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CHAPTER |
Sumvary OF Finpines AND RECOMMENDATIONS R

Introduction

- The purpose of this report is to indicate the results of research :
conducted by the Creighton Institute for Business, Iaw and Social ‘
Research under contract with the Nebraska Comission on Iaw Enforcement o
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 would 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" and segregation :
of adult and juvenlle offenders.

This report is Separated into six chapters and three appendices.
This chapter summarizes our research findings and the recommendations we
make based on those findings. Subsequent chapters explore in more o
detail our methodology, the analysis of our data, literature and an i
analysis of Nebraska law, a more extensive exposition of our f:.ndz.nqs
and recamendations, and suggested implementation plans. The appendices ' o
include the actual instruments used, extensive displays of data results
which are sumarized or referred to throughout the main body of the
report, and the backgrounds of the Institute and professional staff who
conducted this study. The latter is included to help the reader understand
the perspectlves taken in this report.

Analysis of Requirements of FRederal Act

The following section summarizes the twenty-one elements of com- /
pliance established by the Juvenile Justice and Delincquency Prevention -
BAct, Part B - Federal Assistance for State and Local Programs. These N 1
twenty-one elements dealing with the establishment of state plans SN p
clearly specify the parameters of compliance through which the state is

authorized to receive funds provided by the Act. We have, in this
_study, examined those mandates of the Act'and the relevant po:mts of
impact by these on the present system in the state of Nebraska. As will
be amplified in both the Analysis and Recamendations sections of this
‘report, our findings have had only to consider, in any substantive
detail, two elements of campliance (elements 12 and 13). Many of the -
established elements are of a nature such that the state through its own
efforts has already established compliance. Others, while some impact .
will occur, are not problematic. The following, consecutively provided,
presents the twenty-one elements in summary  form:
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(1)
(2)
(3)

(6)

(7)
(8)

(9)
(10)

(11)

(12)

(13)

(14)

(15)

(16)

17)

R

Designate a state planning agency for purposes of .

preparation and administration of the state plan.

Provide authority to the State Plannlng Agency to

implement the state plan.

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 govemnent s part of the
state plan.

Mandate an equitable dist.mbution 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 eoordination Wlth private
agencies in the development 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 Recammendations.)

Provide for the development of an adequate research, training
and evaluation capacity within the state. .

Provide within two years after submission of the plan that
Jjuveniles who are charged with or who have committed offense_s__
that would hot 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

delingquent shall not be detained or confined in any in-

stitution in which they have regular contact with adult

persons incarcerated because they have been convicted of

a crime or are awalting trial on criminal charges.

Provide for a system of monitoring compliance and for
reporting such results to the administration. N
Provide assurance that assistance will be available on an
equitable basis to deal with all disadvantaged youth.
Provide for procedures to be established for protecting

the rights of recipients of services and for assuring-

privacy of records relating to services.

Provide that fair and eguitable arrangements are made to -
protect the interests of exr@loyees affected by assistance
under this Act. - _
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(18) Provide for such fiscal control and fund accounting pro-
cedures necessary to assure prudent use, proper disbursement
and accurate accounting of funds received under this title.
Provide assurance that federax funds made available will be -
used so as to supplement and Yncrease but not supplant to
the extent feasible state, local and other non-federal funds.
Provide that the State Planning Agency will no less often
. than annually review its plan and submit . to the administrator

an analysis and evaluation of the effectiveness of the pro-
grams and activities carried out under the plan, and any
modifications 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 effectlveness of the
programs assisted under this title.

- (19)

(20)

(21)

Nebraska Law - Status Offendefs 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. :

(Supp. 1975) reads as follows:
(3) (1) Exclu51ve original jurlsdlction,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 amounting 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 with the district court, county

- court, and the municipal court as to any child sixteen
or seventeen vears 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 tlme he has commltted a trafflc

} offense," g :

Nebraska Revised Statutes §43-202(3)

Nebraska Rev1sed Statutes §43—202(4) (Supp 1975) reads as follows~'k

(4)- Exclu51ve orlglnal jurldlctlon as to any

.child under the age of eighteen years (a) who,

by reason of being wayward or habitually dis- -
obedient, is uncontrolled by his parent, L
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guardian, or custodian; (b) who is habitually
truant fram school or home; or (c) who deports
himself so as to injure or endanger- seriously
the morals or health of himself or others.

Nebraska Law and the JJDPA of 1974

Title V of the 1974 Act does not (nor does any other section
of the Act) purport to impose federal 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 dellnquency cases.
In this conmnection, Section 5035 relating to detention prior to dis-
position, Section 5037(b) setting the maximum length of probation or
camitment after an adjudication of delincuency, and Section 5039
"governing place of cammitment after an adjudication of delinquency,
are all recammended for comlderatlon for inclusion in the Nebraska
statutes.

The Nebraska juvenile statutes appear to contain no obvious
constitutional infirmities, and in fact contain some rather progres- e i
sive procedural safeguards for juveniles. The above recommendations,

. therefore, are based upon judgments of policy rather than upon con- : s
stitutional requirements. : | o

Runaways

Title TIT of the Federal Act appears to suggest that runaways will
be handled ontside of the law enforcement process, It would be necessary
to eliminate the status offender from juvenile court jurisdiction and
modify the harboring of a minor and contributing to delinquency laws
(Secticns 28-419 and 28-477) to allow private programs for runaways
to operate. Use of cammnity-based programs and use of the neglect or
dependency jurisdiction of the court where non-judicial resolution is not
poss:ble should allay any fears of possible harmful consequences qi=-
removmg runaways from the c:ourt's jurlcdlctlon ‘as status offenders. .

A 4 *
~ . . »

Summary of Flndlngs and Recommendathns R ' e

The findings from the literature strongly support the elimination:
of jurisdiction by the courts over status offenses. The authors of this .
., report agree with that opinion; however, judges who handle juvenile S
cases in Nebraska moderately disagree with this opinion. If the statutes. S
on status offenses are not repealed, then the literature suggests that, S
at the very least, they should be rev:Lsed and made more definite,

Most of the counties detaining significant numbers of status i S

offenders in secure detention express a desire to switch to non-secure -

- sheltered fac:.ll,tles if such facilities beccme available. There was , I
\ reported a need for the placement of approx;unately 780 status offenders ,
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in non-secure sheltered facilities. Sixty-three percent of this
expressed need was in four counties. '

The findings from 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 diversion 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 recommend 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 new
facilities for the entirely separate housing of juveniles.

Additional sheltered and secure facilities were recommended and : 13
deemed necessary for meeting the requirements of the Federal Act. 5
These facilities are, for the most part, to be regional. Exact place- Rt
ment of the regional facilities must have additional input from the local jg
sources. L
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CHapTeR 11 RRRES
METHODOLOGY |

Initially, a letter of introduction was sent to each county judge. R
Each letter was typed individually using an autcmatic typing system. H
The letters were on the letterhead of the Nebraska Camnission on Law
Enforcement and Criminal Justice. The letters were under the signature it
of Geoffrey W. Peters, Institute Director. The initial letter was sent e
to county judges because associate county judges are the main reporters o
of juvenile data for the Commission. In Douglas and Lancaster Counties, R
letters were sent to the Separate Juvenile Court Judges. Enclosed with i
the letter was a questionnaire. Copies of the letter and question-
naire are in Appendix A.

- The letter and the questionnaire both instructed the rec1p1ent‘not i
to return the questionnaire by mail but to wait for a telephone call C
from a member of the Institute staff. During the phone conversation, a
staff member recorded the response of each county 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 used a modified
form of the questionnaire on which to record the responses. This
version of the questionnaire provided for keypunching and data proce581ng g
and instructed the data collectors to ask further probing questions i
after certain responses. For example, the data collector was instructed
to inquire about what specific construction might be necessary to
remodel facilities in order to effect the separation of juveniles and
adults. A copy of the modified questlonnalre is also included in

Appendix A.

.Telephone calls were used for the data collection rather than ;
mailed questionnaires so that the Institute would 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
incomplete response was received from the county judge, then, in order,
the following 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 minimal
response was obtained. In one county, despite accuracy checks and
opportunltles to correct what appears to be an erroneous report, figures
given data collectors were persisted in by the respondent and are
reported upon in Chapter III. The Separate Juvenile Courts of Douglas .
and Lancaster Counties were personally visited by a member of the T e
project staff. The reported existence of the separate secure facilitdes ,
and ‘sheltered non-secure facilities was validated by calling law en-
forcement officials in the counties 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 from the software package of
the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences. To reduce turn—around
time analysis was performed "on-line" on a CDC-6400 camputer. The data
were placed in tables to indicate responses by counties and county court
judicial district. Smaller tables have been abstracted for the counties

‘which account for the greatest muber of offenses or which have note-

worthy facilities with regard to the requirements of the Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974.

The laws of the State of Nebraska were analyzed with regard to the
handling of juvenile offenders and the offenses which can be committed
by juveniles in Nebraska. This analysis, along with a review of current
literature on the problems and methceds of handling juvenile offenders,
form 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 reccmmenda-

tions in Chapter 5. The recommendations 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-

- stitute staff. '
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CHapTeR 111
Data Anp 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 summary of the reported frequency of delinquents
held in non-separate facilities during 1974. Table 2 is a state summary
of the estimate of the frequency of delinquents that have been or will
be held in non-separate facilities during 1975. Tt should be noted that
in both Tables 1 and 2 there is one county which reported an extremely
large number of delinquents held in non-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 within the scope of Nebraska Revised Statutes §43-
202 (3)) in non—-separate facilities. Yet in a separate report to the
Nebraska Commission on Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice, Lincoln
County reported only 39 such cases for the same year. This disparity

suggests a misreporting of data and that the single extreme fiqure for

Lincoln County in each of Tables 1 and 2 should be ignored.

" Table 1 shows that in 1974, 77.4% of thé counties in Nebraska held

' no delinquents in non-separate facilities’and that the mean number.of

non-separate delinquents in counties reporting one or more (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
extreme fiqures taken from Tables 1 and 2 are extracted and account for
865 and 87% respectively of the total number of delinquents not separately
detained (excluding Lincoln County). Excluding Lincoln County, only Hall,
Howard, Keith, Lancaster, Platte, Washington and Webster Counties show
any problem providing separate facilities for the housing of delinqugnts.
It is estimated, however, that Brown, Dawes, and Franklin Counties will
have a problem in 1975. The data for Table 3 were taken fram Tables I
and II in Appendix B. Lancaster County's problem in this regard will
soon be solved by the opening of its new separate secure facility.
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REPORTED FREQUENCY OF DELINQUENTS

HEID IN NON-SEPARATE FACILITIES -~ 1974
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STATE SUMMARY
Frequency
Reported
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Number of
Delinquents
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STATE SUMMARY

REPORTED FREQUENCY OF DELINQUENTS
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HELD IN NON-SEPARATE FACILITIES ~ 1975 (ESTIMATED)
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TABIE 3: NON-SEPARATE DETENTION FACILITIES USED FOR DELINQUENTS 5
UNDER NEBRASKA REVISED STATUTES §43-202(3) - SELECTED COUNTIES
g o / < A ' S '
\\\%M 7 &
- . . Percent .., Percemt 7
‘ ‘ (extclude : - ¢ {exclude
5 Lincoln .7 Lincoln
: Percent - County) . e Percent - County)
Number of of of Number of .. of of -
, Delinquents. State State Delinquents ~ State = State
County 1974 Total . Total 1975 Total Total -
| Brom . - 4 1 ¢ 3 15 3 10
= ~ Dawes l_/"/l R - - C- 20 - 4 14 o
“ Franklin J .-~ , ~ ! ; 8 1 5
Hall . .25 .5 20 5 1 3
: 2 - Howard 20 4 16 5 1 3 )
Keith 10 2, 8 10 2 7
i Iancaster 9 2 7 ' 16 3 11 :
: Lincoln 360 4 . 396 73 S | }f
- Platte 12 2 Y9 6 1 4 8
| bt Washington 20 4 16 24 4 16
s Webster 9 2 7 20 A 14-
e \Lx - "/;_A —-— ! _-— e
N & : ‘ : , ‘
Totals 469 96% - . 525 © 97%
‘I“otals' {Exclude ' : : - i
i Lincoln County) - 109% , 86% 129 , — 87% ;
] o
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| ,
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Delinquents Held in Separate Facilities

Tables 4 and 5 also reflect data on delinquents under Nebraska
" Revised Statutes §43-202(3). Table 4 is a state sumary of the reported -
frequency of delinquents properly (under the Federal Act) held in. separate
facilities during 1974. Table 5 is a state summary of the estimate of the

frequency of delinquents who w111 properly be held in E_a_x_:_ate facilities %
~ durmg 197s.
. i
| TABIE 4: REPORTED FREQUENCY OF -DELINQUENTS U
HELD IN SEPARATE FACILITIES - 1974 i
T o B
. : : H
Number of Frequency Percent of %
Delinquents  Reported Reports !
B S :
i 0 50 53.8
1 5 5.4
2 4 4.3
3 6 6.5 ‘
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 ‘f
51 1 1.1
62 1 1.1
100 1 1.1
102 1 1.1
107 1 1.1
' 214 1 1.1
: )}’ No Response 4 4.3
/ Mean o 10.71
£ v - Median .40
. . 8.D. 30.4
Range 214




