6mate) For January 1, 1975 through Decsnb2r 31, 1975. (20-23) 

Topic II. lli{isting Facilities 

[If the respDm~es to Part A sound like group hanes, you stress the fact, 
. that the facilities must f?e roth separate and secure. ] 

A. SeJ?a,rate Facilities 

List the location and, capacity of ,all re9\~lar separate faci~ities 
that can p;r-ovide secure detention for juveniles either allege:l to 
be or found to be delinquent. 

l. Name 

Location 

Capacity 

2. Name 

,Capacity , 

location 

3. Na~e ____ ~ _______________________ ~ ________________ ___ 

Capacity ________________________________________ __ 

Location ____________________________________________ _ 

B.Other Facilities That Are Not Sepa:rate 

Con~id~) here existing facilities in which this is sane contact 
between adults and juveniles. 

(; 
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1. Do juveniles and adults ever eat together? 

2. Do juveniles and adults ever have recreation 
to:rether? 

3. Are juveniles and adults ever placed in the 
same cells? 

4. Are juveniles and adults ever transported 
tcgether? 

5. Are juveniles ever housed wi thin hearing or 
sight of adult prisoners? 

Yes No 

-1 

-1 -2 

-1 -2 

-1 -2 

-1 -2 

[The next two questions are not on the questionnaire sent to the 
county judge. J 

Yes No 

Could your present facilities be remodeled to 
canpletely eliminate contact between juveniles 
and adults? 

Desbr.i'Qe the nature of the remodeling. 

Tbpic III. New Facilities 

-1 

Would it be necessary to construct new facili tiel!:; in order to 
provide separate facilities for juveniles alleged to be or 

-2 

found to be delinquent? -1 -2 

If you answered yes to the previous question I please provide, 
the following information for each needed facility: 

fi 
I, 

1. Location Desired __________________________________ __ 

Capacity Needed _______________ ~--

Estimated COst _____________________________ ___ 

A-9 

(24) 

(25) 

(26) 

(27) 

(28) 

(29) 
;1 

(30) 
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2. IDeation Desired 

Capacity Need,¢ 

Estimated Cost 
\.: 

3. IDeation Des:i,red :. 

capacity Needed 

Estimated Cost 

[Section II is requesting information aJ:cut··status offenders and 
attitudes of county and separate juvenile court judges regarding 
status offenders.] 

Section II. 

(Juveniles Adjudicated Under Neb. Rev. Stat. §43-202 (4» 

Status offenders are juveniles who are charged r;.;i thor who have 
Ccmnitted offenses that would not be cr'iminalif carmittec1 by an 
adult. (Juvenile adjudicated under Nebraska Revised Statutes 
~43-202(4». 

Shelter facilities for status off~)l1ders may be defined· aste:nporary 
or e;mergency care facilities in a physically non~restrictive environ­
ment. They,are used as temporary living facilities until apo--rmanent 
plan has been arranged. 

'lbpic 'I. Current Patterns 

How many status offenders has your court caused to be confined in 
secure detention or correctional facilities? 

For the perio:1 January 1, 1974 through December 31, 1974. 

(Estimate) For the perio:1 .January 1, 1975 through December 31, 
1975. (35-38) 

.~pic II. l:Xisting Facilities 

What facilities are available in your jurisdiction for the non-secure 
sheltered housing of status offenders. 

1. Name ____________________________________________ __ 

location ---------------------------.-------------
Description ______________________________________ ~ __ 

Capacity _____________________ _ 

Funding Source ______ ~,..,--------------------..".--
.' 
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Cost to COunty 

2. Name 

Location 
", 

Description 

<:!apacity 

Funding Source 

COst to CO'llIIDJ 

3. Name 

Location 
'~, 

r-' 

_T 

II 
/I 

II 
~~/ 

.'WPW' HU; **£ 
"\ 

= 

Description 
------------------------------------~------

capacity ,\, 
------------~--------------------------~--------

Funding S-ource 
------------------------~------------------

Cost to COunty 
------------~~~--------------------------

Topic III., New Facilities Yes No 

Do you have a need for additional separate facilities to house 
status offenders? -1 -2 

How many ITDre juvenile status offenders would you like to place 
in non-secure shelter facilit.ies? ""1' -2 

Topic IV. Attit:pdes ' of"Courrty Judges and Separate Juvenile Co1.l.'(t 
'Judges 

+t- - Strongly Agree 
+ - Agree 
o - Neutral 

, -- - Strongly Disagree 
- - Disagree 

1. Status offenders should be placed in secure detention. 

-1+ 
-1 

+ 
-2 

o 
-3 ~4 -5 

2. StatuS offenders carmi t acts which are hannful to society 

-1+ 
-1 

+ 
-2 

o 
-3 -4 

A-Il 
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3. Sheltered facilities \'lill make it too easy on the status offender. 

++ 
-1 

+ 0 
-2 -3 -4 -5 

4. Status offenders should not be brought before a court • 

.++ 
-1 

+ 0 
-2 -3 -4 -5 

5. status offenders should be handled by carmuni ty agencies. 

++ 
-1 

+ 0 
-2 -3 -4 -5 

6. Status offenders should be vigorously ignored by law enforce­
ment ana the courts . 

-H- + 0 
-1 -2 -3 -4 -5 

7. The lavls concerning status offenses should be repealed. 

++ 
-1 

+ 0 
-2 -3 -4 -5 

8. Nebraska should not participate in the Juvenile Justice and 
Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974. 

-H- + 0 
-1 -2 -3 -4 -5 

Topic V. Ccmnents 

(46) 

(47) 

(48) 

., (49) 

(50) 

(51) 

carments concerning status offenders and non-secure shelter facilities. 
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APPENDIX B 
DETAILED DATA TABLES 

Table I: Detention Facilities Used For Delinquents 
Under Nebraska Revised Statutes §43-202(3) -- By County 

Table II: Detention Facilities Used for Delinquents 
Under Nebraska Revised Statutes §43-202(3) -- By District 

Table III: Status Offenders Confined in Secure Detention 
Or Correctional Facilities By Count!!'" 

" ' 

Table IV: Status Offenders Confined in Secure Detention 
Or Correctional Facilities By District 

Table V: Attitudes of 41 Responding Associate County Judges 

Table VI: Existing Separate Facilities: The Location and 
Capacity of Regular Separate Facilities That Can Provide 
Secure Detention For Juveniles FJ},ther Alleged To Be Or Found 
To Be Delinquent -- Responses By County 

Table VII: Existing Secure Separate Facilities By County 

Table VIII: Existing Secure Separate Facilities By District 

Table 1X: Existing Facilities Available For the Non-Secure 
Sheltered Housing of Status Offenders 

Table X: Existing Shelter Facilities By County 
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TABLE I: DEIENrION FACILITIES USED FOR DELINQUENrS 
UNDER NEBRASKA REVISED STATUTES §43-202 (3) ,-' BY COUNTY 

C01.mty 

1. Mams 
2. Antelope 
3. Arthur 
4. Banner 
5. Ba1ine 
6. Bo?ne' 
7. Box Butte 
8. Boyd 
9. Brown 

10. Buffalo 
11. Burt 
12. Butler 
13. Cass 
14. c€dar 
15. Chase 
16. Cherry 
17. Cheyenne 
18. Clay 
19. Colfax 
20. Curning 
21. custer 
22. Dakota 
23. Dawes· 
24. Dawson 
25. Deuel 
26. Dixon 
27. Do::1ge 
28. Douglas 
29. Dundy 
30'~ FillIrore 
31. Franklin 
32. Frontier 
33. Furnas 
34. Gage," 
35. Garden~ 
36. Gat:L.'9.eld 
37. Gosper 
38. Grant 
39. Greeley 
40. Hall 
41. Hamilton 
42. Harlru1 
43. Hayes 
44. Hitchcock 
45. Holt 

~ 

Non-Separate 
Est. 

1974 ~ 3 19754f· 

o 0 
o 0 

·0 0 
00 
o 0 
o 0 
o 0 
1 0 
4 1 
o 0 
o 0 
o a 
o 0 
OC a 
a 0 
o a 
a 0 
a a 
o 0 
a 0 
a 0 
a a 

a 0 
a a 
a a 
a 0 
a 0 
o 0 

o 0 
o 0 
a 0 
o 0 
o 0 
o 0 
o 0 
a a 
o a 

25 5 
a 0 
o a 
o 0 
o 0 
4 1 

a 0 
o 0 
a Cia 

a 0 
00 
00 
1 0 

15 3 
o 0 
o 0 
o 0 

'Q 0 
o 0 
o 0 
o 0 
o 0 
2 0 
a 0 
a 0 
o 0 
o 0 

20 4 
o 0 
o 0 
o 0 
o 0 
o 0 
o 0 

8 1 
o 0 
o 0 
o a 
o 0 
o 0 
o 0 
o 0 
1 0 
5 1 
o 0 
o 0 
o 0 
o 0, 
4 1 

SeparCl.te 
.1 Est::; s? 

1914'"" ~ 197~- 0 

51 50 
3 "0 
o 0 

o a 
o a 

12 1 
o 0 
o 0 
o 0 
o 0 
5 1 

o 0 
o 0 
3 0 
2 0 
2 0 
o 0 
o a 

12 1 
14 1 

1 0 
13 1 

2 0 
8 1 

214 22 
o 0 
o {) 

10 1 
o 0 
8 1 

62 7 
o 0 
o 0 
o 0 
o a 
o 0 

40 4 
100 10 

3 0 
o 0 
o 0 

.c:.. 0 0 

62 6 
4 0 
a 0 

o 0 
o a 

15 1 
a 0 
a 0 

12 1 
a 0 

:.::? 0 
6 1 

10 1 
o a 
3 0 
4 0 

25 2 
o 0 
a 0 

15 1 
34 3 

5 0 
14 1 

2 0 
9 1 

240 22, 
a a 

10 1 
o 0 

13 1 
41 4 
1 0 
o 0 
a 0 
o O· 
o 0 

50 4 
65,6 
3 0 
o 0 
o 0 
o 0 
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,County 
46. Hooker 
47. Howdrd 
48. Jefferson 
49. 

;""t." 

J'obnson 
50. Kearney 
5l. Keith 
52. Keya Paba 
53.' Kimball 
54. Knox 
55. Lancaster rf": 

56. Lll1coln 
57. IDgarl 
58. Loup 
59. McPherson 
60. Madison 
6l. Merrick 
62. Morrill 
63. Nance 
64. Nemaha 
65'~ Nuckolls 
66. otoe 
67. Pawnee 
68. PerkL~s 
69. Phelps 

,70. Pierce 
7l. Platte " 
72. Polk 
73. Red WillCM 
74. Richardson 
75. Rock 
76. Saline 
77. Sarpy 
78. Saunders 
79. Scotts Bluff 
80. Seward 
8l. Sheridan 
82. " Shennari 
83~ 'SioU1{ 
84. Stanton 
85. Thayer 
86. Thanas 
87. Thurston 
88. Valley 

, 89. Washington 
90. Wayne. 
9l. Webster 
92. Wheeler 
93. Yqrk 

'-~ ,) 

It mE r t4''QII.- :...: ~~-.. j __ '-'. _ ~ ___ r.,.,..,.. 9-._. .,. ... 
c 

" 
u 

\,: 

Non-Separate 
.. Est. 

; 19741%3 19752%3 
-- ---"i/ ----

0 0 0 0 
20 4 5 1 

0 0' 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0, 0 0 . 0 

10 2 10 2 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 6 0 
0 0 0 0 
9 2 16 3 

360 74 396 73 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 '0 
0 0 0' 0 

('-- 0 0 0 0 
12 2 6 I' 

1 0 0 0 
2 0 2 0 
2,. 0 2 0 
1 0 0, 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
2 0 2 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 a 0 0 
,0 0 0 0 

2 0 2 a 
0 0 0 0 

I·' 

0 0 0 a 
3 1 3 1 
0 0 a 0 

20 4 2if 4 
., 0 0 0 0 

9 2 20 4 
a 0 0'" ,0 
0 0 0 0 

1;1 

'.) 

'i\:,:i 
-,; 

Q 

;:;.-

,: 

.~.' 

~ .. 

'), , 

Separate 
Est • 

19741%3 19752%3 --,- ----
0 0 0 0 

10 1 10 1 
32 '3 30 3 Ii 

0 0 1 0) 

0 0 0 () 

0 0 0 o ' 
0 0 .0 0 
1 0 2 0 
3 0 2 0 

107 11 160 14 
c' 0 0 

1 0 1 0 
0 0 0 6 
0 0 0 0 

25 3 25 2 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 O() 0 
0 0 0 0 

14 1 25 2 
3 0, 2 0 
6 1 '3 0 
0 0 0 Cf 
0 0 Q 0 
0 0 0 ,,0 
0 0 0 0 

12 1 6 1 
1 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
1 0 2 0 
0 0 0 0 
5 1 4 ,0 . 

.. 50 5 60 5 
O. o " 0 0, 

102 11 120 11 
0 b 0 0 

,:"~ 
I.' 0 0 0 0 
,0 0 a 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
2 0 ,~2 .' 0 
0 0 0 0' 
0 0 0 0 
0 :0 0 0 
1) 0" ., 0 00 
o'~ 0 2 0 
0 0 0 0 

10 1 :10 1, 

n 

. , 

"0 

. ' 

. , 
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lNumber of delinquents reported held in 1974 . 

2Estimate o£= the nurnberof dclinquents to be held in 1975. 
(\ ,'Y - , ~" -

3percent of state total. 
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TABLE II: DErENrION FACILITIES USED FOR DELINQUENI'S 
UNDER NEBRASKA REVISED STATUI'ES§43-202 6) -- BY. DISTRIcr 

.' 
Non-Separate Separate t~ 

District 1974 \ 3 
Est •. 

County 1975 ~ 3 ··i974~3 
Est. 4,3 
1975 -5 . , --- ---- ---- ----

1 Johnson 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 
Nerraha 0 ,0. 0 0 14 1 25 2 
Pawnee 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Richardson 2 0 2 0 1 0 2 0 

Total 2. 0 2 0 15 1 28 2 

2 cass 0 0 0 0 6 l' 
otoe 0 0 0 0 6 1 3 0 
Sarpy 0 0 0 0 50 5 60 5 

Total 0 0 0 0 56 6 69 6 
'~\ 

3 lancaster 9 2 16 3. 107 11 160 14 
'" 

Total 9 2 16 3 107 11 160 14 

4 Douglas 0 0 0 0 214 22 240 . 22 

Total 0 0 0 0 214 22 240 22 

5 Polk 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 
Butler 0 0 0 0 5 1 5 0 
Hamilton 0 0 0 0 100 10 65 6 
Seward 0 0 0 ,0 0 O. 0 0 
Saunders 2 0 2 0' 0 0 0 0 
York 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Total 3 0 2 0 106 II 70 6 

Burl:. 0 0,: 0 0 6 
=-iF' 

0 0 0 0"" 
Dcrlge, 0 0 0 0 8 1 9 1 
Thurston 3 1 3 1 0 0' " " 0 0 
Washington' . 20" 4. 24 . 4 0 0: 0 0 

TOtal 23 5 27 5 8 1 9' 1 

7 FillrLnre ' 0 0 
Nuckolls O. 0 0 0 3 0 2 '0 
Saline 0 0 OD 0 5 1 4 0 " ' 

'Thayer '0. 0 0 0 0 0: 0 0 

Total' 0 0 0 0 8 1 6 0 

~\ 
11 

~.-

, >~, 
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, [Jr,'~,':,:" ) i 
District 19741 %3 

Est.' 1 3 Est• 2 %3 County 19752% 3 1974 %' 1975c';o 

[J
"" , 

p : , , 
I~ :. 

8 Cedar 0 0 0 0 0 0 10 1 
Dakota 0 0 0 0 14 1 ,34 3 
Dixon 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 0 

Total 
/' 

It' 0 0 0 0 16 1 46 4 
'} 

I

, , 
" 

;. , ! 

t 
',' , ' 

:.: .. ' , 

9 Antelope 
CUming 0 0 0 0 3 0 4 0 

:: Knox 0 0 0 0 3 0' 2 0 
Madison 0 0 0 0 25 3 25 2 
Pierce 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Stanton 2 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 
Wayne 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Total 2 0 2 0 31 3 31 2 

10 Adams 0 0 0 0 51 5 62 6 
Clay 0 0 2 '0 2 0 25 2 
Franklin' 0 0 8 1 10 1 10 1 

, Harlan 
" 

0 0 0 0 3 ,0 3 0 
Kearney 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Phelps 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Webster 9 2, 20 4 0 0 0 0 

Total 9 2 30 5 66 6 102 9 
" 

" 

11 Hall 25 5 5 1 40 4 50 4 i 

HCJNaril. 20 4 " 5 1 10 1 10 1 

Total 45 9 10 2 
j} 

50 5 60 5 

J:2 Buffalo 0 0 0 J{ 0 0 12 1 
Shenran " 0 0 0 0'" 0 0 0 0 

Total, 0 0 0 0 0 0 12 0 

13 Arthur 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Dawson 0 0 0 0 1 ()' 5 0 
Grant 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Hooker 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Keith 10 2 10 2 0 0 0 0 
L:Ulcoln 360 74 396 73 0 0 ' .1 

, ,Lo:Jan 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 
McPJ::'jp,..rson 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
ThaTia.s 0 0 .' 0 0 2 0 2 0 

Total 
" 

370 76 406 75 4 0 32 2 

.' 
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District County 

14 Chase 
Dundy 
Frontier 
E'llrnas 
Gosper 
Hay;es 
Hitchcock 
Perkins 
Red Willow 

. Total 

15 Boyd 
Brown 
Cherry 
Holt 
Keya Paba 
Reck 

Total 

16 Box Butte 
Dawes 
Sheridan 
Sioux 

Total 

17 Garaen 
Morrill 
Scotts .B1uff 

Total· 

18 Gage 
Jefferson 

Total 

19 Banner 
Cheyenne 
Deuel 
Kimball 

Total 

Non-Separate 

1974~ 3 
Est§2 3 
197 % --- ---

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
2 0 2 0 

2 0 2 0 

1 0 1 0 
4 1 15 3 
0 0 0 0 
4 1 4 1 
0 0 0 0 
1 0 0 0 

10 2 20 4 

- 0' 0 0 0 
20 4 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 20 4 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 0, 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

.0 0 0 '0 

0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 a 0 
0 0 0 0 

• O· "0 0 0, 

B-6 
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Separate 

19741% 3 Est,52 3 
197 % --- ---

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 Cj 0 0 
8 1 13 1 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 - 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

8 1 13 1 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
3 0 3 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

3 0 3 0 

12 1 . 15 . 1 

0 0 0 0 

12 1 15 1 

0 0 ;t 0 
0 0 0 0 

102 11 123 11 

102 11 123 II 

62 7 41 4 
32 3 30 3 

94 10 71 7 

2 0 4 0 
13 1 14 1 , 

1 0 2 0 

16 1 20 1 
i) 
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Non-Separate Sepa}:'ate 

1974~ ,'3 
Est.; 

1974~ 
Est. 

District COtmty 1975 ' 3 ~. 1975~ 3 ---- ---- ---- ----
20 roup 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Blaine 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
CUster 0 0 0 0 12 1 15 1 
Garfield 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Greeley 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 
Valley 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Wheeler 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Total 0 0 1 0 12 1 15 1 

21 Boone 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Colfax 0 0 0 0 0 0 '0 0 
Merrick 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Nance 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Platte 12 2 6 1 12 1 6 1 

Total' 12 2 6 1 12 1 6 1 

CI 

1 Ntm1ber of status offender reported held, in secure detention during 1974. 
2 Estimate of the number of $tatus offenders tQ",be held in secw:;e detention 

during 1975. ~" 
. 3 Percent of stat~ total. 

'" 
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TABLE III: STATUS OFFENDERS mWINED IN SECURE DETENrION OR 
CORRECrIONAL FACILITIES BY CXltJNTY 

County 

1. Adams 
2 • J.u;te1ope 
3. l' Arthur 
4. Banner 
5. Blaine 
6. Boone 
7. Box Butte 
8. Boyd 
9. Brown 

10. Buffalo 
11. Burt 
12. Butler 
13. Cass 
14. Cedar 
15. Chase 
16. Cherry 
17. Cheyep.ne 
1~. Clay 
19. Colfax 
20. Cuming 
21. CUster 
22. Dakota 
23. Dawes 
24. Dawson 
25. Deuel 
26. Dixon 
27. Dcrlge 
28. D:>ug1as 
29. Dundy 
30. Fi1lrrore 
31. Franklin 
32. Frontier 
33. Furnas 
34. Gage 
35. Garden 
36. . Garfield 
37. Gosper 
38. Grant 
39. Greeley 
40. ,Hall 
41. Hamilton 
42" Harlan 
43. Hayes 
4~. Hitchcock 
45. Holt 

1974 1 % 3 1975 2 % 3 

36 5 20 2 
0 0 2 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 1 0 
3 0 6 1 
0 0 0 0 
3 0 10 1 
8 1 10 1 
1 0 10 1 
0 0 0 0 

15~: 2 
0 0 0 0 
1 0 1 0 
Q ':0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

.'0 0 4 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
1 0 1 0 
6 1 16 2 

.' 