HELD IN SEPARATE FACILITIES - 1975 (ESTIMATED) e

 STATE SUMMBRY

 Nuber of  Frequency ~ Percent of
Delinguents  Reported Reports .= L
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Table 4 shows that in 1974 r 47. 7% of the coLmtJ.es in Nebraska held -
delinquents in Separate facilities and that the mean number of separated
dellnquents held in those counties report.mg one or more dellnquents S0 ,
held was 24.4 per county. Table 6 shows only those counties in which i
twenty-five or more “‘delinquents were held in separate facilities for b
1974 or as estimated for 1975. These thirteen counties account for 83% {
vof delmquents held in separate facilities in l974. ‘ i
TABIE 6: SEPARATE DETRNTTON FACTLITIES USED FOR DELINQUENTS
_ UNDER NEBRASKA REVISED STATUTES §43-202(3) - SELECTED COUNTIES
(Estimate)
- Number of ; Nunber of : '
f ' e Del:mquents " Percent of Delinquents  Percent of =
County - 1974 - State Total - 1975 State Total
Adams . .51 5 62 6
Clay i 2 0 25 2
. Dakota ' oo 14 1 34 3 :
Douglas 214 22 24 24 g
“Gage : e 62 7 41 4 s
. Hall = DR 40 4 50 4
- Hamilton - ‘ . 100 10 65 6
“Jefferson 32 3 30 3 i
Lancaster 107 11 160 14
Madison o 25 3 25 2 b
Nemaha 14 1 25 2 I
~Sarpy L - 50 5 60 5 ‘
Scotts Bluff o 102 11 120 11
B ' Total o 813 83% 721 86%
Table I in Apoend:lx B gives the details, county-by-county, of the
-delinquents handled in separate facilities. Table IT shows the same
- information by County Court Judicial District. In summary, of the 1440
 delinquents reported in 1974, 34% were held in non-separate facilities.
863 of those not detained separately were (excluding Lincoln County) held
in eight comnties. Of the 1659 estimated delinquents in 1975, 33% would
- likely be held in non-separate facilities. 87% of those are (excluding
. _ Lincoln County) likely to be held in ‘ten countles. It appears that the
\\problem is relatlvely 1ocallzed. ,
) . ‘,///
-
/
s T
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'8 is a state summary of the estimate for 1975.
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Status Offenders Confined in Secure Detention or Correctional Facilities

Tables 7 and 8 rveflect data on the reported frequency of status
offenders confined in secure detention or correctional-facilities.
Table 7 is a state summary of the reported frequency durlng 1974, Table

TABLE 7: REPORTED FREQUENCY OF STATUS OFFENDERS CONFINED IN SECURE
- DETENTION OR CORRECTIONAL FACILITIES -~ 1974 |

STATE SUMMARY
Number of Frequency Percent of
- Delinquents Reported - Reports
0 51 54.8
1 .8 8.6
2 5 5.4
3 3 3.2
4 1 1.1
5 -3 3.2
6 3 3.2
7 1 1.1
8 3 3.2
10 1 1.1
16 1 1.1
20 2 2.2
- 36 1 1.1
114 1 1.1
126 1 1.1
152 1 1.1
175 1 1.1
No Response 6 6.5
Mean 8.78
Median =~ .35
S.D.  30.3
Range 175

Table 7 shows that 54.8% of the counties did not confine status ,
offenders in secure detention or correctional facilities during 1974.

" .As may be seen fram Table 92, the greatest number of status offenders

s6 confined are found in four counties: Douglas, Lancaster, Lincoln,
and Scotts Bluff. It should be mentioned that once agam, Lincoln County -

‘reported for 1974 that it held 126 status offenders in secure detention

or correctional facilities. However, in a report to the Nebraska
Camission on Law Enforcement and Criminal Justlce, Lincoln County - .
previously had reported only 23 cases falling in the same category for
the year 1974. This disparity again suggests a mlsreportmg of data

~and the single extrene flgure for Lincoln County, in Tables 7 and 8
should be ignored. ' ;
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TABLE 8: REPORTED FREQUENCY OF STATUS OFFENDERS CONFINED IN SECURE
§\RETENTION OR CORRECTIONAL FACILITIES - 1975 (ESTIMATED)

Number of
Status Offendexrs

=5

STATE SUMMARY

Frequency

Reported
s ‘
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Mean . 9.82
Median. .44
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WEEQ:Sﬂ%S%ﬂMEGGNﬂMﬁNS&WEMﬂMﬂN
‘ CORRECTIONAL FACILITIES - SELECITED COUNTIES

Percent

{exclude

Lincoln
Nurber of Percent County
Status of of

;] . , ~ Percent

(excluda

‘ Lincoln

Nurber of Percent County
Status of of

e gl

County

Of fenders
1974

State

5

State
Total

Offenders State

g

State

1975 ' |

20
10
10
10
15
16
30
18
135
25
12 -
150
138 -
20
- 10
180
10
10

B

Totals 703 93% o8 o1s

R e Adams 36
'wllw. ‘ Brown 3
- o ~ Buffalo 8

b S ) Burt 1
;I.Nk . Cass SR
Htruanes I .Dakota 6
I - Peuel , 20
Dodge . 16
Douglas 114

Hall 20
Kearney 10

o , s " Lancaster 175
o ' e Lincoln 126

£ . ‘ ‘ : . i Nemaha 5
Sarpy
~ Scotts Bluff 152
Washington 5
York 6
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Table 9 shows only those counties with ten or more status offenders
confined in secure detention or correctlonal facilities durlng 1974 or

- as estunated 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. The 1975 estimates indicate that the percentage
is expected to decrease sllghtly to 91% in these counties. Therefore,
the bulk of the state problem in confinement of status offenders is
confined to very few counties. Excluchng Lincoln County, the 1974 data
show 90% of the statewide problem in 18 counties with 89% projected for
1975 for an expected 1975 mean (exluding Lincoln County) of 40 confined
status offenders per each of these counties.

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

Attitudes on Status Offenders and Offenses

The statements on the attitude survey were to be responded to on a flve
point scale. For calculatmg means and ‘standard deviations, 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 response. In evaluating the
responses received, we interpreted a mean between 2.0 and 2.5 as indicating

- moderate agreement with the statement and a mean of 3.5 to 4.0 as indicating
-moderate disagreement with the statement. If the mean was less than 2.0

or more than 4.0, strong agreement or disagreement was recognized respec—
tively. Means within the range of 2.5 - 3.5 were :Lnterpreted as being
insignificant and neutral for this study.
TABLE 10: ATTITUDES OF: 39 COUNTY JUDGES,AND SEPARATE
e JUVENILE COOURT JUDGES*
1. Status offenders should be placed in secur cure detention.

sA v A N D "~ Sp

0, 03) (5, 12.8%) (8, 20.5%) (20, 51.3%) (6, 15.4%)
| Mean  3.69  S.0. _ .9

2. Stattfs offenders camit acts vhich are harmful to society.

e

@ A N ' p. s

(3, 7.78) (17, 43.6%) (5, 12.8%) . (8, 20. 5% ) (6, 15.4%)
Mean  2.92 s;n. : 1 3 ‘

o
A
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g TABLE 10: ATTITUDES OF 39 COUNTY JUDGES AND SEPARATE. s S fi_§
: | JUVENTLE COURT JUDGES*  (Continued) | | , 1
3. Sheltered facilities will make it too easy on the status offender.
sa a2 x D SD
(0, 0%) (6, 15.4%) - 3, 7.7%) ‘ (20, 51.3%) (lOg_,25.6%)
" Mean  3.87  S.D. 10
' 4. Status offenders should not be brought before a court.
sA AN | D s
(1, 2.6%) (5, 12.8%) (7, 17.9%) (20, 51.3%) (6, 15.4%)
| Mean  3.64  SD.  _1.0
5.  Status offenders should be handled by commmity agencies.
N . a - N D s
{5, 12.8,%). (13, 33.3%) (4, 10.3%) (14, 35.9%) (3, 7.7%)
Mean 292 8D 1.2
6. = Status offenders should be v:.gorously ignored by law enforcement and
the courts. : . ‘ ¥
sa A | N b s
(0, 0%) (1, 2.6%) (0, 0%) (22, 56.4%) (16, 41.0%8)
Mean' 4.36 8.D. .6 | |
7. The laws concerning status off(enses’ should be repealed.
LB A Wb e
|  Mean 3.72 8. ___1_._1_,~
8. kNebraska should not partlc:.pate J.n the "Juvenlle Justlce and Dellnquency '  ;
o Preventlon Act of £ 1974". ’ e L
8 :'A N b s N Response ,
{0, 0%) (4, 10.3%) (10, 25.6%) (20, 51.3%) (4, 10.3%) . (1, 2. 6%)
' " Mean'  3.63 S.D.  _ .9 | | ‘
. The response to questlon one shows that 66.7% of those respondlng S i y
; felt that in most cases status offenders should not be placed in secure L
detention. Over 20% expressed neutral feelings on the issue and only
12.8% thought that in many cases status offenders should be plac‘ed in
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secure detention. Slightly over 50% of the respondents felt that the .
acts camitted by status offenders were harmful to society. However, the
mean of the responses to question two was 2.92 indicating that there was
an overall neutral response in judging whether the acts comitted by
status offenders were harmful to society. ,

There was moderate 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

moderate 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 statement “"status offenders should not be
brought before a court," 66.7% either disagreed or strongly disagreed.
The mean of the response was 3.64. This mean shows a moderate level
of disagreement. The responses to question five show that there is
no consensus that coamunity agencies should handle status offenders.
The respondents 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 moderate disagreement
{mean - 3.72) with the statement "the laws concerning status offenders
should be repealed." The two responses taken together indicate that
as a group county judges and juvenile court judges feel strongly that
if the laws concerning status offenses remain on the books then they
should not be ignored, and further, there is at least a moderate concensus
in favor of reta:m:.ng the laws concerning status offenses.

There was a polarization of feelings about whether the acts com—
mitted by status offenders are harmful to society. There was. a moderate
consensus that status offenders should not be placed in secure facilities
and that sheltered facilities would not make it too easy on status
offenders. There was also a moderate consensus that status offenders
should be brought before a court. The last questlon (number eight) was

- negatively worded "Nebraska should not participate in the 'Juvenile
~Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974'". There was a moderate

consensus (mean - 3.63) that Nebraska should partlc:Lpate in the Act.
None of the judges felt strongly about not participating :Ln the Act, and
only 10.3% noderately disagreed with participation. R

The attitude of responding associate county judges can be found in Table

\' located in Appendlx B.
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Existing Separate Secure Facilities

A complete listing of the data indicating county numbers, county
names, type, location, and capacity of facilities used can be found
in Appendjx B, Table "I. (

As Table 11 (below) 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 indicated

~ they use their own city or county jails, of which 14 house juveniles

in the women's sections. Thirteen counties send juveniles to other
county jails while 14 counties send juvenlles to a reglonal youth

_detention center.

Tt should be noted that those counties indicating a lack of separate
secure facilities may be sending juveniles to other county jails. It

| also should be mentioned that those counties housing juveniles in the

women'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, appear
in Appendix B, 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 summarized by district below.

Counties not us:.ng their own jails to house juveniles send offenders
either to a county in the same district or to a nearby county or regional d
facility. Of the 56 counties represented in the summary by district, 22
do not securely detain juveniles in their own county. Of these 22 countles,'
13 employ the facilities of a county in the same district. The renaJ.nJ.ng g
countles utilize nearby county or regional facilities.

A slight discrepancy in reported procedures is shown in the détav,
Burt County sends juveniles to Washington County, while Washlngton County
cla:ms a lack of separate secure facilities.
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County
“or ~
City J a:Ll

Adams 1
Butler 4
Cedar 6
Cheyenne 4
Clay 6
Colfax 3

- Custer 19-
© Dakota -~ 18
- Deuel 10

Dodge 2

C . Franklin 4

Frontier
Gage

Garden
Hall
Bamilton . -
Hitchcock

. Jefferson

Perkins
Platte
Richardson
Scotts

CBluff 10
Sheridan 2
Thurston - 2

0 163‘;.f
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TARTE, 11: EXISTING SE’JURE SEPARATE FACII:I‘I‘IES BY CAT%ORY ol
| - 1
' Youth Scotts Bluff g
- Women's Centers = County Douglas,
Fac1l:.t1es Send to at Detention °  lancaster
in Another Kearney = Center County
County County's ~and 7 at Youth
Jail Jail - Geneva Gering Centers. - None
Dixon 3 - Adams  Banner” Cass ~ Antelope
Dodge 2 Blaine Buffalo Dawes =  Douglas  Arthur
Fillmore PRoone Dxdge Kimball Lancaster Boyd = - ¢
- Furnas 2 Box Butte Madison Morrill " Sarpy -~ Brown
Holt 3 Burt ‘Sherman Chase
- Morrill 4 Dawes - Cherrxy
Rock Fillnore Cuming -
: Howard Dawson
Keya Paha Dundy -
- Loup oo ; Garfield -
McPherson : Gosper
Nance o Grant ;
Sioux “Greeley
York Harlan .
: Hayes .
Hooker .
Johnson -
- ‘Kearney
Kelth ‘
Knox
Lincoln
Iogan
‘Nuckolls
Phelps
Pierce
- Polk -
" Red Willow .
Saline
- Saunders
Seward .
¢ Stanton
Thayer =
- Thamas . )
Valley
‘Washington -
- Wayne .
' Wheeler
714 13 6 4 4 37
*29 housed at Ia_nooln Detentmn chre RO
and Jennle B, Han‘el Attentlon Ce.nter for Youth .