0 0 0 0 
20 3 30 3 

0 Q 0 0 
16 2 18 2 

114 15 135 15 
0 Q 0 0 

2 0 
3 O. 1 0 
0 0 0 0 
4 1 4 0 
8 1 4 0 
1 b 0 0 
0 0 Q 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 '0 0 0 
1 0 2 0 

20 3 25 3 
0 Q 0 0 
2 0 2 0 
0 0 0 0 
6 1 6 1 
0 t(>~~~ 0 0 
\~V 

:~ 
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1 Number ~f status offender reported field in secure detention during 1974. 
2 Estimate of the number of statUs offenders to be held insecure detentio!l o . II . 

during 1975. ' .' ',' ' . , . 
3 Percent of state ,total,. 
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TABLE IV: STAWS OFFENDERs CONFINED IN SECURE DETENl'IQ.~ OR '. 

District 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

CORRECTIONAL FACILITIES-BY DISTRICT 

County 

Jolmson 
Nemaha 
Pawnee 
Richardson 

Total 

Cass 
otoe 
Sarpy 

Total 

lancaster 

Total 

Douglas 

Total 

Polk 
Butler 
Hamilton 
Seward 
Saunders 
York 

Total 

Burt 
IXx1ge 
Thurston 
Washington 

Total 

Fillmore 
Nuckolls 
. Saline 
Thayer 

Total 

1974 1 

o 
5 
o 
o 

5 

o 

o 

175 

175 

114 

114 

1 
o 
o 
11 
1 
6 

8 

1 
16 
o 
5 

22 

o 
2 
o 

·2 

f_; 

% 3 

o 
1 
o 
o 

1 

o 

o 

.23 

23 

15 

15 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
I 

1 

o 
2 
o 
1 

3 

o 
o 
o 

o 

1975 2 

o 
20 
o 
2 

23 

15 
o 

10 

25 

150 

150 

135 

135 

o 
.:. 0 

o 
o 
1 

io 

11 

10 
18 
o 

10 

38 

2 
o 
o 
o 

3 

% 3 

o 
2 
o 
o 

2 

2 
o 
1 

3 

17 

17 

15 

15 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
1 

1 

4 

o 
o 
o 
o 

o 

" 
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District County 1974 1 % 3- 1975 2 

8 Cedar 0 9 9 
Qakota 6 1 16 
Dixon' 0 0 0 

Total 6 1 16 

9 Antelope 0 0 2 
Curning 0 0 0 
Knox 2 0 2" 
Madison 5 1 6 
Pierce 0 0 0 
Stanton 0 0 0 
Wayne 0 0 0 

Total 7 1 10 

10 Adams 36 5 20 
Clay 0 0 4 
Franklin 3 O. 1 
Harlan 2 0 2 
Kearney 10 1 12 
Phelps 7 1 5 
Webster 2 0 2 

'Ibtal 60 7 46 

11 Hall 20 3 25 
Howard 2 0 3 

Total 22 3 28 

12 Buffalo 8' 1 10 
Shennan .0 0 0 

'Ibta1 8 1 10 

13 Arthur ·0 0 0 
Dawson Q 0 (} 

Grant- 0 0 Q 
Hooker 0 0 0 
Keith n O· 0 
Lincoln. 126 16 138 
logan 0 0 ,0 
McPherson 0 0 0 
Thanas 0 Q Q 

Total ]26 16 138 

. ' , 

_c'" _____ ....... ..,...'P---...... --..,.,...~ - ....... ---........ ~., -------~' ,~.- .-." .. ,~ .. -.. 
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% 3 

9 
2 
0 

2 

0 
0 
0 
1 
0 
0 
0 

1 

2 
0 
0 
0 
1 
1 
0 

4 

3 
0 

3 

1 
0 

1 

0 
0 
0 

.0 
0 

16 
0 
0 
0 

16. 

i 
.1 

1 '; 
L ' 
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; "District 

14 

County 1974 1 % 3 19752 '3 % 

Chase 1 0 1 0 
Dundy 0 0 0 0 
Frontier 0 0 0 0 
Furnas 4 1 4 0 
GOSper , 0 0 0 0 
Hayes 0 0 0 0 
Hitchcock 6 1 6 1 
Per~ 0 0 0 0 
Red Willcw 0 0 ,0 0 

= Total 11 2 lie 
;:.' 

1 
'.' ,. 15 Boyd 0 0 0 0 

Brown 3 0 10 1 
chen:y 0 0 0 0 
Holt 0 0 0 0 

o 
Keya Paha 0 0 0 0 

"Rock 0 0 0 0 

Total 3 0 10 1 

16 Box Butte 3 0 6 1 
Dawes 
Sheridan 
Sioux 1 0 2 0 

o 

Total 4 0 8 1 

17 Garden .,: 1 0 0 0 
M:>rri11 0 0 0 0 

.1\ Scotts Bluff 152 20 180 20 

Total 153 20 180 20 

18 Gage 8 1 4. 0 
Jefferson 8 1 4 0 

Total 16 2 8 '0 

19 Banner 

F . / Cheyenne 0 0 0 0 
Deuel " 20 3 30 3 
Kimball 0 0 0 0 

Total 20 3 30 3 
' .. . ~ \' 

,- . 

o 

, .. ~ . , '.1," ~.'. ~. '. 

'., , ' 
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'District County 1974 1 % 
3 1975 :2 %~ 

20 

21 

It ....... ,. " 

loup '0 t:) 0 0 0 
Blaine 0 I 0 0 0 
Custer 1 0 1 0 
Garfield 0 0 0 0 
Greeley 1 0 2 0 
Valley 0 0 0 0 
Wheeler 0 0 0 0 

Total 2 0 3 0 

Boone 0 0 1 0 
Colfax 0 0 0 0 
Merrick 0 0 0 0 
Nance 0 0 0 0 
Platte 0 0 0 0 

,,..tt 

Total 0 0 1 0 

1 Number of status . offender reported in secUre detention during 1974. 
2 Estimate of the mrrnber of status offenders to be held in secure 

detention during 1975. . '''', 
3 Pereentof state total. 
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TABLE V: A'lTlTUDES OF 41 RE:SP(N)ING ASSOCIATE COUNTY JU1)3ES 

1. Status offenders should be placed in secure detention. 

2. 

SA 
(4, 9.8%) 

A 
(5,12.2%) 

Mean 

N D SD 
(4, 9.8%) (15, 36.6% (2, 4.9%) 

3.20 SO 1.2 

Status offenders carrnit acts which are harmful to society. 

SA A N D SD 
(3, 7.3%) (9, 22%) (5, 12.2%) (10, 24.4%) (3, 7.3%) 

3.03 SD 1.2 

3. Sheltered facilities will make it too easy on status offenders. 

SA 
(2, 4.9%) 

A 
(2, 4.9%) 

Mean 

N D SD 
(7, 17.1%) (13, 31.7%) (6, 14.6%) 

3.63 SD 1.1 

4. Status offenders should not be brought before a court. 

SA 
(1, 2.4%) 

A 
(5, 12.2%) 

Mean 

N D SO 
(2, 4.9%) (17, 41.5%) (5, 12.2%) 

3.67 SO 1.1 

5. Sta~us offenders should be handled by oomnunity agencies. 

SA A N D SO 
(2, 4.9%) (10, 24.4%) (3, 7.3%) (11, 26.8%) (4, 9.8%) 

Mean 3.17 SO 1.2 

" 

NR 
(11, 26.,8%) 

NR 
(11, 26.8%) 

NR 
(11, 26.8%) 

NR 
(11, 26.8%)' 

NR 
(11, 26.8%) . 

6. Status offenders should be vigorously ignoed by law enforcement and 
the courts. 

SA 
(1, 2.4%) 

A 
(1, 2.4%) 

N 
(17, 41.5%) 

4.23 

o so 
{l2, 29.3%} 

G 
(10, 24'.4%) 

so .9 

7. The laws concerning status offenders should be repealed. 

SA 
(1, 2.4%) 

A 
(4,9.8%) 

Mean 

N 
(9, 22%) 

3.5 

D SO 
(12, 29.3%) (5, 12.2%) 

SO 1.0 

NR 
(lO, 24.4%): 

NR' 
(10, 24.4%) 

8. ,Nebraska should not participate in the "Juvenile Justice and belinquency ... 
1::.' -.Prevention Act of 1974". ' .. 

SA 
(1, 2.4%) 

A 
(2, 4.9%) 

l'l. 
(7, 17.1%) 

D 
(16, 39%) 

so .9 

so NR 
(5, 12 .. 2~5) (10, 24.4%) 
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TABLE :VI: EXISTING SEPAR.\~lrE;,FACIL!TIES: THE lOCATION AND CAPACITY OF 
REGULAR SEPARATE FACILITIES THAT CAN PROVIDE SECURE DETENI'IQ.'1 
FOR JUVENILES EITHER ALLEI3ED 'IQ BE OR FOUND TO BE DELINQUENT 

County Number County Name 

01 Adams 

02 Antelope 
03 Arthur 
04 Banner 
05 Blaine 
06 Boone 

07 Box Butte 
08 Boyd 
09 Brown 
10 Buffalo 
.11 Burt 

12 Butler 
13 Cass 
14 Cedar 
15 Chase 
16 Cheny 
17 Cheyenne 
18 Clay 
19 Colfax 
20 CUnting 
21 Custer 

22 Dakota 

23 Dawes 

24 Dawson 
25 Deuel 
26 Dixon 

27 Dodge 

28 Dougla$ 
.29 Dundy 
30 Filllrore 

31 Franklin 
32 Frontier 
33 Furnas 

Facility name, location and capacity 

One juvenile~ cell in county jail, detain 
overnight in Geneva YOC 
NONE 
NONE 
NONE (if any cases I sent to Scotts Bluff count: 
NONE(all sent to Broken BcM) 
Merrick county jail, Central City, 6 
validation re\Tealed that a building i::; being 
COns~ilcted with separate facilities 
NONE(Scotts Bll.l~f county jail, Geririg,lO 
NONE 
NONE 
Youth Develo];l"C\Emt Centers, Geneva and Kearney:' 
NONE (send to Thurston, Dcrlge, Washington 
counties; Burt county jail is condemned) 
County jail, David City, 4 
Douglas County Youth Center, Qnaha 
Cedar county jail, Hartington, 6 
NONE (return to parents)" I 

NONE i~. 
Cheyenne county jail, Cheyenne, 4 
County jail, 6 
Colfax county jail, the courthouse, 2-3 
NONE 
New county jail in City-County Building, 
Broken Bcm, for all prisoners, 16 
Dakota, county jail, Dakota City, 12 men, 
6 wc:rren 
Sheridan cbuntyjail, ,Rushville, 2; or to 
Scotts Bluff if necessru:y I 