£}
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TARLE 12: EXISTING SECURE FACILITIES BY DISTRICT §
District , 3
Number Counties Facilities Used =
1 Nemaha, Pawnee, Richardson own county jails |
2 Cass, Sarpy Douglas County Youth Center | o
Otoe Own county jail . =~ S
3 Lancaster Own city ~county jail, detention
home, Jennie B. Harrel Attention
Center for Youth
, 4 Douglas Douglas County Youth Center
5 Butler, Hamilton Own county jail
' York Hamilton county jail
6 Burt Dodge, Thurston and Washington
, county jails
@ Dodge, Thurston O county jails i
7 Fillmore Own, Saline and Clay county jails
| - 8 Cedar, Dakota O county jails J
| : Dixon TWemen's facilities in own county jail.
9 Madison Kearney or Geneva - ?
E 10 Adams, Clay, Franklin Own county jails
Adams, Webster Kearney or Geneva ;
11 Hall Own county jail
SR Howard Hall county jail :
12 Buffalo, Sherman Kearney or Geneva
13+ McPherson Lincoln comnty jail
14 Frontier Own county jail ‘ £
Furnas Women's facilities in own county jailg
Hitchcock, Perkins - Own county Jails
15 Holt, Rock Wamen's facilities in own county 3a11=
: Keya Paha - Brown county jail n
16  Box‘Butte, Dawes Scotts BIuff R
' Dawes, Sioux = Sheridan county jail
- Sheridan ‘ © Own county jail ‘
g
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" Counties

Garden, Scotts Bluff
Morrill

Gage, Jefferson

Banner, Kimball

Cheyenne, Deuel

Blaine, Custer, Loup

Boone, Merrick, Nance
Colfax, Platte
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, Facilities Used
""un, county jails

Weren's facilities in own county
jail or sent to Gering

Own county jail

Scotts Bluff
Own county jails

Custer county jail

Merrick county jail
Own county jail
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TARIE ,1-‘3 EXISTING SHELTER FACILITIES BY CA'IEGORY

PR

Foster

| *REGIONAL FAcmmIEs |

A

Hames - Parents

Blaine - * Boyd
Boone ¢

‘Johnson

Brown - Morrill

| 2w Buffalo
" Butler -

Cass

- Cheyenne

| “Clay Sy

Custer -

- Dawes

Dawson
Deuel
Dodge
Gage -
Hall

“Harlan

Holt
Hocker
Howard

- Jefferson
- Kearney
" Keith *
Lancaster

Logan

Merrick
Nance

. Phelps

Richardson

“ Scotts

- Seward -

Sheridan

- Sioux

e

: *Reglonal Fac11:1,t1.es T

Sl

Adamis
Buffalo

Douglas
Franklin
Stanton

o

'Douglas
‘Hamilton -

(/

v

A - Carr@us House, Keamey

B - Children's Village, Grand, Island ‘
C = Grace Children's Home, - Henderson»

D - Group Hame, Auburmm o

E G:Lrls' Group Hcme, Golumbus

Platte = Thurston

b
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TABLE 14: EXISTING SHELTER FACILITIES BY DISTRICT

Regional Facilities 5.2

District Counties in  Foster
Number District . Hawes

Parents A B C D E F None

SR S e tme

= O

1 Johnson ’ | X . ‘ | ox
~Nemaha ‘ ‘ :

10

o

Pawnee

, Richardsonk

‘ Cass'

o

Otoe
- Salpy

)

I; caster

o i~

_ Dougias ~ See Attached Page

" Butler

Hamilton
Polk
Saunders
Seward -
York .

Burt SN
Dodge

Thurston -

Washington ‘

Fillmore

Nuckolls
Saline ‘
Thayer

Dakota

Dixon

Antelope

Cuming

- Knox

Madison
Pierce

iﬂmMmf

Clay

. -Harlan -
Kearney

MoOb X

X

X

TR

b
Y
R
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MMM MMM MMM X

o




i e

R

s

Fowtt

S ot b
e w T T I S

Ry

18

Counties in

15

16

17

19

District -

pall

Buffalo
Sherman

B Daws On"\

‘Hooker

Keith

McPherson

 Thomas

Chase
Dundy
Frontier
Hayes -
Hitchcock
Perkins -
Red Willow

Cherry
Holt
Keya Paha

- Rock

Box Butte

Dawes
Sheridan
Sioux

Morrill
Scotts Bluff

-~ Gage .
‘J’effe:son ;

wo

Cheyenne

Deuel

Kimball

Foster
Hamnes

PR

Y

kel

Mone X
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District
Nunber

Counties in

- District

20

21

Blaine
Custer
Garfield
Greeley
Loup
Valley
Wheeler

Boone
Colfax
Merrick
Nance
Platte

_ Totals

*Regional Facilities:

Foster

Homes Parents g_

2]
ip!

>

b

36 3 4 1 1

-~ Campus House, Kearney

- Children's Village, Grand Island
— Grace Children's Hane, Herderson
Group Home, Auburn

- Girls' Group Home, Columbus

- Group Hawe, Winnebago

s Hane for Children

Lancaster Freeway Station

M DO W
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Existing Facilities for the Shelter Care of Status Offenders ,

Existing shelter facilities used to house status offenders are
listed in Appendix B, Table IX. This table includes information
reported by the 93 counties concerning type of facility used, its name,
description and capacity, and the funding source and cost to county if
known., Status offenders as defined in this report are those juveniles
who are charged with or who have cammitted offenses that would not be
criminal if committed by an adilt. (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) environment.
Table X, Appendix B also lists shelter facilities by county.

p Uanestionably, foster homes are the primary shelter facility.
? Thirty-six counties use foster hames for the shelter care of status
offenders.

Note that in three specific counties (and probably others) the
problem is considered minor enough to allow juveniles to be sent home
for detentlon.' Nine counties reported employing regional facilities

; for such care. -

Ex:LstJ_ng shelter fac:.lltles by district are listed below. DlStrlCtS
7, 8, and 14 reported a complete lack of shelter care. Forty-—nlne counties
mdlcated an absence of shelter facilities; nevertheless, 1t is possible
that foster homes may not have been considered.

_ " Table 15 ’ below, sumnarlzes the cost per child, per month, :mdlcated
by the 9 counties wh:Lch supplied cost information.

TABLE 15: ~COST PER CHIID, PER MONTH TO HOUSE
STATUS OFFENDERS IN SHELTER FACILITIES

County - : County ~© " Cost Per Child

Nuber Name - Per Month
0L o | Adams . 18350
12 r Butler 8100
24 ' - Dawson T $105
40 R ~ Hall ; ‘ - . 8100
41 -7 Hamilton .~ $250
55 ‘ : . Lancaster (Group) . ..8120
55 ‘ ~  lancaster (Foster) $125
74 : Richardson ' 0 $450
79 ' - - Scotts Bluff ~ - su5
86 B o - Thamas ' $105

Accordlng to Adams County data, it costs $350 per month to place one
child in Campus House Inc., a group hame for 10. Camparatively, Hall
County reports a cost of $100 monthly per. Chlld for group hcme care.

. Also mteworthy are the oosts reported for foster hane care -- in
Richardson County,. $450, campared to Butler County's f;gure of $100.

QeTNe s
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Remodeling by County

Table 16 illustrates remodeling needs by category for those counties
responding to Topic II, Part B of the collection document which asks for
a description of the nature of remodeling needed. There was a total of
nine respondents replesentmg approximately 10% of the total counties.

The responses break down in a mamner which clearly indicate that where
remodeling is gpplicable 67% attest that this remodeling would involve the
abatement of conversation transference between adult and juvenile sections
of a pre-existing facility. In determining relevant cost data for project-
ed remodeling a difficulty arose in what without specific architectural
plans there is no sound base from which to assess costs. In order o pro-
vide same reliable cost data we have established, again in consultation
with local architectual consultants, a cost per lineal foot which would
reasotiably cover remnovation remodeling alternatives., This cost is
projected at $15.00 per lineal foot (length times height). 2s this would
relate to the category transport, it would appear that the appropriate
mechanism here would be less in line with acguisition of auxillary

- capability, but rather would be more appropriately dealt with by a re-

schedullng of existing capabilities. The category relatlng to the addition
of a wing to a pre-existing facility is dealt with in the section relating

- to New, Secure, Separate Facilities., That category relating to recreation,

as it applies in this table to Buffalo County, also has been dealt with. .
under the section, New, Secure, Separate Facilities. This statement also
applies to Hall County's response to the category indicating “"Remodel
Planned."

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

" (As indicated in footnote form on the table itself, the
square - footage requirement, 70 square feet per”
individual, was arrived at through consultation with
the Douglas County Crime Camnission. Additionally,
in developing the above formula for cost, the number
of square feet per individual was multiplied by three, :
to account for ancillary space needs such as offices,
- hallways, dining, laundry, etc. Furthermore, 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 consultatlon wrch local _
architectural representatlves ) ‘

AS 111ustxated in the table, responden‘- data are charactered in -
standard typeface. Data estimated by the Institute are italicized and.
represent information not prov1ded through survey. Similarly, in the,
cost category, a delineatich is made on the same kasis.. However, in th:.s
category we have also included amended cost figures where survey cost

- data do not correspond to fomula costs, as determined by the Inst:.tute. ;
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TABLE 17:NEW, SECURE FACILITIES BY DISTRICT

. District | o e TLocation Y, '
Number  Counties in District. - County -~ City Capacity* Cost** -

4

1 Richardson ) o Richardson | 4 ‘53‘8,00‘0

2 Cass; Sarpy | Sarpy-Papillion . 100 $135,000 |
s - o . $600,000 g

5 Seward, York - York RO -~ 10-12 $104,000

o : » o . T T . . ] : 6 " Burt, Thurstor!, Washington own counties ' 6 . 8 57,000

o e 7 Pillmore regional 5 8 47,000
e Thayex ; ‘ Thayer '

o

Sl | , - ; S e "\‘f*:\\\' w; e 9 antelope, Madison, Stanton Madison-Norfolk 20 $ 35 /000
- B —— T + Wayne o Wayne o e

S 10 Harlan, Phelps, Webster . own cownties B $ 76,000

11 Hall, Howard ' Hall-Grand Island 31 82,000,000 |
. $ 293,000

g e,

A}

\
o R o
L e ]

»“ |a|% ;

12 Buffaloc - regignal : : : 24-30 $255,000 - |

- S ' ~ , o o - - N‘ﬁ% 3 Dawson, Lincoln, Logan, Buffalo-Kearney 12-15  $180,000
3 o . ’ : » : 7
o : ‘ - v , ) . $123,000

» , 2 : : : ‘ [; o Thamas ’ or Lincoln-North Platte B

‘Arthur, McPherson . regiomsl . small -
Grant Box Butte S 5. 8 47,000

: « ‘ o 2 ’ T 14 Frontier, Hayes, Red Willow own counties | 4 $ 38,000

2

15 Bro.n, Keya Paha , regional . 24-30 $284,000
U e Holt Holt : 4 : "

iz

16 Box Butte,( Dawes, Sheridan = Dawes~Chadron or 28 . "$265,000. .»
Sioux . Box Butte-alliance ~

g B s A e

[RERT

18 Gage, Jefferson " Gage N 5 $ 47,000 .

20 Garfield | : 2 o
Greeley : ‘  Greeley - 10°  $100,000
" $ 95,000 ,

Ioup '~ Custer, Broken Bow

21 Platte o« . e Platte ‘ 5 $100,000 4
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<. ' Ttalicized typeface indicates

BN

* - Ségndard5typefaCé indicates respondent data, - B
Institute derived data. :

o\

** ~ Standard typeface indicates respondent data,
" Ttalicized typeface indicates Institute data.
' Source - square feet per individual (70): Douglas
Cost per square foot: architecttwal consultants.
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Néeded Non;Secﬁre Shelter Facilities

Table 18 glves a state smnnary of the responses to the questlon, :

"How many more juvenile status offenders would you like to place in nén-

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 was reported that 51 counties or 54,8%
of all counties confined zero juveniles, either who were charged with or

- who camnitted offenses that would not be criminal if committed by an adult,

to secure detention or correctional facilities. Thus, ‘we may conclude
that most counties that confined status offenders to secure detention
would like to change this procedure 1f enough shelter facilities were
avallable.

TABLE 18: NUMBER OF JUVENIIE STA‘IUS OFFENDERS DESIRED TO
BE PLACED TN NON-SECURE - SHELTER FACILITIES o «
~ STATE SUIVMARY . ‘ s
| Number - - Fregquency - Percent
0 56 60.2
1 2 2.2
4 1 1.1
"5 2 2.2 |
6 8 . B.6
8 - 1 1.1
9 1l 1.1
10 8 8.6
12 2 2.2 -
15 4 4.3
16 1 1.1 kY
25 1 1.l o
65 1 1.1
150 1l ‘ 1.1
254 i 1.1
Mean 8.21 Median .33 :

S.D. 31.0 Range 254

However, judging franllccxtments made by :_judges, sane judges were of
the opinion that same status offenders -would have.be placed in secure

- reasoning was that the conflicts which give rise to status offenses are

explicit family comflicts and: therefore, the hame atrosphere is usually
hostile. Therefore, the juveniles may not want to.go back home and many
t:.mes the parents do not wa:nt the juvenlles to retuirn.

In the counties wh:Lch ‘desire to place only a small Yurber of status
offenders in sheltered facilities, it might be best to make use of

 foster homes where the foster parents have had special training and where

the foster pa:rents have regular contact with a sccial mrker

detention or they would not be available when a hearing was scheduled. The - ‘
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CHAPTER IV
CURRENT LITERATURE AND ANALYSTS OF APPLICABLE NEBRASKA Law

Introductlon ~~ The Juvenlle Court: Goals and Fallures

Thls chapter presents a brief overview of. the current issues bea.ng
dlscussed in relatlon to. status offenders.

“Much has ‘been written concernlng the extension of state control
over the conduct of children. The parens patriae concept, the idea that
. the state is the ultimate parent, originally concerhed the state's. '
. interest in the protection of the persons and property of orphaned
. children.l This concept became in time the justification of state
intervention in the lives of predelinquent children. 2 The behaviors
which shocked the nineteenth and early twentieth century "child savers"
' were many of the kinds of conduct still disapproved of today -- drlnk:mg, :
smoking, roaming the streets, sexual misconduct, flghtlng . .staying out
~late, and J.ncorrlglblllty

Theorlsts have noted several contr:but.mg factors when seeklng to
explain the rise of the juvenile justice gystef, primarily: the perception.
of harsh treatment of children under the adult crmunal law, disenchant~
ment with the urban centers, the development of pos1t1v1st1c criminology
which shifted the responsibility for criminal acts from the individual
- to the society, the status revolution of middle clags women, and the
increased emphasis on.middle class American values. 3. For whatever
- reason, the-early twentieth century witnessed the development 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, wiquely
juvenile offenders. It was not until much later that juvenile courts
included in their jurisdiction children who violated the criminal code,
that is, "delmquen**" children. As will be discussed below, most
advocates of change in the juvenile court system seck to limit the
jurisdiction of the court only to those minors who commit acts which are
punishable if they were adults and thus thwart the very godls th_ch
prcmpted the. crea’c_l n of the socialized juvenile court.

However noble the goals of the juvenile justice system, the actual
results have been criticized for failing to meet expectations.?  First
of all, juvenile correctional institutions are constantly faced with the-
problem of overpopulation. 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 positive results which might be attained.

The above ‘criticisms of the workings of the juvenile justice system

have been assimilated into the charge that intervention itself has
failed. There is no positive empirical proof that official intervention
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prevents further dellnquency and, thus, mterventlon may have an 1mpact '

§ vdlrectly contrary to that which is desired. & The parens patriae reasons

for intervention ~-to tredt and rehabilitate the youth, to prevent '
further acts which may be criminal or delinquent ~- are worthy goals.
The actual operation of the juvenile court system, however,-has "given

. grounds for concern that the child receives the worse of both worlds -~

that he gets neither the protectiomns of ‘adults nor the care and regenera-
tive treatment postulated for children.®? The 1deals of the juvenlle

'court havé met only limited success.

“When the juvenlle justlce system is exazmned in light of its handl:mg |

of status offenders, its failures become even more evident.. A court's -
assessments are.frequently’ maccurate. Tts dispositions orten provide -

little éffective treatment for status-type offenders who may need treatment -

different in kind from offenders who commit criminal acts according to
adult standards. ILastly, the long-term effects (due to stigma, ill-
effects of association with dellnquents) on a youth and his family are
often negative. 8 : . :

Offenses Only for Children —- Def.zm.tlons

AJmost every state extends its juvem.le court jurlsdlctlon over
youths termed "status offenders.”® A status offender is not a juvenile
who violates the adult crimiral code or municipal ordinances of his
cammunity. Rather, he is a minor often not gullty of a particular act
but of being in a certain “"status." Prumarlly, these "statuses" include
incorrigible, beyond control, truant and runaway. Most states still
include status offenders in the broad definition of "delinquent,” but
same states, in an effort to destlgmatlze these non—-criminal offenders,
“have created new categories. :

An example of a state statute which r@talns the broad definition of
delinquent is Section 17-53 of the Connecticut General Statutes which
defines a delinquent child as one who has "(a) . . . violated any federal

r state law or municipal or local ordinance, or (b) who has without
just cause runaway fram his parental home . . ., or (c) who is beyond
the control of his parent(s) . . ., or (d) who has engaged in indecent
or imuoral conduct, or (e) who has habitually been truant . . ."10

Other s,t;:u:ec have adopted the use of such terms as "minor in need
of supervision," 11 criticized by many as belng mere euphemisms for
"delinquent." Additional terms currently in use are, "children in need
of services,"12 "child in need of supervision,"13 and "person in need of

supervision.” 14

The kinds of behavior or statuses of these imiquely juvenile
categories include, "beyond control, “15 “pehavior . . . such as to
endanger his own or others welfare,"l6 "persistently runs away from
hae,*17 "minor . . . who is an addict . . .,"18 "who has engaged in
indecent or immoral conduct . . .,"1? and “while subject to compulsory
school attendance is habitually and without justification truant from
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sc:hoo‘l.,"20 It is interesting to note Connecticut's use of the words,
"who has without just cause run away from his parental home."2l This
seems to.imply that running away may be justifiable in certain cir-
cumstances and concurs with the stated causes of runaway behavior to be
discussed below. '

One highly criticized state statute employs the language, "any
person who . . . fram any cause is in danger of leading an idle, ids-
solute, lewd or immoral life . . .22 Also frequently included in these
statutes are curfew viclations, smoking, drinking, and other types of
cl:bndggt that if camitted by adults would not be violations of the

av. =

Nebraska. defines a child in need of supervisionk as any child less

‘than 18 years old who is wayward, or habitually disobedient, or un-

controllable, or habitually truant from school or hame, or who "deports
himself so as to injure or endanger seriously the morals or health of
himself or others."24

Constitutioﬁal Attacks
A. Vagueness

"+, One of the major criticismsg of juvenile statutes dealing with
status offenders is that they are void for vagueness. The accusation is
that the vague grant of Jjurisdiction in the statutes is so broad that it -
may result in a violation of due }grocess, a violation of the child's
legal and constitutional rights.2 o

 California's statute gives the court jurisdiction over "immoral®
youths. Some writers ask that the language be made more definite by
limiting its scope to particular sex offenses or specific acts.?®  The
language could even be modified to require that the child's behavior has -
been repeatedly dangerous to himself or others, or to establish a :
statutory warning. Another writer, however, claims that the answer to
these kinds of 'statutes does not appear to be a more precise definition

- of status offenses. The alternative is to eliminate status offenses .

rom the court's jurisdiction.27

As part of the vagueness criticism, therefore, the charge of undue
discretion can be made. Again the California statute, section 601,
serves as an example. The claim is that it allows almost anyone in a
position of authority over a minor to beccme the moral arbitrator of
behavior considered to be non-criminal in nature supported by the threat
of criminal sanctions.28: The police officer has the greatest discretion
to initiate the criminal justice process. The criteria for arresting is
often neither consistent nor objective in application.29 The problems
of growing up should not, it is said, be permitted to constitute cause
for invoking police intervention.30
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It has been asserted that the juvenile court judge also has an
undue amount of discretion.3l In examining an ungovernability statute,
the accusation is that "the personal predilections of judges as adult
decisionmakers are more likely to be subject to inaccuracies and mis-
conceptions, "32 ‘ ‘

The vagueness and broadness of the status statutes can be part of a
.denial of due process since there is no fair warning of what exactly is
prohibited.33 Juvenile statutes should spell out C1earl§'just“what v
kinds of behavior are legally proscribed.34 Since Gault35 endows Jjuveniles
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 guvenile not be made to defend him or her-
self against a vague statute,>

The claim has also been made that the statutes also enable one to
avoid the guarantees expressed in 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 "immoral conduct of life"
or some other broad prohibition. Even if the "proof beyond a reasonable
doubt" standard were applied to the non-criminal charge of "leading an
immoral 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 Offeﬁders“

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 with violations of the adult criminal
codes.3? The fact that status proceedings are denominated non-criminal
does not, it is argued, weaken the due process claims, since the end
result often compares to that in a criminal proceeding.

C. Equal Protection and Status Offenders

Another constitutional issue raised in connection with statutes
dealing with status offenses is the possibility of equal protection
violations in the treatment of female status offenders, particularly in

- the states which include "immoral behavior" language in these statutes.
Girls, due to the still present, "double standard," are often condemned
for sexual behavior that in boys is merely referyed to as "sowing wild
cats." Even when "immorality" is not included in the statute, one |
author feels that the over-vagueness of status offender statutes acts as
a buffer to charges of promiscuity.?0 There is also szme empirical
evidence indicating that there are more girls in instit .iions than the
number of offenses warrants and that girls are subjected to placement
~ for longer pericds than boys for identical conduct. 41 g

2dvocates 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 "uncontrolla.ble" conduct merely because a person is
under 16, or 18 years of age.42 °

D. Eighth Amendment and Status Offenders

‘As will be discussed in the following sections, status offenders
are often \‘subjected to the same dlsgosrc.lons as "delinquents" including

- placement in a detention fac;LlJ.ty This raises still another constitu-

tional argument that the Juvenile court inflicts cruel and unusual v
punishments on youngsters.44 Although this argument .can be applied to
adjudicated "delinquents" it is perhaps more evident when considering

‘the status-offenses of running away -disobeying parents, etc. Together

with vagueness prcblems, the emerging right to treatment, and other due o

- process and equal protection .arguments, it may be time to ask whether,

out of a desire to save status offenders from becoming dellnquents,

' punishment, totally out of proportion with the ”offense," is belng

adnu.nlstered in the guise of a ”helplng hand." -
St‘lgma;

Another argument aga_mst the juvenile court retaining jurisdiction

over status offenders is the resultang stigma which attaches to . the

youth. 45 Four results of stigma are: 1) heightened police surveillance;
2) neighborhood isolaticn; 3) lowered receptivity and tolerance by
school officials; and 4) rejection by prospective employers, 46 ' pg g
consequence of the labeling, a cycle of further delinquent conduct may
be predetermined. 47 1t has been said that "official response to delin-
quent behavior-may often act to push the javenlle further into: deviant -
behavior."48 The social rejection that arises because of the stigma may
reinforce a negative self Jmage and convince the youth that he oould
never succeed or be accepted in normal society.

The attempt to de-stigmatize status offenders by callJ.ng them PINS -
or another such name, instead of the delinquent title, has not succeeded:49 -
since the public fails to make any distinction. Although many states .
attempt to treat the child in need of supervision differently from the
del:mquent, the attempts have not proven successful. S0 -

nght to Treatment

There is a growing recognition 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 comunity. 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.32 Absence of meaningful
treatment can be a denial of constitutional rights guaranteed by the .

Fourteenth Amendment according to one author.53 Dictum from Gault even -

says that appropriate treatment is essential to the validity of juvenile

.custody, and a juvenlle may challenge the validity of hlS custody on the

)
W :
W
R

E ground that he is not receivingiany treatment. 54
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“Thus the right to treatment must exist, measured in terms of
sexvices likely to have the greatest beneficial unpaci—, as a quid pro
quo for the parens patriae power of society to exercise control over a
youth'who did not comit a criminal act.55 One criticism of current
treatment of status offenders is the lack of treatment after disposi~
tion. A major claim is that institutionalization of a beyond control
child, for instance, is self~defeat1ng because it removes the focus from
the family where the problem is based and where it must be resolved.

The institution presents a subculture which is antdthetical to family
reintegration.?6 This attack on the institutionalization of status
offenders reflects the failure to provide approprlate and differential
treatment for the status offe.nder, a result in conflict w:L‘ch the goal of
delirmuency prevention.S -

Detention of Status Offenders

One of the most criticized facets of official mterventlon in
regard to status offenders is that detention is often effectuated.>® ‘
Those who justify detention and penal comitment do so in light of the
practical needs of society to thwart the rise of juvenile delinguency.>9
Those who seek to invalidate detention follow the theoretical Jjustifica-
tions of the juvenile court to primarily treat and rehabilitate,®0

- Whichever view is advocated, the fact is that nationwide, at least 50%

of all juveniles detained are status offenders.®l Thus, one of the main
arguments 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,52 not to youths whose "crimes" are
victimless. The assertion is that a youth should only be detained if -
his actions are harmful to himself or to the catmunlty.63 '

One of the basic questions curre.ntly being discussed in the current
literature is whether there should be any detention of juvenile delinguents.
Detention involves the temporary care of juveniles alleged to be ‘
delinguent in physically restricting facilities or other programs
arranged by the court until disposition or transfer to another juris-
diction. Most authorities stress that detention should involve care and
not punishment., : : : o :

The decision to detain is usually made at two stages. 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 worker first considers the seriousness
of the alleged act. Generally, the child is detained if the case in-
volves a crime considered a felony if committed by an. adult. Careful ,
evaluation by the intake worker may reveal that the child is unlikely to
comnit another serious offense, but seldom is the intake worker capable
of such a determination. The chJ.ld is therefore detamed untll a more.
careful evaluamon can be made.6%

A hearmg 1s held to dec:Lde whe:ther to Peep the chle in detentlon
until his scheduled court appearance. The current trend seems to be to

" make the detention hearing mandatory, as is the case in Texas. 65




Various sets of criteria have been developed as to when detention is
required. In general, the reasons for detaining a juvenile are givern -as
follows: 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 cammitting an offense dangerous to themselves
or the community.66 Detention may also be recomuended when suitable
supervision is riot provided by a parent or guardian, or there lS no
parant or guardlan. 67

There are various argmnents which can be made against detention.
In-most instances there is no educatlonal program at the detention
faca.llty, 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 possibility that the mterruptlon may later cause him to
drop out of school completely. This would lead to even more serious
problems for the juvenile. 68" another arqunent which may be made against
the use of detention is that if the juvenile is currently employed,
detention may cause him to lose his gob. Subsequently, he may have
difficulty in locating another -ob.0 =

Yet another important consideration 1o be taken into account is the
child's emotional condition. Detention in certain instances might not be
advisable for a juvenile with serious emotional problems, 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.’0
There are signs that “the impact® the institution has on the individual
during treatment is declining rapidly, as shown by the growing figures
for consequent offenders.’l This failure is also achieved at a high
financial cost.