NONE " 
County jail, 2 separate cells for juvenil~ls, 
County jail in the courthouse, Ponca, 3, . 
wcm::m 's section, .' , 
Do;1ge county jail, Frerront, 2; or can use ra , ~'. 
waren's cell also if no waren adult prisot;,lers; : 
also send to Kearney or Geneva Ii: '\1 
]))uglas County Youth Center I:;, 
NCNE: I 

When ladies jail not is use, it is used f~lbr .' t 
juveniles - Also send to Aurora, 5th Dis:t., j 

saline county and Clay, 10th Dist. 0 j t 
Fran}-'..1in county jail, courthouse, Frankl~p, 4 ¥:-
County jail, Curtiss , f 
Furnas county jail, Beaver City, 2 ~ 1 c:ell- ; .. 
for females, or juveniles, separated fran,the 
other facilities by a wall 

44= __ 
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Cmmty Number County Name 

34 Gage 

,35 Garden 

36 Garfield 
37 C-osper 
38 tGrant 
39 Greeley 
40 Hall 

41 

42 
43 
44 
45 

Hamilton 

Harlan 
Hayes' 
Hit:chcock 
Holt 

62" Morrill 

C\ 

B-16 

Facility name, locirtion and capac~ ty 
~)-

II 

Gage county jail in process of buildirlg - ,,. 
presently separate roans for juvenile~: 
Beatrice City jail 
County jail, one rcx::rn, twO beds, Gardep CDunty 
Oshkosh City 
IDNE 
NOOE 
NONE 
NONE 
Hall county jail, 
6 males 

r 
Grand Island, 5 fen$.les, 

I:, 

Validation:. No-we have no facilities I for 
juveniles T handled by Children's Villasrei if 
charged with cr.irne they are incarceratErl at 
the cpunty j ail in separate cells, 4 mdfles, 
4 f~les Ii' 
HamiLton county jail, Aurora, 6--juv~;le 
wing, nEW facility 
NONE 
NONE 
County jail, cutt, 2 , 
Holt county'jail, O'Neill, 3, in the separate 
wcmen's cell-juveniles may be placed 1Hth • 
adults if there are waren offenders in' the 
cellblock . Ii 
l..'V"I"'= ;: • 
L'l\.,Jl.'U.:.I i, 

Hall county jail, Grand Island, 5 females, 
6 males 
City jail in the courthouse, 2 
NrnE 
NONE 
NCNE 
NONE (send to Ainsworth, Nebraska) , 
Scotts Bluff .COtl.l1tyDetention, Gering, 
IDNE . 
Ci ty-County jail, 55580 • lOth, Li.J."'lcoln, 8 
Detention Hane, Rt. #5, Lincoln, 10 
Jennie B. Harrel Attention Center for Youth 
22fO So. 10th, 19 
N)NE , 

KDNE 
All senttb Broken Bc:M 
NONE!(handled by Lincoln county) 
NO~(would use Geneva or Kearney) 

y •. 

" 

Mel:rick county jail I' central ' City f 6, one cell 
for juveniles and only adult eontapt. possible I .. :".:' 
'is by yelling to the aO'i1lt offendersdc:Mn the : '1 
hall '. . (/ ,;" 

Juveniles kept in WJ!nen' s jail, but if 
waren detained, ,sent to Gering 

r, 
I . 
/. 



;s; iF .' 
County Number County Name 

63 Nance 
64 Nemaha 
65 Nuckolls 
66 otoe 

67 Pawnee 

68 Perkins 

69 Phelps 
70 Pierce 
71 Platte 

72 Polk 
73 Red Willow 
74 Richardson 

If 

75 Rock 

76 Saline 
77 Scu:py 
78 Saunders 
79 Scotts Bluff 
80 Seward 
81 Sheridan 
82 Shennan 
83 Sioux 
84 Stanton 
85 Thayer 
86 Thomas 
87 Thurston 

88 Valley 
89 Washington 
90 Wayne 
91 Webster 

92 Wheeler 
93 York 

't .:00",,' 
- ,.i, ~ 

B-17 

Facility name, location and capacity 

Merrick county jail, Central City I 6 
Nanaha county j ail, Auburn, 4 
~ 
otoe county jail, Nebraska City, 4 
Validation: 1 cell is separated fran the 
regular cellblock, capacity-2 persons 
NOOE (would put in county jail provided there 
are no adults in the jail) .. 
Perkins county jail, waren and juvenil~s! 
Grant, 1 ... 2 . 
NONE 
'NONE 
One separate cell, nEM facility is being built 
and will. have separate facilities for 
juveniles; it will be (hopefully) finished-in 
one year 
NONE 
NONE 
Fichardson county jail, Falls City, 4 
juveniles put on a separate floor 
Rock county jail, wunen I s section; if both 
wc:rren and juveniles, wcrnen are transferred 
NONE 
Douglas County Youth Center, Qnaha 
NONE 
County jail, complete floor 
NONE 
Sheridan county jail, Rushville, 2 
Youth Developnent Centers, Kearney and Geneva 
Sheridan county j ail, Rushville, 2 
NONE 
NONE 
NONE 
Thllrston count..y jail, Pender I 2 l:cysl~ 
juvenile cell /, 
NOJ.'i8 r Ii 
NONE I, 

/1 
NONE ! 

Boys-Kearney Youth Develor:ment Cenl;er 
Girls-GeD.eva Youth Developnent Cer)ter 
.NCNE ''''''/~ . . . l 

. Hamilton county jail, Aurora .. 

M, 11 1'1' 
,~. ,",y'.--:."' 

! :-l 

I 

. , 

, '. 

I 
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TABLE VII : EXISTING SECURE SEPARATE FACILITIES BY. cotll.\flY 

Youth· Scotts Bluff ~ 

'\ Wanen's Centers County Douglas, 
County Facilities Send to at Detention Iancaster 

COunty ~unty or in Another Kearney Center County 
City County County and at Youth 

Number . 7Narre Jail Jail 'Jail' Geneva ;'Gering Centers None ---.-
01 Mams X X 
02 Antelope X 

, 03 Arthur X 
04 Banner X 
05 Blaine X 

1 

06 Boone X 
• I 

·07' Box Butte X 
08 Boyd X 
09 BrOtm. X 
10 Buffalo X J 
11 Burt X 
12 Butler X 
13 ~ss X 
14 Cedar X 
15 Chase X 
16 Cherry X 

. / ~, 

17 Cheyenne X 
,-;:: •• -.1 

18 Clay X f. 
11 

19 Colfax X 'Ir~ 

',\, 

20 CUming X ,J i 
.1 

21 Custer X i 

22 Dakota X 
23, Dawes X X 
24 Dawson X 
25 -Deuel X 
26 Dixon X 
27 DcXige X X X 

2& Douglas X 

2~ Dundy X. ,-.' ., 

30 Fillmore X" X - .' i·, 

31 Franklin X !I 
.~ -~ I, 

32 Frontier' X ! 
33 Furngs X ~ .. 
34 Gage X c 

35 Garden. X 'J 
36, Garfield X 
37 Gosper .. X· 
38 Grant X 

39 - Greeley X ("t· 
I 

40 Hall X 

41 Harhilton X .' 
j'"' c 

Harlan X 42 
43 /iHayes X 

" 
44 ,I Hitchcock X 

45 Holt X 

46 Hooker X 
:~ " 

~ 

" ! '-~...£ll!<.liiLEi,!'ItL~v..M!¥$;4Ji 13d ~~-:iii]!!tM$i!t~WiJf-·-
_ ... ...:._ .. ~--.~....,.""'_~~"." ....... :::":,~-.::~" ___ ,~w,,,,:,,, ~",,~_~ __ , • _ ~"..., ....... :' ____ ,~.~!"_., .. _.;,,.~._ •• '_~~"'t.o~~~_ .......... ,,,.~~ 

mm. - ~ 
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[J 
County 

5-· ~ Ntm1boJ i i 

"""It<'" 

47 

tJ 48 
~ . , 

49 ( '. l 
1,....., "., 

50 

[J 51 1 -, 

52 
'. 53 

[] 
54 

r ; 55 
56 

) 57 

[] 58 
,1\ . (' 59 

60 
61 
62 
63 
64 
65 
66 
67 
68 
69 
70 
71 
72 
73 
74 
75 
76 
77 
78 
79 
80 
81 
82 
83 
84 

" 85 
86 
87 
B.8 
89 
90 
91" 
92 
93 

Total: 

~.;p. @F+¥¥t4S;an.kb¥m;w;r:;: ., t:r';;ffi.;;;;¥¥¥¥if iiia> f .. dss.r:m _'-"rUmp W ;PH t;;;ii¥'iiAr.v*G' ,"a}iiiii#.ijirij t t d r=!;; :wr=;; ~ ...... ---. 

B .... 19 

Youth Sp:>tts Bl~£ 
Waren's Centers County !iDouglas, 

County Facilities Send to at Detention Lancaster 
or . 

ill Another Kearney center County 
County City CoUJ.'1ty County and at Youth 
Narre Jail Jail" ; Jail Geneva Gering Centers None 

Howard X 
Jefferson X 
Johnson "J X 
Kearney- X 
Keith X 
Keya Paba X 
Kimball "-:::c-:,.o:-:C--::::;, X 
Knox X 
lancaster X X 
Lincoln X .,' 

!egan X 
Ioup X 
McPherson X 
Madison X 

" ,Merrick X 
Morrill X X 
Nance X 
Nemaha X 
Nuckolls X 
Otoe X 
Pawnee X 
Perkins X . \~ 
Phelps X 
Pierce X 
Platte X 
Polk X 
Red Willow X 
Richardson X 
Rock X 
Saline X 
Sarpy X 
Saunders X 
Scotts';) 
Bluff X 
Seward X 
Sheridan X 
She:i:rran X 
Sioux X 
Stanton X 
Thayer X 
Thanas X 
Thurston X 
Valley X 
Washington X" 
Wayne X 
Webster X 
Wheeler X 
York X i~ Ill' 

29 7 13 6 4' 4 37 
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TABLE VIII: EXISTll\lG SECURE SEPARATE FACILITIES BY DISTRIcr 

District 
Number 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

County 
Counties or 

:in City 
District Jail 

Johnson 
Nemaha X 
Pawnee X 
Richardson X 

Cass 
otoe X 

'C

Sarpy 

Ian(".aster 

Douglas 

Butler 
Hamilton 
.PoJk 
Saunders 
Seward 
York 

Burt 
JXx1ge 
Thurston 
Washington 

FillIrore 
Nuckolls 
Sal:ine 
Thayer 

Cedar 
.. Dakota 
Dixon 

Antelope 
Cuming 
Knox 
Madison 
Pierce 
St:qnton 
Wayne' 

X 

X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 

Waren's 
Facilities 

:Lrt' 
County 
Jail 

X 

X 

X· 

Set"1d to 
Another 
County 
Jail 

X 

X 

X 

Youth Scotts Bluff 
Centers County 

at Detention 
Kearney Center 

and at 
Go..neva Gering 

X 

if 

x 

B-20 

Douglas, 
Lancaster 
county 

,Youth 
Centers None 

X 

X 

X 

X 
X 
X 

o~~ 

X 

X 
X 
X 

x 
X. 