Specifically, as to status offenders, part of the failure of de-
tention is due to the comingling of the status offenders with adjudicated
dellnquents72\\and it is asserted that "while the Standard Juvenile Court
Act long has ca.lled for separation of the nondelinquent child from those
who have violated the law, by requiring that the former may not be
placed in institutions primarily designed for treatment of delinguents,
contrived indiscriminate grouping constitutes a national disgrace."73
An article in the Baylor Law Review has specifically criticized the
Nebraska juvenile statutes saying that they are "self-defeating because
even though they provide for different classifications for the various
types of juvenile offenders, they provide that the juvenile court has
discretion to comnit children of either class to the same institution
for juvenile offenders.” n74 ‘

In situations where it is eventually decided that detention is
required, the juvenile's stay at the detention facility may be extended.
The perlod of detention is likely to extend into months, especially in
large cities where hundreds may be detained pending their hearings and
disposition. In Texas it was found that although a juvenile's case is
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usually docketed within ten days, his or her stay is often extended it
indefinitely, and the extension is often attributable to the juvenile's o
own attorney.’> Throughout the country the average length of detention
is more than- twenty days.

'I‘he 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 exist in a
majority of states. In a survey in Illinois, it was discovered that 6%
of the total jail population was comprised of juveniles. Of the 142
jails which held juveniles, onl % 9 had separate facilities for juveniles
away from the. adult offufic“qrs A survey in upper New York State
asserted that a majority ot the juveniles were being held in jails =
because there were no available detention facilities. Seemingly even ~ i
more significant was the fact that the presence of juvenile detention
facilities did not prevent judges from still using the jails in some
counties., Judges xeportedly used the jails to "teach them a lesson."’7
There appears to be no naticnal differences between the rural areas and
the metropolitan areas in the jailing of juveniles. Rural areas often
have no facilities available, and metyopolitan areas have inadequate
facilities to accommodate the increasing volume of offenders.78

‘Many of the jails being utilized to handle juveniles were not
constructed to permit segregation of juveniles fram adults. Even where
there is segreyation of juveniles from adults, the conditions tend to be
; worse for the juveniles as they campose a smaller percentage of the jail o
e e - population. In some instances, the result of separation has been that ‘ -

"~ the juvenile is placed in solitary isolation. In a few cases this has Lo
led to suicide. The argument that a juvenile is jailed for his own
protection seems to falter in the face of reports that juveniles are
, assaulted, raped, or attempt to inflict harmm upon themselves.’? In
o S8 areas where separate juvenile facilities have been constructed, there
‘ ‘ , : may still be jail-like facilities, and often are located adjacent to the
== , , ‘ ' adult jail. The separate facility for juveniles may consist merely of

I ' e certain rooms in the jall designated as juvenile facn.lltles, and not
R J really completely separate from the adult facility at all.80 1In any
- . ~ event, it is argued that physically restrictive facilities bu:th for the
: l exclusive use of juveniles have a far more pOSltJ.Ve effect than the use
ate cj of adult jalls. il

mar P
] Onr—ﬁ requnrement that may be imposed on any juvemle detention
T facility is that of a routine medical examination. The medical examina-
_ ] tion can be made mandatory vhether the juvenile is detained in a separate
\k ' H - portion of the jail or in a separate detention facility. It has heen
S RRg— R asserted that juveniles who are detained are more likely to be mantally
- Aj or phys:.cally i1l and in need of medical care.8l ,

A second problem associated with detention facilities is that of
space. The Tllinois survey showed that 82¢% of.the jails had less than
45 square feet of space per person. 82 Overcrmzdlng has been reported in
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some areas, while other areas, noting a drop in the juvenile detention
population, cite no overcrowding problem. Ovelcrowding is more likely
to occur in the metropolitan areas where more juvenlles are taken into
custody. The problem of overcrowding may result in a nervous staff, a
tension ridden atmosphere, frequent escapes, homosexuallty, physical
assaults on the staff, and physical abuse of the juvenile.B83 Detention
personnel maintain that better screening wéuld help eliminate the
problem, and would aid in reducing the emotional damage caused by such
Qvercrowdmg

Juvem.les, it is argued, need adult supermblon and care regardless
of what detention facilities they are in. The purpose of detention is
not in all cases punishment or deterrence as neither of these avre
effective unless corbined with sowz sort of professionzal help and
guidance. Often professional services are provided on a part-time basis
by people not directly responsible to administrators of the detention
faciliiy. Thus, professional help is not aveilable in many situations
where it is needed.853 ‘ v

Lack of adequate resources, lack of effort in trying to develop
alternatives to jail detention, lack of accountability by decision—
makers, and lack of aaequate information systens Lhat could monitor the
jailing of juveniles and reasons for detention, all contwibute to the
frequent and unnecessary use of incarceration.®6 This could possibly be
avoided by the states taking an active role in monitoring the detention
of juveniles and developing a systen of inspection to report on the
conditions of juvenile detention facilities.

As of yet, there seems t0 be no clear-cut solution to the problem
of handling secure detention for juveniles. Various states and counties
have taken scme steps to insure that juvemles are held in separate
facilities and are being given proper treatment. The main emphasis is
providing facilities that are entirely separate and away ffom the adult
facilities. There is alsc a general concern that the facilities be
smaller, and that the staff be competent to deal with Jjuveniles.

Presently there is a need to upgrade existing facilities in many
aress. 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-
specu.on , a state-wide system of information collecting can be adopted
to insure accountability and quality control. Not only can separate
detention centers be checked but also the jails may be inspected O
insure that juveriles are not being held there. The inspectors may be
responsible to the Department of Social Services or the staté Supreme
Court.88 Under no circumstances, itis sald, should juveniles be jalled
wn.th adult offenders ; ;

\

Mandatory deten’clon hear:.ngs may bs held within 24 hours after a
juvenile is taken :Lnto custody. In detexmm:mg whether detention is
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necessary or not, criteria could be developed as to vwhat is a clear
danger to the community and who is a risk. Criteria should be explicit
and lméged solely to acts which’ would be criminal 1£ camitted by
adults. '

Alternatives to removing status offenders from their homes and
placing them in detention centers have existed in the form of experi-
mental programs for many years. S0 Besides Youth Services Bureaus, there
are foster homes and group residences. Another program is the establish—
ment of facilities to house and care for runaways. Another altemative
is to adopt a firm policy of abolishing all detention centers and ‘
training schools and relying upon a comprehensive program of decentralized
placement of children.?l A widespread conclusion of the literature is that
placement in the system should be used only as a last resort.

Foster and shelter homes may be particularly appropriate and may
provide adequate suparvision in many cases. The emphasis, it is said,
should not be on punishment. Punishment is the court's function and
should not be inflicted until all the facts ave in. 92 ghelter care may -
be especially appropriate in cases where the child doas not need secure
custody, but must he removed fram a homs situation or from parents who
are unwilling to assure responsibility.  Criteria wmight be developad to
determine who would henefit fram a shelter home and who would be better
placed in secure detention. Secure detenticn in sowe instances may be
absolutely necessary, and to place those juveniles in a shelter home
might destroy the concept of the shelter home.

Some areas have experimented with the use of foster homes. One
project in the city of St. Louis in 1972 provided for the release of
certain children to a temporary home while under close supervision of a
community youth leader. The program was designed to provide control and
supervision of juveniles who do not require secure detention, bit who
would be placed in secure detention if there was no other alternative.
During the course of the project, it was found that very few committed -
new offenses.93 Minnesota has also experimented with the usb of foster
homes within the commmunity. New York City's project utilized foster

~ homes, boarding hanes, and grou; }5 homes for the placement c>1c juvemles

not requiring secure detention.

There are cases where secure detention may be requlred both for Lhe

~community and the child. Regional detention facilities can be provided,

as in many instances it would be unnecessary to prov1de detenticn
facilities in each cmmmty This would help reduce the number of
juveniles being detained in jails as is now the case in many less
populated areas. These regional facilities would not necessarily have
to be large institutions, but could be kept smallezg:, depend_mg upon the -
number of juveniles expected to be¢ detained there. ' In addition, 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, detentlon, and the
number of sucuessful plans thus far appear minimal.95 .
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Finally, the state may -assume responsibility for county and local
detention. The state would then be responsible for supervising de-~
tention facilities and would also be available for consultation in areas
of juvenile detention. IEAA grants could be used to aid in the develop-
ment of alternatives to detention.- Some states have consulted their -
Youth Services Bureaus for innovative alternatives.96

|
Of course, it may be argued that the best solution would be to o
release the juvenile back to his hame. However, this is not possible
where the home situation is not conducive to the supervision of the
child. The danger is that by not requiring separate detention facilities,
the juvenile may develop attitudes that are more alaming than those
“which led to detention in the first place.

Diversion ~- General

According to one critic, diversion is the new label for the old
practice of making informal pre-adjudication dispositions in both the
juvenile and adult systems. 97 The diversion approach centers on reducin %
the involvement of juvenile offenders with the juvenile justice system
A major concern of this approach is the reduction of the nurber of
juveniles currently confined im correctional institutions and in scre
cases, the elimination of all such" Y'institutions" for juvenlles
Diversion is the alternative chowef of many who are involved in “the
national movement aimed at phasing out the existing correctional :mstltw
tions that house . . . adjudlcated youthful offenders n39

The United States Department of, Just;Lce advocates the establishment
of youth service systems "which will divert youth, insofar as possible,
from the juvenile justice system by providing comprehensive, integrated

- community based programs designed to meet the needs of all youth, :
regardless of who they are or what their individual problems may be. n100
Unfortunately, many feel that the communities are not ready to meet this
burden, and they feel that the mental health professiong are not ready

" to enter into the treatment of dellnquents and status oifenders as: the
Stlll adhere to cllnlcal conceptlons centermg on blamm\mg the victim. l 1

\ B

The idea of diverting youths away from the juvenlle court requires
a consideration of the question, "who will handle the actual diversion
process?" Four possible answers place this buxden on the schools, the
law enfo:.cement agency + the courts, and on the oorrmunlty ,

Con51der1ng flrst, employing the school as the d_wersmnary mechanlsm, ‘ i
"Judge David Bazelon feels that the schools have the best chance of ‘ R
reaching and helping troubled children.102 Possibly the best argument = . i
. for school-baged diversionary programs is that the risk of stigmatization R
is the least.l93 However, schools generally suffer from insufficient SRR |
funding, bureaucracy and incompetency and, more than likely, would . » A
‘resist any movement to encumber them Wlth the awescme task of dellnquency .
preventlon and treatment. SRR I D IR o , SR
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W':.“"*’ Secondly, it has:been proposed that 'since law enforcement officials TR
e ., ~ usually have the first contact with juvenile offenders, they are in the R
RSN - best position to divert these youths away from the system.l 4 Although v
| s | | e the initial contact is important, it would be necessary to increase ) ‘ o
P ‘ Uy : o —'M‘_‘ , police professionalization and provide instruction in_ the area of juvenn_le - g
I T e : Cioa” intervention before this alternative would be viable. 105 - - E
« R | o X
] The third option, and the one most commonly in use, is the court-
g based diversionary process. Basically, intake officials would be
Iy :% responsible for diverting youths to community agencies for whatever
l S treatment necessary or simply would not take any action whatsoever.
SR i

oy Critics of this approach fear that any contact with the juvenile court
. would be detrimental to youths, particularly youths in need of supervision.

Youth Services Bureau -- A Community-Based Sgstém of‘Diversion

A diversionary method which has increasingly found support in
recent years' is the Youth Services Bureau.106 The Youth Services Bureau
is a camunity agency to which children would be referved, rather than
to juvenile court, if their behavior is not so serious as to present a
threat to themselves or society, but who manifest conduct indicative of
the need for assistance.l07 The Youth Service Bureaus hope to achieve
their goals by mobilizing "chlldren, parents, teachers, workers, profes—
s:Lonals, and all other concerned individuals at the neighborhood level
in the treatment and prevention of undesirable juvenile behavior. "108

One study on the effectiveness of these diversionary programs in
the southern Californmia area presents an encouraging statistic: during
the year 1970 there were 178 fewer juvenlle arrests in the area covered
by Youth Service Bureaus than there were in 1967 -~ a drop of almost 15
percent. 109 another study of a Youth Service Bureau in Puerto Rico says
that the "effort has been impressive,"ll

The value of the’ program is said to be that nelghbors of the same
cultural and social background as the youth can better identify and meet
his needs. This rationale represents the idea that the commnity should
and must ultimately bear the burden of the prevention of delinquency.lll
Especially in reference to status offenders, commnitites might ¢ Geek
out. effective alternatives to official intervention. As long as status
statutes remain, the accusation has been made that neither the community
nor the court must responsibly look for solutions.l12 The response to
predelinquent" behavior should "be a process of 1dent1fymg the youth's e

' needs. aﬁ?’prowd.mg for him a suitable opportunlty to satlsfy those - S |
needs." : , - 1

Diversion -- Summary

Diversion itself implies the failure of the juvenile justice system g 1
to treat and/or prevent the incidence of juvenile delinguency. Every = - A
diversion program suggested restricts the confinement of status offenders = ' |
under any circumstance and emphas:.7es the use of community, public, and =~ ; |
prJ.vate agencies in the area of crisis mte:cventlon and general Lreaﬁvent. Sl
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A potentlal problem, hcmever, 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 dlscret;on.ll4
" A monitoring of the system Seems necessary in order to circumvent the
abuse of discretion.

f

b g ‘
A MOdlfled Approac:'h for' Retaining Juvenile Court~J‘urisd:£cti0n :

- The different views and reasons given for reta.mmg juvenile court '
jurisdiction over status offenders, although usually with some IT‘Odlflca"'
tions to the present system, can be listed as the followmg o

1, In general, children need control. Status offenses are indications
of serious trouble and may be as serious as some of the criminal offenses.l15
- The firm guidance of the court might deter status offenders from commit-
ting more serious acts of delinquency.

2. If the child and parents are'mwilling to voluntarily accept
help for the child, and the problem is reasonably serious, the oourt
must have Jurlsdlctlon

3. Many minors who have committed lesser acts of a criminal nature
(e.g. hubcap thefts) are petitioned under status offender statutes
rather than the more severe delinquency petitions. Removal would
deprive the courts of this option 117 '

4. Courts should reta:m jurlSdlCthn so that they can intervene in
‘the child-parent relationship with-or without the consent of the parties

when the situation reaches an Jmpasse or the demands of the parents =~ K // s

become unreasonable. 118 o BN

5. Sfatus offénses statutes should be retalned b{\rc revised s0 as
to meet ar{y constitutional’ requirements they now lack m terms of clarlty,
and safeguarﬂs to the juvenile. 119 ; P

6. The dlsposltlon of status offenders should be llmlted to
counseling or placement in a foster home. Social workers and probation
 officers should present realistic and constructive alternatives. One e
author suggests that a special administrative department be created for
~ the concern of youth, but the court should reta.m control over the -
“uncontrollable children."120 ' ‘

7. Official intervention should be a last resort, but all chlldren N
should be subject to the court's jurlsdlcta.on 12

8. An intermediate approach suggests a c:*mbmatlon of Edwm

Temert's proposal for "judicious nonintervention" and Robert mnerson s

suggestion of "maximizing the court's power and inclination to resist

’ and change establlshed defln_lt.lons about dellnquents and their smtuatlon n122

, 9 .Jurisdiction. is necessary for the rete;ntlon of control over S
runaways, and youths having troubles with thelr famllles.123 Police Y

[P
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would not be able to apprehend runaways without this jurisdiction.l24
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 with "non-
criminal” juveniles and favors either total elimination of such statutes

or their extensive modification. The critical points raised 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.l126

3. Lack of common meaning from one jurlSdlCtlon to another and
lack of continuity in different judges' rulings in same jurisdiction
implies unequal application of these laws.l127

4. There are no safeguards in status offender statutes to negate
the personal biases of the judge.  Statutes 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 judicial monitoring.

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

7. Particularly in incorrigibilit cases, trials are damaging +o
an already strained family situation. .

8. Status offenses condemn conditions and not spec1flc acts. 131

9. Prosecut.mg status offenders pushes ‘them further. mto demant
behavior. ; .

.10. Status categorles can be used as substltutes for dellnquency» s
charges vhen the evidence lS msufflclent to support a dellnquency '
petition.133 SRR

1

" 11, The court can be used by the parent to punlsh the. Chlld 134 . _;v,""*‘

12. Criminal responSJ,blllty can be assigned to chlldren when blame

- or responsibility cannot be determined or when the questioned conduct

was a reasonably normal response to provocat:we or intolerable’situ~
ations.135

13. Association with "delinquent" children in juvenile correctional =
institutions may cause negative consequences. s
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. 14, Evidence supports the possible misuse of juvenile correctional
institutions in that a great number of the residents are status of- :
fenders, 137 |

15. The purpose of runaway statutes is to keep families together
but court intervention reduces the availability of informal sanctions
and may pull the family even farther apa:r:t.l '

16. There is no adequate justification for the penalization of
runaways when the conditions precipitating the act of running away are
primarily environmental,l39 -

17. The overload of'juvenile courts must be diminished. 140

18. Institutional incarceration fails to alter the behavior of
offenders. 141 , ’ .

19. Habitual truancy is evidence of the failure of the school
system and is not conclusively evidence of the failure of the chiId.l42

20. The noninterventionists propose the complete elimination from
the jurisdiction of the juvenile court of conduct illegal only for
children and do not qualify this position by suggesting any diversionary
alternatives.143 ,

Conclusion

Writers in the juvenile justice area seem to agree that when
dealing with status offenders, the juvenile court should be an agency of
. _ last resort; that all remedies should be exhausted before a case is
considered. Many writers would never permit a status offender to ba
R prought before the court. The question then becames, does the court do
. nothing in this avea-znd will the commmity accept its responsibility
/I - for providing the needed services for troubled youths? ‘

Those favoring intervention by the court would limit dispositional
alternatives to “"family-type" placement and would never permit the
residential detention of status offenders. Co

Perhaps, suggest these authors, the time has come for ‘the juvenile
court to reassess its goals, to determine whether it can effectively
prevent and/or predict juvenile delinguency, and to decide whether any
action on its part in the area of status offenses is beneficial to the
youth in question. ... : o '
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FIIDINGS AD RECOTEIDATIONS e L .

g

‘The findings are ¢ ev;Lded) into those which were developed from the | g’

|
data and those from thé Titerature. The recommendations will not be E 3
divided into‘sections. e I o

Flndlngs - L.zterature
l The ideals of the juvenlle court with its implementation of

intervention based upon the parens patriae ooncept have, to
a large degree failed.

"2, Many of the statutes dealing with status offenders are vague
- and broadly:drawn, and thus may be constitutionally attacked
as void for vagueness.

3. The vagueness of the statutes leaves much discretion in the
hands of the police and the 3uven_11e court judge, dlSCZLEtJ.OI‘l
mhlch has been abused. :

it DR e e T T e

4. The vagueness of the statutes may be part of a denial of due . g;
process since there is no fair warning of the specific act '
which is proscrlbed A status, rather than a spec:Lf:Lc 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 proof may became
meaningless. ‘

6. Status offenders often do not have the same rights as a
* juvenile charged with violation of the adult criminal codes, , .
although the dispositions are often similar. ; v » i

7. There may be equal protection V:Lolatlons, espec1ally as to .-
female status offenders who are being w:Ldely placed in - ‘
institutions for sexual behavior Wthh is more often oon- U e L
doned for bO]S. ; , L o el ra

8. An Elghth Amepdltent arguement has been raised whlch states RS e s :

that pumshrent, totally out of proportion with the offense, S \\)

is bel.ng adm:mn.stered in the guJ_se of a "help:.ng hand." -~

29 A damagmg stigma attaches to a youth who is found to be a IR
¥ status offender, even if he is called a PINS, MINS, etc, |
This stigma may reinforce a negative self image and promote ; o
further antlsoc1al acts. ,

§ o




10.

V-2

There is a right to appropriate treatment when a juvenile has

.. been found to be a status offender rather than an offender

11.-

12.
1.
1.
15,

16.
17.
18.

10.

20.

: famlly mlght be more effectlve.

21.

-of a criminal law. Absence of meaningful treatment after dis—
position may be a denial of constitutional rights guaranteed
by the Fourth Amendment. : Institutionalization reflects the

failure to provide approprlate and dlfferentlal treatment for
the status offender.

Detention of status offenders J.n institutions results in. over- |

crowding, and adds to the fmanc1al costs of runmng the
:Lnst:.tutlons. '

Detentlon may cause a juvenile to have trouble locating a job
atter he is released from the mstltutlon.

‘There are often only madequate educatlonal programs at the
“detention fac:.lltles.

‘T‘here is evidence that detent1m fa:Lls to alter the behavz_or
of most offenders. :

Jail detention is considered to be a serious problem, especially '/
when status offenders are mixed w:Lth adult crnm:mal offenders and
adjudlcated delinquents. ’

Dlversmnary methods should be used, especually for status :
offenders. The burden should be taken off the courts and placed
upon the schools, the law enforcement agen01es, mtake OfflClalS .

~and, the ccmnum.ty

One commumnity-based diversiohary system which has met success
is a Youth $Services Bureau to which children can be referred
alternatlve to official: mterventlon.

A common view is that since no threat to publlc safety is in-
~volved in status offenses, 3ud101al mmtormg of thes offenses
is improper. @'*‘:,’_ S ,

The juvenlle court may be used by the parent to pum.sh the
child. :

Often, the condltlons prec1p1tatmg the status offense are .
environmental, and penallzatlon is: :meroper Especially for an’
offense like runn.ng away, informal sanctlons developed by the

qvmg adjud_scated dellnquents deta;med in faCJ_lltles Wth’h are

- shared with adult criminal offenders raises serious. problans and

results in potential addltlonal phys1cal and osychologlcdl harm to o

the dellnquents .
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'Thlrty—seven counties reported neither having secure separate

V-3

. Fundlngs - Daia

A relatlvely small number of juveniles (about 127 in 1974) are

presently being held in non-separate facilities. Many of those
areas that do not have separate facrlltles for juvenlles elther are
plannlng or want to plan for such.

The state justice system already appears to be moving in the

direction of having statew1de complete separatlon of juvenlles and
adult offenders. ,
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Only Hall, Howard, Kelth, Lancaster, Platte, Washlngton, and
Webster Counties had nine or more juvenile delinquents placed in
non-separate secure facilities during 1974.

" The great majority (approximately 88% in 1974) of children petitioned

upon or found to be dellnquent under Nebraska Revised Statute §43-

- 202(3) and who were placed in secure detention were placed in
 separate facilities.

There was a relatively Jarge nunber (over 95%) of status offenders
placed in secure detention facilities durlng 1974, There is an
1ncrease anticipated for 1975.

Only‘Adams, Buffalo, Dakota, ‘Devel, Dodge, Douglas,'Hall} Kearney,
Lancaster, Lincoln, Nemaha, Scotts Bluff, Washlngton, ‘and York
reported plac1ng five or more status offenders in secure detentlon

‘during 1974.

There is ant1c1pated akslight increase in the mumber of status

offenders to be placed in secure detention during 1975.

Most counties which are detaining a 51gn1flcant.number of sLatus

~offenders in secure facilities .indicate a desire to switch to non=-

secure sheltered facilities if such fa0111t1es become available.

: FiftyQSix counties reported either having existing secure separate

facilities or using such facilites in another county. .

fa0111t1es nor u51ng such fac1llt1es in another county

Forty-nine counties reported a lack of any non-secure shelter
facilities. Many of these counties also expressed no percelved

o need for any such fac1llt1es.

:12?'-:3}'é

About 10Q of the countles in Nebraska felt they could remodel

" present facilities to provide secure. separate detention for‘juvenlles{
qunxxcunately 60% of the counties reported either possess1ng or ‘
using another county's secure separate fa0111t1es. There is some
overlap between these two groups.k‘ ,

N
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13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

V-4

There was a reportcd need to place approximatedy 782 additional
juveniles in non-secure sheltered facilities. Slxty—three per cent

of these placements are needed in Cheyenne, Douglas, Lancaster, and
Scotts Bluff Countles

Thirty-three counties reported a very small need for additional
non-secure sheltered facilities and fifty-six counties reported
no need for additional non-sectire sheltered fa0111t1es.

Judges handling juvenile cases moderately dlsagree w:Lth the ldea
of repeallng the statutes on. status offenders.

The judges handling juvenlle cases felt very strongly that as

long as the status offenses are agalnst the law, that that law
should be enforced.

‘Judges handllng juvenile cases were moderately 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 recamnendations are made in consideration of
" the literature review, of the present data collection, and of the

- staff.

previous knowledge, attltudes, and expertlse of the Institute project.

1.

<

Criteria should be developed to determine which 'juven.lles would
benefit from a shelter or foster hame and Wthh would better be
placed in secure detention.

RegiOnal juvenile detention centers should be developed throughout
the center of Nebraska. The detention centers should be kept sm‘all.

An emphasrs should be placed on makmg sheltered non-secure faci. lltles

avallable for dellnquents .

To .make- sure that _adult-ja:;,ls are not used to house juvenilesk, an -
inspection system for all jails should be developed. It is our
understanding that the Departwent of Correct_onal Serv1ces is -
cccm;_allshmg this at the current t:une W :

If statutes ooncerm_ng status offenses are not repealed ’ then at
the very least they should be revised and made definite.  If
“statutes for the status offenders are to be retalned, their
language .should be made more precise SO as to give notice as to

~which acts are be:mg proscribed.

Status offenders should have the same rights as juvenlles charged
w1th V:Lolatlons of adult criminal codes.

A T gt A hecors
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12.

13.

14.
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16.

17.

Since truancy often involves;yat least in part, the failure of the
school, perhaps the schools should share or assumeé the responsibility
of handling all truants.

Approprlate treatment is essential to juvenile custody; the juvenlle
system is designed to treat rather than to punish. Thus, status

offenders should be provided with approprlate treatment in the most
effectlve seLtlng possible,

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

In any juvenile detention faéility there should be routine medical
examinations to determine any needs for medical or psychiatric
care.

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

In cases where secure detention is required for protection of both
~the community and the child, it is recommended that regional
‘detention facilities be provided. »

Law enforcement officers and the court intake personnel should be
responsible for diverting certain youths away from the jud1c1al
system. They should divert the youths to community agen01es for
propex treatment.

The commumnity itself should actively develop alternatives to
official court intervention. Children, parents, teachers, social
workers, professionals, and other concerned individuals at the:*
neighborhood level should be mobilized in the treatment and preven-—
tion of undesirable behavior by juveniles.

If jurisdiction over status offenders is retained by the juvenile
court, disposition might be limited to counseling or placement in a
foster home. Social workers and probatlon offlcers could present
constructive alternatives.

Tf status offenders are retained wnder juvenile court jurisdiction,
then maximm diversion should be used. No detention, but rather :
only shelter care should be employed pendlng adjudication, and com~

" mitment to the State training school or any similar 1nst1tutlon_

should be eliminated as a dlsp051tlonal alternative under all
circumstances.