·····,X 

X 
X 
X 

,~ i 

" 

~ " ~J" '" 
L 

.' .' 
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[I 
1] 

CJ 

District 
Number 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 ;:: 

COunty 
():)unties or 

in City 
Di.strict Jail 

:l X 
Clay X 
Franklin X 
Harlan 
Kearney 
Phelps 
Webster 

Hall X 
HCWcird 

Buffalo 
Shennan 

Arthur 
Dawson 
Grant 
Hooker 
Keith , 
Lincom 
IDgan 
McPherson 
Thanas 

Chase 
Dundy 
Frontier X 
Furnas 
Gosper 
Hayes 
Hitchcock X 
Perkins X 
Red Willow 
,:; 

Boyd 
Bram 
Cherry /1 
Holt 

.;Y J 

Keya Paba 
Rock 

Box Butte 
Dawes 
Sheridan X 
SiouX 

Youth Scotts Bluff 
Wanen's Centers· County 
Facilities Send to at netention 

in Another Kearney Center 
County County and at 
Jail Jail Geneva Gering 

X 

X 

X 

X 
X 

X 

,\ 

X 
» 

" y/ 

-"--~ 

X 
X 

X 

X 
X X 

~" 

X 

II 

B-21 

Douglas:, 
Lancaster 
County 
Youth 
Centers 

'J 

fJ) 

... ~ 

None 

X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

X 

X 
X 

X 
X 

X 

X 
X 
X 

u 

j. 
i , 

;. 

r 

f 
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District 
Number 

17 

18 

19 

• 
21 

County 
Counties or 

in City 
District Jail 

Garden X 
M:::>rrill 
Scotts Bluff X 

Gage X 
Jefferson X 

0 

Banner 
Cheyenne X 
Deuel X 
K:irnball 

Blaine 
Custer X 
Garfield 
Greeley 
wup 
Wheeler 
Valley 

Boone 
Colfax X 
M:rrick X 
Nance 
Platte .X 

Totals 29 

B-22 

Youth Scotts Bluff 
"'Taren's Centers County Douglas, , 
Facilities Send to at Detention Lancaster 

in Another Kearney Center County 
County County and at Youth 
Jail Jail Geneva Gering Centers None 

X 

X 

X ;5 

;' 

X 

X 
X 

X 
X 

'X 

X 

X 

7 13 6 3 4 38 

" . 



-..--~_ --r,,"1 - ..... W_-......------

l i []'''-. 
J . 

. ,:--.. --~-·I. 
~ 

;- r::' !~:\~"::';';!~,.,. 

'>"'"--~~'-":":>=:=~~~~<-'~:=~::;,::,~;.~.:~;;;~:~~;.::;~:,;=:;;":.~>~:::~>~::>~:~,::>=~:- ::~:~:.':"::===:.~~~~-.,. 
, _............., ......... .:...~.~_~~.ll,._ ... c,'--, .... ,_.,._. __ ...... _ ••• _ ........ ,~ "_,. "'.,. . ..;, .. '-- •• ""'~"'-__ ... -...! ___ _~ ________ ~. 

TABLE IX: EXISTrnG FACILITIES AVA.IIABLE FOR THE NON-SEOJRE, 
SHELTERED HOUSn~G OF STATUS OFFENDERS 

B-23 

County Number County Narre 
Name, location, Description, capacity, 
Funding Source and Cost to County 

01 

02 
03 

04 
05 
06 

07 
08 
09 
10 

11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 

~i3d IX ,,4. i 

Adams 

Antelope 
Arthur 

Banner 
Blaine 
Boone 

Box Butte 
Boyd 
Br~ 

Buffalo 

Burt 
Butler 
cass 
Cedar 
Chase 
Cherry 
Cheyenne 
Clay 
Colfax 
Cuming 
Custer 
Dakota 
Dawes 
Dawson 
Deuel 
Dixon 
Dodge 
Douglas 
Dundy 
Fillrrore 
Franklin 
Frontier 
Furnas 
Gage 
Garden 

NOJ.\lE (Campus House Incorporated, Kearney I girls 
group harre 1 10 Crime Ccmnissio~ and project 
incaue, $350 per month per child 
NONE 
Don I t have any outside oe contracting with 
Keith County 
NONE 
Foster hanes 
Foster hanes and fann hanes, capacity-2, 
funded by county 
NONE 
Send them hane 
Foster hane, funded by county 
CampUs house, Kearney, group hane for girls, 10, 
Crime camUs~ion, funded by county and state I 
. Foster hanes 
Old nurses' facilities from Tuberculosis Hospital 
NONE 
Foster;,cncrnes, $100 per month per child > 
Fostet,l heme I funded by county 
NONE > 

NONE 
NONE 
Foster hanes 
Foster hanes 
NONE 
NONE 
Foster hanes, funded by county 
NONE 
Foster homes, funded by county 
Foster hanes, funded by county, $3.50 per day 
Foster hares 
NOOE 
Foster heroes,S, funded by County . 
See Douglas County lis.t' 
NONE 
NONE 

.. NCNE (Campus House, Kearney) 
NONE 
NONE 
Foster hones, funded by county 
NOOE 

<:1 .v 
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County Number County Name 

36 Garfield 
37 Gosper 
38 Grant 

. 39 Greeley 
ilO Hall 

41 Hamilton 

42 Harlan 
43 Hayes 
44 Hitchcock 
45 Holt 
46 Hooker 
47 Heward 
48 Jefferson 
49 Johnson 
50 Kearney 

51 Keith 
52 KeyaPaha 
53 Kimball 
54 Knox 
55 lancaster 

56 Lincoln 
57 Icgan 
58 IDup 
59 McPherson 
60 Madison 
61 . Merrick 

62 MorrJ..ll 
63 Nance 

64 Nemaha 

65 Nuckolls 

B-24 

NaI1)9, Location, Description, cap?city, 
Funding Source and Cost to CountY 

NCNE 
NONE 
NONE 
NONE 
Foster hanes: Children I s Village 1 Grand Island, 
a large house with dormitory facilities for 
males and females I capacity-20, funded by 
Hall County Board, $25,000 a year 
Grace Children I s Heme 1 Henderson, 4 separate 
cottages I capacity-28 t $250 per month per 
child, funded by county 
Foster hanes 
NONE 
l\ONE 
Foster hanes 
Foster hares, Hullen, 3 or 4, funded by county 
Foster hanes 
Foster hanes, funded by county 
NONE (Send them hane) 
Foster hanes, Minden, federal, state and 
county funds 
Foster hanes 
NONE 
NONE 
NONE 
Lancaster Freeway Station, 2201 S. 11th, Lincoln, 
group care (adolescent, 10 rEM, city/county­
funding 1 $~ per day) 
Cedars Hone for Children, 6401 Pineair Blvd., 
Lincoln, long and short term care, capacity-1S, 
private funding 
Foster hanes I $125 per month 
NONE 
Foster hanes, funded by county, $2.50 per day 
Foster hanes 
NJNE 
NONE 
Foster hanes, fann hanes, capacity-2, funded 
by county 
Turn back to parents or foster hanes 
Foster hanes, fann hanes, capacity-2, funded 
by COtmty 
Group bane; Auburn, live-in coUliselors, 
house parents, 8 boys, no roan for girls, 
state funded, cost unkncMn 
NOOE 

.J 
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County NL1mber ·C01.IDty Narre 

66 otoe 
67 Pawnee 
68 Perkins 
69 Phelps 
70 Pierce 
71 Platte 

72 Polk 
73 \; Red Willcw 
74 Richardson 

75 Rock 
76 Saline, 
77 Sarpy 
78 Saunders 
79 . Scotts Bluff 

80 Seward 

81 Sheridan 
82 Sherman 
83 Sioux 
84 Stanton 
85 Thayer 

86 Thomas 
87 Thurston 

88 Valley 
89 Washington 
90 Wayne 
91 Webster 
92 Wheeler 
93 York 

.. 

L~Ti:3:22t· :-~~", . ~:l~-:,·:",~L~~~:::.-.-;.~~ .. 

B-25 

Name, location, Description, Capacity, 
'FundingSourceand cost to County 

NCNE 
KONE 
NONE 
Foster hares 
NONE 
Group hane, females only, Columbus, 
welfare funding I house, 2-story, residential 
area 1 capaci ty-7 
Na:JE 
NONE 
Foster hanes; in or near Falls City, 1 per 
home 1 funded by county 1 $15 per day 

NQ'·m:: 
Foster hanes, county funded 
NCl'lE 
Foster hanes I local area, 1 per heme, 
AOC or county funds, $145 per lTOnth 
Foster hanes, capaci ty-6, C01.IDty or welfare 
funds 
Foster hanes I funded by count.y or welfare 
NCNE 
Foster hanes It funded by C01.IDty or welfare 
NONE (Use Kearney or Geneva) 
NONE (School. faculty members scmetimes 
volunteer to house youth) 
Foster hanes, funded by county I $3.50 per day 
Group hane, Winnebago, Macey, beginning 
construction, capacity-18, federal grant 
NONE 
NONE 
NONE 
NOOE 
NONE 
OONE 

, . 

! 
!i 
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TABLE X: EXISTING SHELTER FACILIT:tES BY COUNP.l 

COunty 
Number 

01 
02 
03 
04 
05 
06 
07 
08 . 
09 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26' 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 .. ·: 
34 
35, 
36 
.37 
38 
39 

COunty 
Name . 