The Nebraska detsntlon standards established in Sections 43 205,02
through 43—205 04 and 4’-206 appear to be satlsfactory The reasons
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for .detention are the&ccnnbnly accepted reasons and the child

~ has sufficient due process for any detention longer than the

brief initial detention. The problem is where children are being
detained. Delinquents (and also status offenders under the
present law) can be placed in jail with adults if aged 16 or 17,
in separate jail facilities if aged 14 or 15, and may not be
placed in jail if under age 14 (Nebraska Revised Statutes §43-121).
Even if this statute is adhered to in practlce, placing some 14 and
15 yéar olds.and some 16 or 17 year olds in jail, even separate
from adults, is potentially a dangerous practice. Only older
youths who haye commltted serious crimes and are going to be
‘prosecuted as”afdilts should be placed in a jarl, and even then,
the detention should be separate from adults, given the knowledge

we have about mlstreatment of younger prisoners by older prlsoners.
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| of th.'LS Act should proceed on: several fronts snmultaneously

CrapTER VI

IvpLeMeENTATION-~CoNCLUSTONS AND OPINIONS

‘Ihtroduction

‘The Federal Act strongly emphasizes diversion and rehablll-
tation as goals of the juvenile justice system, specifically referring
to develomment of shelter care facilities, service designed to
strengthen the family unit, youth services bureaus and other corzrmunity—-
based programs, and expanded training and use of probation personnel
and volunteers. {See sections 221 and 223 of ‘the Federal Act.) |

There are at least two approaches to implementation of the ))
Federal Act. One approach is samewhat passive and calls for meeting

- miniwwim requlrements in order to accept funding under the Act. ’I‘\e

other approach is active and calls for meeting the spirit of the Act.

~ The decision of which 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 may have long-range consequences which
are not consistent with what Nebraska considers to be good practice.
There must be a decision as to whether the additional services :
needed to implement the spirit of the Act are necessary for a good

: juvenlle 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 Federal Act and the funds provided by it should
camplement and supplement the efforts of the state. The :melenentatlon

: Status Offenses

Implanentatlon should proceed on two fronts with regard to th:Ls
area. One effort should be a detailed look at the possible elimination

. of jurlsdlctlon 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 v
either comiit or are alleged to have camitted acts which are described
in §43 ~202(4), for all but def:.ned ‘exceptional cases)

- The authors of this (Teport reccnmmd serious consideration of the

 elimiriation of ]urlsdlctlon over status offenses. The weight of

opinion from the literature, and the authors of this report, strongly

- support such a move. The judges handling juvenile cases in Nebraska

moderately -disagree with the 1dea of repealmg the statutes on
status. offenders, ‘however.». g o

© It seems that the basis for exettlng the court s authorlty over
truants runaways, “children who are at.odds with their parents, and )
the like,: is weak when the consequences «to the child of :Lnterventlon ,
seem far more serlous than the consequences of non—lnterventlon.

.
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The use of the status offender category as a mitigatory dev1ce

- where a child is a first time criminal offender or has camitted
a minor criminal offense may not offer a strong argument against
elimination of the category: the stigma and consequences may be

as-harsh as for a finding of delinquency; and furthenmre, diversion
- from the system should be utilized for such a Ch_lld ‘

To ellmmate this category of jurisdiction is- not to 1gnore
the problems of youth but rather to encourage the development of
voluntary, non~judicial methods of dealmg with the problems and
te allow ju(i'l.Cla.x intervention only in a different framework, perhaps
one which deals with the :Eamlly situation more directly as opposed
to charging the child with inproper behavior. Faemilies and youths
could be referred to non~judicial agencies from which they would
voluntarily seek help. Offenses under the status offender category

- may be handled better by the schools, intake officials, the can-

nunity, or law enforcement agencies rather than the courts.

If the statutes for status offenses are not repealed, then: at
the very least, they should be revised and made definite. Their
language should give notice as to which acts are being prescribed.

“Additionally, status offenders should have the same rights as
juveniles charged with violations of adult criminal codes.

The minimm effort called for under the Federal Act is the elimina-

tion of secure detention as a possibility for alleged or adjudicatad
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 hame or in a foster home., This
statute should also make it clear that intake officials and law en-

- forcement agencies are not to place alléged status offenders in secure

detention, except for defined exceptional cases, prior to adjudlcatlon
‘or the mlplementatlon of a diversion process.

Sheltered non-secure ‘group homes are badly needed in Douglas,
Iancaster and Scotts Bluff Counties in order to meet the requirements
of the Federal Act. Additionally, regional sheltered facilities
are needed in other areas of the State. Decisions on placement of the
regional sheltered facilities need further input fram the judges who
handle juvenile cases. Some of these judges have expressed the need

to use sheltered nhon-secure faCllltle for delinguents as well as
for statu.; offenders. . : : ' '

Until the needed reglonal shelter faCllltles can be developed
and staffed, -auwphasis should be placed on the use of foster homes. A
canplete training program for foster parents should be developed by
a central state agency. The training is necessary so that foster
parents can be adécquately prepared for their task. The training '
program should emphasize the use of slides, films and video tapes

. so that the training program can be carried 'to all parts of the state

easily and without undue expense. :Foster parents should have regular
contact w:Lth a cou:t representatlve. : .

7,



Since some juveniles benefit more from placement in a sheltered
group home than in a foster hame, while for some juveniles
the reverse is true, criteria should be developed to determine who
would benefit from a 'shelter home placement and who would benefit
fram a foster home placement. Some juveniles initially may not be
able to cope with the potential closeness of relationships in a
foster home. However, group homes should always be a temporary
placenﬁvﬁ: movement to a foster home and potentially more per-
-nenentxsolutlon should be the desired objective.

\
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Delinguent Offenses

There is no serious question raised in the literature or by the
authors relative to the idea that delinguent offenders should
be handled by the courts. The question raised mostly concern de-
tention, disposition, and diversion. At a minimm, 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 which are completely separate from adult prisoners or
those juveniles tried as adults. Nebraska is moving in this direction
at the present time and appears to support the idea of such
separation as a necesSary goal Of the juvenile justice system

.
Only seven countles reported placing nine or more delinguent , , i
offenders in non—separate secure facilities during 1974. Lancaster o L
County's problem in this regard should be solved when their new
Attention Center is opened. To meet the needs of those counties
which do not have separate secure facilities for juveniles, regional ;
 detention centers should be developed throughout the center of Nebraska. Sy
- These detention centers should be kept small. Decisions on the - :
placement of the regional detention centers need further input frcm
the judges who handle juvenile cases and from elected county and city
officials. The reported need for additional secure facilities is
given on page IIT-25; however, these data need much work before definite
plans can be developed from them.

Consideration.might be given to the use of pert of the state
facilities for juvenile offenders at Kearney and Genera as short—term
secure facilities for the immediate area surrounding these institutions.

If such a plan were developed, care would need to be taken, particularly, o
to assure separation of the alleged delinquents from contacl with - :
regular occupants of these institutions. - Douglas and Lancalster County's
facility could also be explictly defined as a regional fac1llty All ' LA
four of these institutions would probably need addltlonal funds to : ;

handle this new role.

Placement in a detention-center should be a last resort and alternatlves
should be developed through use of probatlon shelter homes, and foster homes. .- R
'greater emphasis should be placed on the use of shelter non-secure . - -
facilities for housing alleged or adjudicated delinguents. To help - o
the courts decide on whether to place an alleged or adjudicated de-
linguent in a shelter_or foster -hame as opposed to secure detention,




2

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 Commission on Criminal Justice
Standards and Goals and Section 13, N. J. Children's Bureau LegiS—
lative 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. Development of resources
- may take extended period of time. There appears to be no conflict
with Gallt if the guidelines in Standard 8.2 are adhered to.

4

Other Considerations for Implementation

' Serious consideration should be given to the development or
identification of research training and evaluation capabilities
within the State. The juvenile justice system asa whole, in the State,
could support such an effort, although no single unit of the system
has the.necessary funds. Trainlng'programs for juvenile court
personnel appear to be the most pressing need. However, evaluation
procedures are also needed. The research effort is being met
somewhat by -the efforts of the federal governmenL and by private Ye-
search organizations. ;

To meet the requirement of Sectionﬁ223(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 advanced techniques
mist 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. :

) Summarg

There is the strong suggestion in this chapter that jurisdiction
over status offenses should be eliminated. This suggestion is made
for at least two reasons. First there is strong support for the
idea that judicial intervention has not helped alleviate or solve
the problem which 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
résources are spread too thin. These scarce resources should be
“concentrated on handling delinquents since the acts of delinguents
‘are more serious ard potentially much more 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

and complete probation program, and a detailed diversion progrem.

)
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[NCLECT ILetterhead]

October , 1975

Dear:

p

The Nebraska Commission on Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice
needs information related to planning for Nebraska's potential parti-
cipation in the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974.
The Creighton Institute for Business, Law and Social Research has been
selected to carry out the information-gathering task for the Commission.

We need information on the handling ofujuveniles who fall under
Sections 42-202(3), and 42-202(4) of Nebraska Revised Statutes. The
enclosed questionnaire outlines the information needs.

We request that you fill out the enclosed questionnaire as soon as
possible but do not mail it. Within a few days, you will receive a
telephone call from a staff member of the Institute. The staff member
will ask you to provide your responses to the questionnaire.’ We have
asked that you not return the questionnarie by mail because’telephone
calls will enable us to gather the information more qulckly, and to
answer any questions you may have.

The final report summarizing the findings must be sukmitted to the
Camuission by November 20, 1975. In order to meet this deadline, we
urgently need your cooperatlon. ,

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

Sincerely,

"y Geoffrey W. Peters
: Institute Director

GHP:11s
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Person ﬁesponding County or Area Served
Phone Number ' T Street AddfeSS'
~ Position of Person Responaing -City, Count,- le Code .-

DIRECTIONS - . 4, e

You should not return this questlonnalle by mail. A staff member of
the Creighton Instltute for Business, Law and Social Reseairch will call -
you for your answers. Phone calls are being usdéi because the information

is needed in final report form by the Nebraska Commission on Law Enforce-
ment and Crumlnal Justlce before the end of November.

Please answer all questlona as completely as p0851ble. Where esti~

mates are called-for, use your best judgment . Give any explanationewhich
you feel necessary

(A

If you have any questlons, Dlease call Dr. Walter Calinger at the
- Instltute at 402/536 -2584 -or 800/642-8446. - -~

© ‘This questlonnalre is divided into two sections. The first sectlon
requests information concernlng juveniles either petltloned upor - or found
to be children described in Nebraska Revised Statutes §43-202(3) and the

second section requests information concerning juveniles adjudicated under
- Nebraska Revised Statutes §43-202(4)...

Section I

(JUvenlles Petitioned Upon or Described in Neb. Rev.. Stat. §43-202(3))

Topic I. Current Patterns

‘In the following questions inquiries will be made about separate
facilities for adults and juveniles. Separate facilities means separate
Tiving, dining, recreational, vocational; educational, and transportation
facilities are provided, or the time period for utilization of these

facilities is formally arranged, in order to completely ellnunate contact
between adult° and juveniles.. .




s
i

How many juvenlles, elther petltloned upon or: found to be chlldren '
described 3 ;Nebraska Revised Statutes §43-202(3), were held in

detention- ou“correctlonal facilities where they had regular contact
with adult prlsoners°

For January 1, 1974 through December 31, 1974

(Estlmate) For Januarv l ¢975 through December(bl 1975,
How many 1uvenlles, elther petltloned upon of found to be children
described in Nebraska Revised Statutes §43- 202(3) , were held in
separate facilities having no contact with adult prisoners? .

For Jamuary 1, 1974 through December 31, 1974, © \

(Estnware) For Janua:] l, 1975 tnrough December 31, 1975.

pric II Ex1st1ng Fa01llt1es

;;A .

Separate Fac111t1es

Llst the location and capa01ty of all regular separate facllltles
that can provide secure detention for juvenlles either petitioned

upon oxr found to be chlldren descrlbed in Nebraska Revised Statutes
§43-202(3).

- Iocation s

Capacity

Other Facilities That Are Not Separate

Consider here existing fa01llt1es in which there is some contact
. between adults .and juveniles.

1. Do juveniles and adults ever eat together?

YES . NO | I

e e

2. Do juveniles and adults ever have recreation together?

YES | NO

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

« 4. BAre juveniles and adults ever transported together?

YES NO S 8

RO S—— ————
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be children described in Nebraska Revised Statutes §43-202(3)? S

.. Bstimated Cost L | : ' o |

';A;4

‘5. "Are juvenlles ever housed wuthln hearlng or s1ght of adult o S
prisoners? - . S _ i ,,!
SRR B o

YES ' NO : - ; : ;

TOplc III. New Facilities | e N ‘wcﬂ

Would it be necessary to. construct new fac1llt1es in order to . : ) r‘?
provide separate facilities for juveniles petitioned upon or found to !

N f',_~\

YES , o | S

If you answered yes to the prev1ous question, please prov1de the follow- , \
‘1ng 1nformatlon for each needed facility: R |

N

Locatlon De51red : o S A ’ | . o - B |

Capacity Needed v ; . f e a7

Sectlon II. Cl r .

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

Status offenders are juveniles who are charged with or who have committed
offenses that would be-not criminal if comiitted 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 pcrmanent plan has
been arranged. _

Topic I. Current Patterns

How many status offenders has your court caused to be confined in secure
detention or correctional fac1llt1es°

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

(Bstimate) For the period January 1, 1975 through December 31, 1975

Topic II. Existing Facilities

What facilities are avallabln in your jurisdiction for the non-secure ‘f
sheltered hou51ng of the status offenders°

Name

Iocation
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Capacity . : ) A

Funding Source - ', , g\

“Cost to County ' s 5 L : ]?\

Topic III New Facilities , , , i

e - . T E

1

Do you have a need for -additional shel tered fa0111t1es to house status ”‘

- offenders? . il

. L Al

- " YES  NO L |
How many more juvenile status offenders would yeu like to place in non-secure f; !

sheltered facilities” : , : : \‘

gl
) plC Iv. Attltudes of County Judges and Separate Juvenile Court Judges. : |

Please respond to the following questions by circling the response which ‘ : “
- best expresses your feelings and those of your court. L

Sa - Stron'glyv Agree 8D - Strongly Disagree - . \
/A - Agree o D - Disagree ; :
- N - Neutral ‘

1. Status offerders should he placed in secure detention.
'sa A N D 8D

2. Status offenders commit acts which are havmful to society.

SA A N- D SD -
3. Sheltered facilities will make it too easy on the status offender.

sa A N D SD

4, Status offerders should not be breught before a court.
| s A N D 8D

5. Status offenders should be handled by cammnity agencies.

SA'A N D 8D

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

sa A N D SD




7. -The laws concerning status offenses should be repealed. DT e | S

s« A N~ D S5 S

8. Nebraska should not part101pate in the Juvem.le Justice and ‘
Delinquency Preventlon Act of 1974 ; , L S RN %‘
s ""A WL D e Lo

,Cozrments concernlng sta’-us offenders and non-secure shelter faCllltles.
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RECORDING QUESTIONNAIRE
(for staff use only)

Interviewer: | ____Date:n Time:
(1-3) . , (4-6)
Person Responding ~ County or Area Sexved '
Phone Number B i ~Strect Address
- ™ :
Position of Person Responding - City, County, Zip Code

DIRECTIONS (for Interviewer) —  ~

You should be thoroughly familiar with this questionnaire before
you 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 cierk (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 complete the log for every call or
attempted call. Iog sheets will be provided for you. There must be a
minimum of one call and two call backs to each county.