.Mams 
Antelope 
Arthur 
Banner 
.Blaine 
Boone 
Box Butte 
Boyd 

'BrDi'ID 
Buffalo 
·Burt 
Butler 
cass 
Cedar 
Chase 
Cherry 
Cheyenne 
Clay 
Colfax 
Cuming 
Custer 
Dakota 

Foster 
'Hanes 

x 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 

X 

Dawes X 
Dawson X 
:Deuel X 
Dixon 

Parents 

x 

Dodge X 
Douglas- see attached page 
Dundy 
FilJmore 
FrarflUin 
Frontier 
Furnas 
Gage X 
Garqert 
Garfield 

'Gosper 
Grant 
Greeley 

A* B C -
X 

(' 

X 

X 

X 40 
41 
42; 
43 

/-uPall . X 
,/'. H~lton 

(, Harlan X 
x 

Hayes . 
44 Hitchcock 
45 Hblt X 

*. Regional Facilities: 
> I, ' " 

A - Campus House ~ Kearney 
B -Children's Village,-Grand Island 
C ~ Grace Children's Hare, Henderson 
D - Group Hane, Auburn 
E -. Girl is Group Hane, Columbus 
F -Group Hane, Winnebago 

B-2£> 

D E F None -

X 
X 
X 

X 

X 

X 
X 
X 

X 
X 

X 

X 

X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 
X 
X' 
X 

<1 

\' \ 

~ 
X 
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County 
Number 

46 
47 
48 
49 
50 
51~ 

52 
53 
54 
55 
56 
57 
58 
59 
60 
61 
62 
63 
64 
65 
66 
67 
68 
69 
70 
71 
72 
73 
74 
75 
76 
77 
78 
79 
80 
81 
82 

, 83 
84 
85 
86 
87 
88 
89 
'gO 
91 
92 
93 

County 
Name 

t-Iooker 
I' HCMard 
Jefferson 
Johnson 
Kearney 
Keith 
Keya Paha 
Kfutbal1. 

Foster 
Horre 

x 
X 
X 

x 
X 

Knox 
Lancaster** .X 
Lincoln 
Logan 
IDup 
McPherson 
Madison 
Merrick 
MJrri11 
Nance 
Nanaha 
Nuckolls 
Otoe 
Pawnee " 
Perkins 
Phelps 
Pierce 
Platte 
Polk 

x 
X 

x 
·X 

X 

x 

Red Willow 
Richardson X 
Rock 
Saline 
Sarpy X 
Saunders 
Scotts Bluff X 
Seward X 
Sheridan X 
Sherman 
Sio~ 
Stanton 
~ayer 
Thanas 
Thurston 
Valley 
Washington 
Wayne Cl 

Webster 
Wheeler 
York 

X 

x 

, Totals 36 

ParentS " A 

X 

x 

X 

3 4 

**Lancaster FreeNay Station, Cedar's Hare for Children 

B-27 

c D E F 

X 

X 

x 

1 1 1 1 1 

None, 

x 
X 
X 

x 

X 
X 

X',, 
X 
X 
X 

X 

.X 
X 

X 

X 

x 

x 
X 
X, 
X 
X 
'X 

49 
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APPENDIX C 
INSTITUTE BACKGROUND AND ORGANIzATION 

Description of the Institute 
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C-l 
INSTITUTE BACKGROUND AND ORGANIZATION 

, .; 'The Creighton Institute for Business, Law and Social Research has been establisht~d to 
create; propose, administer, and carry out research, evaluations, demonstration projects1 consult­
ing'services, and other projects and programs of resea.reh or education in the areas of law, 
business and social science disciplines. 

Three specific purposes are served by the programs initiated through the Institute. These 
pW1>0ses are: 

A. To encourage research into business~ legal and applied social science topics. The 
Institute provides a focal point for research activities by designing its programming to facilitate 
the University community's sharing of interests, ideas, methodologies, equipment, discov~~ries, 
and theories related to research into applied problems. 

13. To serve the business and marketing. legal. and so~.!0-politica1 community with edtllCa­
Hon and research. It is of fundamental importance for a University Institute studying ~)Jicd 
problems to maintain strong and productive ties with the non-acadelnic community. The 
University is an important institution 'in our society and must recognize the unique contrlbtftion 
it can make to that society as a result of its intense concentration of intellectual, moral, and in­
fonned individuals. Thus, the Institute maintains close ties with the business community, b~mch 
and bar, and social sen'ices and govcrnmental agencies. 

c. To add to the education and experience of students. In trus regard, education is viewed 
broadly to include direct and illdirect learning and experiential opportunities for undergraduates 
and graduates. Insofar as is possible, all programs proposed in the Institute include the partic:ipa­

'. tion of students either as direct project participants or recipients, or as research or administrative 
aides. 

The Institute is administcred by a Director who, in this capacity serves directly under the 
, . 
Vice President for Academic Affairs, as well as being a member of the Facuity of the School of 
Law. Programs of the Institute are coordinated by the Academic Vice President in concert with 
the Dean of the appropriate School or CoUege where personnel or the subject matters are relafed 
to that School or College. The Institute encourages research, programs, and projects" which 
further the rnJssion of Creighton Univ.ersity and: especially but not exclusivelY1 promotes the 
utilization of the resources of those Schools and Colleges which are within the administrative 
supervision of the Academic Vice President." i 

" 

FinaJ authority to commit the Institut~on operational fiscal or policy matters lies with the 
Director of the Institute who reports in all such matters to the Vice President for Academic 
Affairs. Coordination with various University departments and offices is the responsibility of the 
Director of the Institute. 
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The Institute is currently separated intotru:e~ divisions, each of whlclL is headed. by its 
own director. 'I;,hese divisions are: the division of legal programs, the division of business pro­
grams,and the division of administration whicfl is directed by the Assistant Director of the 
Institute. Proposals or programs are coordinated amongst these divisio~ directors to insure full 
interdisciplinary coordination and input on every Institute project. 

, While the Institute was just recently created to perfonn the functions stated above, it has 
bcimin the 'pI a nrung stages for quite $Ome time. Part of the rationale Jor the fonnation of the 

. Institute comes from' the University's belief in the need for an fute~disciplinary researcl1"capacitY 
in the performance of many research and, demonstratic:JJ1 projects. Thus the Institute includes 
professionals with legal, business, and social science backgrounds who have been working to·· 
gether since 1973 coriClucting research and operating demonstration programs . . , . 

Examples of this priQr work include the operation and evaluation of the Creighton Legal 
Information Center under a grant from the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, Office 
of National Priority Programs. IThis project is unique and therefore was heavily evaluated in its 
ftrst phaSe. A fmal repo~ including the extensive evaluafion results is available from the 
Institute. [! 

The Institute staff has also conducted a major study of-the eastern Nebraska mental health 
rommitment process under a research grant from the Natioryal Institute of Mental Health. This 
research involved two iaw professors, one business professor, and one political science profes­
sor as investigators; and one cllilical psychologist, one psychiatrist, and a nurse as consultants. 
Thus one c~n see the richness of the interdisciplinaryworkthe Institute has undertaken prior to 
its fonnal organization. 

The Institute staff is involved in teaching as well asresearch, and the Institute Dtrector has 
been involved in tr';lning law students to appreciate, utiliz~' and cond uct empirical re~ea;ch. A 
speci~I' edition of t,he CreightOh Law Review was recently published \'lhich coTltains samples of 
these, students' work over the past three years. The Director of Business Programs is currently 
completing plans t6 establish an Qmaha~ba~,d "Management Assessment Center which will 
employ; in addition to profess~onalstaff, graduate bu~iness s,tudents who willa150 receive aca~ 
dernic credit for their work in assessing company executives and managerial ep1ployees. 

Most importantly, th~ Institute brin.g~ together a number of well qualified individuals from 
different di,s~iplines who, throug.h their collecth{e'abilities, can insu~e that thorough,ci~ality, and 
unique rese(1JchwilI be conducted on every projec~ which the Institute conduct~. ,', \, 
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,,]. GEOFFREY W. PETERS 

·,' .... ~~,il·.' Creighton Institute for Business. Law and Social Research 
2500 California Street . 

,'i'I.! -. ]'~ .' Omaha, Nebraska 68178 
:L.-1,,,,J Office Telephone: ~02·5 36·3157 

Home Telephone: 402-533.5580 

J.! ; • . r'- .' . ~;J . PERSONAL 

'-:£1' ::u:~ Manied, onechiId 
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, LAW: Juris Doctor Degree; University of Denver, Class Rank - Fourth, March 1972 . 

f'.'I] .' EDUCAnON 

• 11~.1 '-'(') .. ~·~j;i. . GRADUSATE: Master of Arts Degree in Sociology; University of Denver, June 1974. Thesis: Applying 
!~ .ystems Analysis to Criminal Justice Systems. . .... 

-r ,UNDERGRADUATE' Bachelor of Arts Degree in Political Science; Northwestern University, June 1967. 

r;-~ SPECIAL TRAINING PR~GRA,\lS ' 

. -=r,j .. ! ' Criminal Law Education and Research Institute for Criminal Law Professors,July - August, 1973, 
. 'New York University School of Law. Topic for Institute was Multi·Disciplinary Approachesdo Drug :r·...;; ]I': j AbUse Education. . ',-! American Federation 'of Inforrnatioh Processing Societies and Stanford Law School joint Conference: 

-........ L Computers, Society and Law, June 1973. 

r....... ']1 National Science Foundation Fellow, Social Science Methods in Legal Educa'tion Institute, July-

_U-_~I.[,',',: I Augus, '972, Unim~'y of Denver, Denver, Colorado. 

_~ _ PROFESSIONAL EMPLOYMENT 
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Associate Profes~or: of Law, Crefghton University School of Law, July 1975 to presG,nt. 

Director,Creighton Institute for Business, Legal and Social Research, July 1975 to present. 

Assistant Professor of Law, Creighton University School of Law, July 1972 to July 1975. 

A~torney at Law, private practice, DenYer,. Colorado, April 1972 to October 1972. 

Military: United States Army, January 1969 to September 1970. Legal clerk of Provost Marshal, 
West Point, New York. Prepared materials and taught ~filitary Law, U.C.M.J., Criminal Law and 
Procr.dure to military policemen and Provost ~iarshal Officers. Received Army Commendation Medal 
fOr work prosecuting misdemeanor cases in the United States Commissioner's Court, Southern 
District of New York. 

PROJECT DIRECTORSHIPS 

" 

Law Student Interns, Nebraska Comritissionon law Enforcement and Criminal Justice Grants No. 
73-36 and 7.3-147 (l973~1974). . 

LZlw,Student Research, Nebraska Commission on Law Enforcement and CruTIinal Justice Grant No. 
74-6 (1974). . 

"-'. . , . .: 

Crimiual Justice Research, Contract withOmahajDouglas County CrirninarJustice Pilot Cities pro- . 
gram (1974-1975). . " 

Criminal Advocacy Institute, Contract with Omaha MuriicipalCourt (1975-1976). 

Criminal Justice Research Assistance. Office of National PriorityProgTams, Law Enforcement 
. Assistance Adininistration Grant No., 74 DF·99-OQ20. Established national modenor providing re­

search to rUI:JiI bench and ~Jaf through creation of Creighto'n Legal Information Center. Refunded in 
1975-1976 as Giant No. 76 DF·99-0003.' . 

Q . •. ~""', 

Mental HeaHh}Commitmen~ PWcess in Eastern N.ebra,ska, National Instifiltepf Mental Health Grant 
No.IRO} MH27438-0l. " • 

Bar ,A$sociation Support in Corrections (BASICS) project, Nebra,ska State ~ar .Association (1975). . . ; <. " ~. ' 
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CONSULTANTSHIPS M1> CONTINUING LEGAL EDUCATION 

Lecturer, Nebraska Criminal Advocacy Institute (1976). 

Lecturer, South Carolina Solicitor's Seminar (1975). \ 

Lecturer, Air Fo~ceJudge Advocate General Institute fo~~ Prosecution and Defense (1975) . 

. Consultant, National Commission for Review of F'!deral and State Laws Relating to Wiretapping and 
Electronic Sun'eillance (1974-1975). ' 

Consultant, L.E.A.A., Courts Eyaluation Conference (1975); Courts Initiative Conference (1974); 
Sentencing Conference (1973). 

Consultant, American Bar Association; Standards Implementation Conference for Law Professors 
(1974). . 

Consultant, National Institute, L.E.A.A., Proposal Evaluations (1973-1974). 

Consultant; National Center for State Courts, Research in Criminal Sentencing Practices, Washington, 
J? C. (1973). c' 

. PROFESSIONAL ASSOCIATIONS AND ORGANIZATIONS 

Association of American Law Schools, Criminal Justice Section; 1974, Chairperson-Elect; 1975, 
1976, Chairperson. 'c , . . 
Chairperson, Public Safety Committee, Greater Omaha Chamber, of Commerce (1974-1975). 

Appointed by Nebraska Governor to the Nebraska Commission on Law Enforcement and Criminal 
Justice; member of Data Processing and Education Committees, and of Police Standards Advisory 
Council, which sets rninim:lm police education standards for the State of Nebraska (1974 - present). 

, Vice Chairperson, Nebraska State Bar Association Committees on: Correctional Law and Practices 
and Mentd Health (1974 - present). 

Charter Member; American Bar Association Section on Law, Science, and Technology (1974-
present). 

Member, National Association of Criminal Defense Attorneys and Public Defenders, National Council 
on Crime and Delinquency, Law and Society Association, American Academy of Political and Social 
Sciences, Nebraska Association of Trial Attorneys, and Nebraska Associatio'n of Criminal Defense 
Attorneys. 

Admitted to State and Federal Bars of COlorado, April 1972; Admitted to State and Federal Bars of 
Nebraska, December 1971; member American, Colorado, and Nebraska Bar Associations. 

HONORS AND AWARDS 

PROFESSIONAL: American Bar Foundation Affiliated Scholar, 1972 to 1975. 

LAW SCHOOL: Full tuition scholarship for four years, elected to the Order of Srunt lves, University of 
Denver Legal Honorary. 

UNDERGRADUATE: John ~fc~[ullen Scholar; National Merit Scholar Commendation; New York State 
Regents Scholar; Department Honors, Political Science Department; Recipient, Outstanding Junior 
Award, Northwestern University. 
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UNIVERSITY AND CmnWNITY SERVICE 

Mem}:l,er, ad hoc UniYersity Committee on development of a computing facility. Appointed by Vice';' 
President to search committee for Director of Computing Center (1975-1976). 

Advisor and Creighton UniYersity Representative to state~wide committee on the future of Law­
R~1ated Edu,cation in Nebraska public and parochial schools (1975-1976). 

Chairman and cooperating attorney, Nebraska Civil Liberties Union, Omaha L!Hvyers Panel (1975-
1~76). c~ , ,. 

, ~, 

Member, Law School Committees on Library and Continuing Legal Education (1;974-1976). 
, " '. ,If 

Advisor and Creighton University Representative to State meeting on the futurei of Automated Legal 
InfonnationRetrieval for Nebraska (1975). ' .. Ii 

I: 
. Panelist, U.S. Civil Rights COfum.lssion,Bi-State Conferen~e on. Citizen Part,Icipation in the Cor­

rectional Process (1975). " 

. Pro bono and:compensated professional services in the Douglas,Coun'ty ]uve~,e Cot.trt{197~-{975)~ 
Speaker, advisor, or ~ro ~ono ~onsu)tant: .Ak~Sar-B;n Chapter of the Arnerican ~ssot;iation of' 
Internal Auditors (adYlsor, m White Collar Cnrne); Creighton Conference on ~Vork AlienatIon, Head 
Start .of Om.iha; Greater Omaha Associationofi\etarded Citiz~ns and Committee on Legal Rights 
of the Mentally Retarded; Creighton Circle; Regici'n I Criminal Justice I Planning Conference, 
WOW-TV To'#n Hall ~leeting. /, '. () . 
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PUBUCATIONS AND REPORTS 

Co-author (with L. P. Tiffany and Y. AYichai), The Effect of Plea on Sentence, an empiricustudy of 
the relationships between plea and pUnishment in the federal court system, planned for book publi­
cation intU6. Research involves a statistical analysis of oyer 11,000 criminal C<lses. Article based 
on this study was published in 4 UniversitY!lj Chicago Journal of Legal Studies 369 (1975). . 

c:: 

Editor and Co-author, Nebraska Judges Deskbook: Sentencing Alternatives and Procedures (1975). 

Author, Memo to Nebraska State Bar Association and Nebraska Supreme Court in support of pro­
posal to expand the Nebraska Senior Practice Rule. Proposal adopted by the U.S. District Court for 
Nebraska in 1974 and by Nebraska Supreme Court in 1975. 

Editor and Co-author, Legal Aspects of Douglas C~untY Corrections (1974). 

Speech and paper, A Researcher's View of Criminal Justice Information Systems, presented to 
Annual Meeting of the Urban and 'Regional Information Assistance Systems Associations, Montreal, 
Canada, August 1974. Paper printed in the proceedings of that conference. 

Author, various presentations to: Nebra.ska State Bar Association, Nebraska District Judges Asso­
ciation, Nebraska County Judges Association, Nebraska Sheriffs and Police Officers Association, 
Police Officers Association of Nebraska, and other groups, all relating to the establishment of the 
Creighton Legal Info.rmation Center. 

TEACHING EXPEPJENCE AND INTERESTS 

1975·1976: Negotiable Instruments, Criminal Law. 

1974·1975: Seminar on Legal-Empirical Studies, Negotiable Instruments, Criminal Law . 

. Summer 1974: . Legal aspects of Mental Health and Mental Retardation. 

1973·19.74: Administration of Criminal Justice, Negotiable Instruments, Criminal Law, Administra­
tion of Criminal Justice Seminar, Director of Criminal Justice Clinical Programs. 

S.ummer 1973: Director CliniC<lllntemship Program: Criminal Prosecution and Defense. 

1972-1973: Administration of Criminal Justice, Negotiable Instruments, Criminal Law, Administra· 
tion of Criminal Justice Seminar. 

Levelof all teaching is Juris Doctor Degree (graduate level). 

REFERENCES 

Reverend Donald I. MacLean, S. J. 
Vice President and Dean of Faculties 
Creighton University 
2500 California Street 
Omaha, Nebraska 68178 

Dean Robert n. Yegge 
University of Denver 
College of Law . -
200 West lAth Avenue 
Denver, Colorado 80204 

; , 
" 

.. Dean Steven P. Frankino 
Creighton University 
School of Law 
2500 California Street 
Omaha, Nebraska 68178 

Professor Lawrence P. Tiffany 
University of Denver 
College of Law 
200 West 14th Avenue 
Denver, Coiorado 80204 
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JOEL ZIMMERMAN 

Crei$hton Institute for ,Busi~ess, Law and Social Research 
2500 California Street 
Omaha, Nebraska 68178 
Office Telephone: 402·5 36':~609 
Home Telephone: 402.334.7548 

PERSONAL 

Age: 30' 
Family: Married, two children 

EDUCATION 

C-6 

GRADUATE: Doctor of Philosophy Degree; Experimental Psychology, Northwestern University, 1973. 
Dissertation Title: 17,e EJjcct of Massed alld Disrn"buted Presentatiolls ill Free-Recall Leaming: A 
test of the AttenuatioJl-ofAttclltioll Hypothesis. 

Master of Science Degree; Industrial Psychology, Purd ue University, 1968 . 

. UNDERGRADUA'TE: Bachelor of Arts Degree; Psychology, Northwestern University, 1967. 

SPECIAL TRAINING PROGRAMS 

Workshop in Multi-Dimensional Scaling, Bell Laboratories and University of Pennsylvania, 
. Philadelphia , Pennsylvania, June 7 to June 10, 1972. 

PROFESSIONALE~WLO~fENT 

Associate Professor of Management, School of Business Administration, Creighton University, June 
1975 to present. 

Director of BUSiness Programs, Creighton Ihstitute for Business, Legal and Social Research, Creighton 
University, July 1975 to present. 

Associate Director, Social Research, Inc., Chicago, Illinois, February 1974 to June 1975. 

Project Director, Social Research, Inc., Chicago, Illinois, September 1973 to February 1974. 

Teaching Associate, Expen"mental Psychology, Northwestern University, June 1969 to January 1975. 

Psychologist II, Chicago Board of Mental Health, Division of Mental Health, Chicago, Illinois, 
September 1968 to July 1970. 

CONSULTANTS HIPS 

Evaluation Consultant, Criminal Justice Research Assistance Project (L.E.A.A.), Creighton University 
School of Law, June 1974 to September 1975. 

PROFESSIONAL ASSOCIATIONS AND ORGANIZATIONS 

American Psychological Association 
Division of Consumer Psychology 
Division of General Psychology 

American Management Association 

American Marketing Association 

Registered Psychologi.st • State of Illinois 

Registered P~ychologist • ,State ofNe~faska (pendfug) 
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HONORS AND AWARDS 
(:;;) 

. GRADUATE: Research Assistantship to Dr. Benton J. Underwood, June 1970 to August 1973; 
National Science Foundation Traineeship, September 1967 to August 1968. 

UNDERGRADUATE: Phl Beta Kappa, 1967, Departmental honors in Psychology. 

PuBUCATIONS: 

Zimmerman, J. Qualitative 1f;esearch: TIie Forgotten An of Science" paper presented to Creighton 
University Autumr!,1 Business Conference, September 6, ,1975, Creighton Institute for Legal and 
ApP.lied Research, Technical Report B·OO1, 1975. 

Nowaczyk, R. B., Shaughnessy, J. J., & Zimmerman, J. Proactive interference in short-term retention and 
the measurement of degree of learning: A new technique. Journal of Experimental Psychology, 
1974,103.45-53. 

Reichardt, C. S., Shaughnessy, J. J., & Zimmerman, J. On the independence of judged frequencies for items 
presented in successive lists. Memory aJ/d Cognition, 1973,1, 149-156. 

Shaughnessy, J. J., Zinunerman, J., & Underwood,B. J. Further evidence on the MP-DP effect in free·recall 
. learning .. Journal of Verbal Leaming alld Verbal Behavior, 1972,11,1-12. 

Shaugh,ijessy, J. J., Zimmerman, .1., & Under.vood, B. 1. Recall of !TIassed and distributed items as a function 
of the number of different learning cues. Technical Report, 1973, Project NR 154-321, Contract 

. No. NOOOl4-67-A·0356-0010, Office of Naval Rese.arch. 

Shaughnessy, J. J., Zimmerman, J., and Underwood, B. J. The spacing effect in the learning of word pairs 
and the components of word pairs. Memory alld Cognition, 1974,2,742-748. 

Underwood, B. J., Broder, P. K., & Zimmerman, J. Associative matching and cumulative proactive inhi· 
bition. Bulletin ofthePsychonomic Society, 1973, 1,48. 

Underwood, B. J., Broder, P. K., & Zinunerman, J. Retention of veit~.al-discrimination lists as a function of 
number of prior lists, word frequency, and type of list. Journal of Experimental Psychology, 1973, 
100,101-105. 

Underwood, B. 1., Reichardt, C. S., & Zimmerman, J. Conceptual associations and verbal-discrimination 
learning. American JOU171al of Psychology, 1973,86,613-615. 

Underwood, B. J., Shaughnessy, J. J., & Zimmerman, J. Learning·te-Iearn verbal·discrimination lists. 
Journal of Verbal Leaming and Verbal Behavior, 1972, 11,96-104. 

Underwood, B. J., Shaughnessy, J. J., & Zimmerman, J. Ust length and meth9d of presentation on verbal 
discrimination learning with further evidence on retroaction. Journal of Experimental Psychology, 
1972,93,181-187. . 0 

Underwood, B. J., Shaughnessy, J. J., & Zimmerman, J. The locus or'the retentionrlifferences associated 
with degree of hierarchical'conceptual structure. Journal of Experimental Psychology, 1974, 102, 
850-862. 

Underwood, B. J., & Zimmerman, J. Serial retention as a function of hierarchical structure. Journal of 
Experimental Psychology, 1973,99,236-242 .. 

Underwood, B. J.~ & Zirrunerman, J. The syllable as a SOurce of error in multisyllabIe word recognition. 
Technical Report,.1973, Project NR.I54-321,.contract No. NOOO14-67,A·0356-001 O,Office of Nayal 
Research. Also: Journal of Verbal Leaming and Verbal Behavior, 1973, 12,701-706. 

.. ' 
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, Underwood, B. J., & Zimmennan,'i. A comparison of the effects of formal similarity among ~grams and 
nmong word triads. Memory and Cognition, 1974,2,283-288. 

UndeIWood,.B. I., Zimmerman, 1., & ,Brown, A. S. Associative interference and recognition memory. 
I • Technical Report, 1973, Project NR 154-321, Conuact No. NOOOl4-67·A-0356-0010, Ofiice of Naval 

Research. 
. 

Underwood, B. J., Zimmennan, I., &,Freund, 1. S. Retention of frequency information with observations on' 
recognition anq recall. Joumal of Expen'mental Psychology, 1971, 87, 149-162. 

Zimmerman, J. Free recall after self-paced study: A test of the attenuation explanation of the spacing 
effect.' American Journal of Psychology, ~975. 

Zimmennan, I., Broder, P. K., Shaughnessy, 1. 1., & Underwood, B/J. A recognition test of vocabulary using 
signal·detection measures, and some correlates of word and nonword recognition. Technical Report, 
1913, Project NR 154-321, Contract No. NOOOl4-67·A·0356-001O, Office of Naval Research. 

Zimmertnan, J" Shaughnessy, J. J., & Underwood, B. J. The role of associations in verbal-discrimination 
learning. Americ(IIl Joumal of Psychology, 1972, 85, 499·5 j 8. 

Zimmennan, J., & Underwood, B. J. Ordinal position knowledge within and across l!sts as a function of 
instructions in fiee.reca1l1eaming. Joumai of General Psychology, 1968, 79, 301 :j07. 

REFERENCES 

~'. 

Reverend Donald 1. Maclean, S:J. 
Vice-President and Dean of Faculties 
Creigh,ton University 
2500 California Stri:et 
Omaha, Nebraska 68178 

Dr. Benton J. Underwood 
Department of Psychology 
Northwestern University 
Evanston, I.llffiois 60201 

: 

Dr. Jean L. Carrica, Dean 
College of Business Administration 
Creighton University 
2500 California Street 
Omaha, Nebraska 68118 

Dr. Benjamin D. Wright 
Department of Education 
University of CrJcago 
5835 South Kimbark 
Chicago, Illinois 60637 
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LAW~CEA. MAZZOITA 

Creighton Institute for Business, Law and Social Research'" " 
2500 Califol'nia Street -
Omaha, Nebraska 68178 
Office Telf!phone: 402-5:3"6-2584 

,,' J:,Iome Telephone: 402-334-7877 

PERSONAL 

"Age: 28 
.'1 

Family:' Married 

J;:DUCATION 

',' 
C':"g 

GRADUATE: Master of ,Public Adininistration Degree; Maxweil School of Citizenship and 
Public Affairs" Syracuse University, 1974. . ' 

UNDERGRADUATE: Bachelor of Science Degree in Urban Affairs, C611ege of Public Affairs 
and Community Services, University of Nebraska, Omah'a, 1972. 

PROFESSIONAL EMPLO~IENT ,', 

. , 

Assistant Director, Creighton Institute for Business, Legal' and Sodal Research, 
August 1, 1975 to pre3ent. 

. , , 

Director of Supportive Services, Eastern Nebraska Human Services Agency, October 1, 
1974 to July 31,1975. ' 

. . 

Director of Administrative Operations, Eastern Nebraska Community Office of 
Retardation, June 1974 to October 1974. 

Assistant to the Director, Metropolitan Studies Program, Syracuse University, 
Septe~ber 1973 to June 1974. , 

Research Assistant and Data Services Coordinator, Center for Applied, Urban Research, . 
University of Nebraska, Omaha, September 1972 to June 1973. 

Assistant Data Services Coordinator, Center for Applied Utbqn Research, University of 
Nebraska, Omaha, September 1971 to September 1972. . 

Air Training Specialist, United States Air Force, Honorably Dischar.ged, 197 L 
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PROFESSIONAL ASSOCIATIONS AND ORGA1~IZATIONS 

American SOciety for Public Administration,. 
. i ',i " ~' 

International City Managers Associati6~hf 

American Management Association 

Vice-Chairman, Easte:t:n Nebraska Human Services Agency Planning Committee (1975) 
. ", 

Chairman, . Eastern Nebraska' Coimnunity ,Office on Retardation, Home Services 
~ Delivery Com!1)ittee (1974) . 

Greater Omaha Association fo,J:" Retarded Citizens 

HONORS AND AWARDS . 

GRADUATE: Richard King Mellon Fellowship in Government, Maxwell School, Syracuse 
University. 

> 

Ul\TDERGRADUA1E: Gamma Theta Upsilon, International Honorary Geographic Society; 
Experiment in International living Scholarship, first alternate. 

RESEARCH ACTIVITIES 

Paper, Proposal for the Natio;zalizatioll of Physician Licensure 

Paper, Health Services Index - City of Omaha 

Paper,Metropol~tall Omaha £ducatjona/ Profile 

Paper, Ozanges in Public Awareness by Private Ind~st}y 

Paper, Socio-Economic Indicators - City of OmaJza 

REFERENCES 

Reverend Donald I. Maclean, S. J. 
Vice President and Dean of Faculties 
Creighton University 
2500 California Street 
Omaha, Nebraska 68178 

James Carroll, Ph. D. 
Dire'ctor, Public Administration Program 
Maxwell School or Citizenship and Public Affairs 
Syracuse University 
607 University Avenue 
Syracuse, New York 13210 

Frank J. Menolascino, M. D. 
Nebraska Psychiatric Institute 
University of Nebraska College of Medicine 
602 South 45th Street 
Omaha,) Nebraska 68106 c' 

Roy W. Bahl, Ph. D. 
Director, Metropolitan Studies Program 
Maxwell School of Citizenship and Public Affairs 
Syracuse University 
607 University Avenue 
Syracuse, New York 13210 
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WALTER M. CAUNGER ,1 

4 ( 

, Creighton Institute for Busiriess, Law and Bocial Research 
2500 Califor!niaStree'i:' ' .' 
Omaha, Net.iraska 68178 
Office Telephone: 402-536-2584 
Home Telephone: 402-3454618 

PERSONAL 

Age: 35. 
Family: Married, ~one child 

EDUCATION 

LAW: Creighton University School of Law; Second YearStudenL' 
. 0 

" \) 

--
C-:-ll 

GRADUATE: Doctor of Philosophy Degree; Education Research and Guidance, Ohio State. () 
University, 1970. Dissertation Title: The Disadl1antagedChild. 

Bachelor of Science Degree; Mathematics, Ohio University, 1960. 

!I 

Research Associate, Creighton Institute for Business, Legal and Social Research, 
September 25, 1975 to present. 

Director of Institutional Research, Associate Professor of Education, West VifoJnia 
College of Graduate Studies" 1974 to SeptemberJ975. 

Assistant Professor of Education, College of Education, Department of Counselor 
Educa,tion, University of Nebraska, Omaha, 1973 - 1974. 

Director and .'Principal Author of the Proposal for a Title IV Project entitled An 
Institute and Resource j,712d Communications Unit designed to aid schools, school 
personnel and school ~elated personnel with educational problems occasioned by 
desegratioll and the lcd:iC of responsil:eness on the part of the educational structure to 
multi-cultural education, 1971-1974. 

Assistant Director, Division of Computer Services and Statistical Reports, State of 
Ohio Department of Education, 1966-1970. 

PROFESSIONAL ASSOCIATIONS AND ORGANIZATIONS 

American Educational Research Association 

American Personnel and Guidance Association 
.. 
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HONORS AND AWARDS 

GRADUATE: General Motors Scholarship. 

UNDERGRADUATE: National pefense EducationAc~. 

REFERENCES, .. ' .' .. 

.. 
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"\\ '4? ~, 

-Mr.\"I;{obert.Greer 
Assis~'\llt Superintendent for U.rban Education 

. Oruo Sfate Department Of Puolic Instruction 
2591 FloribundaDrive 
(:olum,bus, Ohio 43209 

Dr. Floyd T. Waterman 
Director, Centez for Urban EduCation 
University ofN.ebrasRa at Omaha 
8305 Martha Street 
OfIl.ana, Nebraska 68124 

.' 

' . 

\\ 

Dr. Richard Stranges 
Assistant Director, Counseling Center 
Ohio State University 
6316 Sky Way . 
Columbus, Ohio 43229 

Dr. MiltonA. Grodsky 
Vice President for Academic Affairs 

. " West Virginia CoUege of Graduate Studies 
Institute, West Virginia 25112 
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