- You must be prepared to answer questions concerning the project
and to explain terms and concepts used in the questionnaire and letter.
At various points in the gquestionnaire, 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 Nebraska Commission on Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice and state
that you are a staff member of the Creighton Institute for Business, Law

and Social Research. You should then refer to the letter and questionnaire
vwhich was sent. X

Section I
(Juveniles Petitioned Upon or Described in Neb. Rev. Stat. §43-202(3))

Topic I. Current Patterns

In the following questions inquiries will be made about separate
facilities for adults and juveniles. Separate facilities means separate
1iving, dining, recreational, vocaticnal, educational, and transportation
facilities are provided, or the time period for utilization of these
facilities is formally arranged, in order to avoid contact between adults
and juveniles. : : \
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A. How many juvenlles, elther petitioned upon or found to be//éh_rldren o o
described in the Nebraska Revised Statutes §43-202(3), were held i ‘

in detention or correction facilities where they had regular con-
tact w1th adult pr1soners’>

s
___ For January 1, 1974 through December 31, 1974. (8-11):

(Est'lmate) For January 1, 1975 through December 31, 197s. ' (12-15)
B. How inany Juveniles, either petitioned upon or found to be children

described in the Nebraska Revised Statutes §43-202(3), were

held in separate facilities having no contact with adult
prlsoners”

__ For 'January 1, 1974 through Decenber 31, 1974. : (16-19) -
(E"tnmate) For January 1, 1975 through December 31 1975. (20-23)

' TOplC II1. E}(lstlng Facilities

[If the responses to Part A sound like group hcrnes, you stress the fact
“that the facilities must be both separate and secure. ]

A. Separate Fac:Llltles

List the location and capacity of all reottlac separate facilities
that can provide secure detention for juvemles either alleged to
be or found to be del:mquent

1. Name

) . K ‘ - ' y /
Location - ; : &

Caparcity

2. Name

.Capacity . |

Iocation

3. Neame

Capacity

| Iocation

AB. Other FaCllltleS That Are Not: Separate

Cons1der here existing facilities in which th:Ls is some contact
- between adults and juvem.les.

o)




s A-9 ‘
| Yes No |
‘ e _ ; N : : |
Fa 1. Do juveniles and adults ever eat together? -1 =2 (24) |
i , 2. Do juvenlles and adults ever have recreation _ ‘ ' : ‘
N together? -1 -2 (25) : ¥
" HERNE 3 . ' ‘ B
' ‘ . _ __] 3. Are juveniles and adults ever placed in the |
; , o same cells? - ) -2 (26) B ’ \
o] - . \ : i, ;s;, ! } ‘ X ‘
L ] ‘ 4, Are juvenlles and adults ever transoorted o : ‘ i
together? : ~1 -2 (27) |
C  5. Are 'jtiveniles ever housed within hearing or : . \
sight of adult prisoners? -1 -2 (28) |
. . . . il
[The next two questions are not on the questiomnaire sent to the 1
county judge.] : l
) Yes Mo !
Could your present facilities be remodeled to ' \
completely eliminate contact between Jjuveniles ) ‘ i \
i ~ and adults? ‘ -1 ~2 (29)
L : N Describe the nature of the remodeling. o T - ‘
i
1
EVS |
Topic III. New Facilities
Would it be necessary to construct new facilities in order to
provide separate facilities for juveniles alleged to be or 5
found to be delinguent? o -1 -2« (30)
If you answered yes to the previous question, please provide -
the follow.mg J_nromtatlon for each needed facility:
: !
1. Iocation Desired
Capacity Needed ‘
? i
i '
i
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" 3. Iocation De51red'

2. Location Desired

Capacity Needed

Estimated Cost

Capac1ty Needed

Estnnated‘Cost

[Section II is requestirg information about.status offenders and

attitudes of county and separate juvenile court judges regardlng
status offenders.]

Section II.

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

Status offenders are juveniles who are charged with or who have
camitted offenses that would not be criminal if comnitted by an
adult. (Juvenile adjudicated under NeblaskakRev1sed Statutes

.§43-202(4)).

Shelter facilities for status offenders may be defined as temporary

_ Or emergency care facilities in a physically non-restrictive environ-

ment. They are used as temporary living fac111t1es until a nexmanent
plan has been arranged

prlc ‘I. Current Patterna

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

For the period Jamuary 1, 1974 through December 31, 1974. 1131-34)

(Estimate) For the pericd January 1, 1975 through December 31,

1975 (35-38)

.prlc II. Fxisting Facilities

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

1. Name

Iocation

kDescription

Capacity

Funding Source

-
L.
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Cost to County

2.  Name

Iocation ' 5

)

. . R N N . * /\
Description , : ’ : o

Capacity

Funding Source

Cost to County

3. Name | /

Location =

Description

Capacity L =

Funding Source

Cost to County

| Topic III New Facilities _ o Yes - Ne

Do you have a need for addltlonal separate fac111t1es to house 2
status offenders? -1 -2 (39)

How many more juvenile status offenders wouldvyou‘like‘tp‘place*" LI

in non—secure shelter facilities? . T -2 - (40~43)

TOplL V. Attltudec of County Judges and Separate Juvenlle}Court
' “Judges

++ — Strongly Agree - == ~ Strongly Disagree
+ - Agree , - - Disagree
0 - Neutral

1. Status offenders should bé placed in secure'detehtion.

s+ o+ 0 - - | ;
-1 -2 =3 -4 -5 ' ; (44) -

P,

2. Status offenders commit acts which are harmful to society

-l =2 =3 -4 v«—s S (45) s
\ o . | o




A-12

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

-1 =2 =3 -4 -5 ' ~ . : (46)

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

o+ 0 - == ,
-1 -2 -3 -4 =5 | v A C o (47)

5. Status offenders should be handled by cammunity agencies.

++ + 0 ~ o B

-1 -2 -3 -4 -5 “ (48)
6. Status offenders should be vigorously ignored by law enforce-

ment and the courts. S )

H o+ 0 - - ‘

-1 -2 -3 -4 -5 3 = (49)
7. The laws concerning status offenses should be repealed.

+H+ o+ 0 - — , : :

=1 -2 =3 =4 -5 : » (50)

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

H+ o+ 0 - —— * ‘ o
1 -2 =3 -4 -5 o - (51)

Topic V. Comments

Comments concerning status offenders and non-secure shelter facilities,
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ApPENDIX B

DeTa1LeD DATA TABLES

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

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

Table III: Status Offenders Confined in Secure Detention
Or Correctional Facilities By County -,

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

Table V: Attitudes of 41 Responding Assoclate County Judgesf

Table VI: Existing Separate Facilities: The Location and
Capacity of Regular Separate Facilities That Can Provide

Secure Detention For Juveniles FEither 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 IX: Existing Facilities Available For the Non-Secure
Sheltered Housing of Status Offenders

Table X: Existing Shelter Facilities By County




TABLE I: DETENTION FACILITIES USED FOR DELINQUENTS = ;
- UNDER NEBRASKA REVISED STATUTES §43-202(3) =~— BY COUNTY EEEE

; Non—Separateit | Separate
Est. . - Est.
County 1974%3 1975% 19148 19788

P . —————— p——

0 51 5 62

Adams 0 ?
0 0 30
0

Antelope
Arthur
Banner
Baline
Boone
Box Butte
Boyd - D
Brown
Buffalo
Burt
. Butler
13. Cass
Cedar
Chase"
Cherry -
17. Cheyenne
18. Clay
19. Colfax
20. Cuming
21. Custer
22. Dakota
23, Dawes . 2
24. Dawson
25. Deuel
26, Dixon
27. Dodge
28. Douglas
29. Dundy
30. Fillmore
31l. Franklin
32. Frontier
33. Furnas
34, Gage
35. Garden\
¥ 36. Garfield
- 37. Gosper
38. Grant
39. Greeley
40. Hall ; 2
41, Hamilton
42, Harlan
43, Hayes
N 44, Hitchcock
: 45, Holt

0 4
<0 0 90 0
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Separate

1975283

.~ Non-Separate
‘ Est.
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- Jeanson
‘Scotts Bluff

Seward

Jefferson
Keya Paha
Red Willow
Richardson
Rock :
Saunders

Howard
Kearney
Keith

* Kimball
Lancaster
Lincoln
Iogan
_Loup
McPherson
~ Madison
Merrick
Morriil
Nance
Nemaha
Nuckolls
Otoe
Pawnee
Perkins
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Pierce
Platte
Polk
Sarpy

Knox
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6 . Burt. . - 0

' "~ Dodge . 0
Thurston . 3 =
Washington = . 20"

T T o s ‘1
” | " TABLE II: DETENTION FACILTTTES USED FOR DELINQUENTS .
UNDER NEBRASKA REVISED STATUTES §43-202(3) —- BY DISTRICT , = = |
: Non-Separate R ‘; , -"Separaté . \
) L : * L Est.f . Est., .,
R District comty  1974%3 197533 191a%3 1975%°%
. 1 " Johnson o0 0 0. 0 0o 1 o |
: © Nemaha 0 0 0 0 14 1 25 2 |
“  Pawnee 0 0 00 0 . & 0 O 0 0 \
i Ea ‘Richardson. 2 0 2 0 Y1 0 2 0o |
; | Richardson, La L T
. Total 2 0 2 0 15 1 28 2
1 2 . Cass 60 0 0 I 6 1
; Otoe 0 0. 0 0 6 1 3 0
5 ‘Sarpy o0 0 0 5 5 60 5 -
. , : Total 0 0 0 O 5 6 69 6
i ’ 3 Iancaster 9 2- 16 3. 107 11 160 14
. Total 9 2 16 3 107 11 160 14
i e . SRR o : o : ' § . :’\
i 4  Douwlas 0 0 0 o0 214 22 240722
Total 0 0 0 0 214 22 240 22
B 5 Polk 1.0 0 o0 1 0 o0
- | ~ Butler 0 0 0 0 5 1 5
: ‘Hamilton 0 0 0 0 100 10 65
“Seward 0 0 o 0 - 0 0. 0
: Saunders = 2 0 2 0 0 0 0
f York 0 0 0 O 0 0 0
| | Total 3 0 20 106 1L 70
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Cedar
Dakota

~ Dixon

- Antelope

Cuming

4 Knox
- Madison

Pierce

Stanton

Wayne

- Motal

2Adams
Clay .

Harlan -
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Webster

- Total
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Total

Buffalo
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~ |
Non-Separate , Separate 3
| ., Est. ' Est., |
District County 1974 %3 197523 3 197413 3 19752% 3 \
14 . Chase 00 0 0 0.0 0 0 |
; L " Dundy 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
N & oo Frontier 0 O 0 0 0 0 w0 O
' Furnas 0 O 0 O 8 1 3 1
: e ‘ . Gosper 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
| Hayés 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
/ Hitchcock 0 o 0 O 00 0 0
v/ Perkins 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Red Willow 2 0. 2 0 0.0 0 0
‘Total 2 0 2 0 8 1 13 1
15 Boyd 1 0 1 0 6 0 0 0
.  Brown 4 1 15 3 0 0 0 O
o Cherry 0 0 0 0 3 0 "3 0.
i Holt 4 1 4 1 0 0 0 0
Keya Paha 0o 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reek 1 0 00 0 0 0 0
4 Total 0 2 20 4 3.0 3 0
16 Box Butte - 0 0 0 0 12 1 15 1
e ‘ ~ Dawes 20 4
Sheridan
0 Sioux 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total 0 0 20 4 2 1 15 1
17  Garden 0 0 0 o0 o 0 1 o0
Morrill 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 o
, Scotts BIuff 0 o 0 0 102 11 123 i1
. Total 6 0- 0 0 102 11 123 11

18 : Gage
L - Jefferson
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1 Numberkof status offender reported held in secure detention during 1974.

2 Estimate of the mmber of status offenders to-be held in secure detention

during 1975.

County

Ioup
Blaine
Custer

Garfield .

Greeley
Valley
Wheeler

Total

Boone
Colfax
Merrick
Nance
Platte

Total’

3 Percent‘of‘stagg total.

Separate

Non-Separate

1074 2 1975% 3 | 1o7a%s 3 1975% 3
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34,
35.

37.
38.
39.
40.
41.

43,
447.
45,

36..

42,

', County

Adams

_Antelope

Banner

" Blaine

Boone

Box Butte
Boyd
Brown
Buffalo
Burt
Butler
Cass
Cedar

. Chase

Cherry
Cheyenne
Clay
Colfax
Cuming
Custer
Dakota
Dawes
Dawson
Deuel
Dixon
Dodge
Douglas
Dundy
Fillmore
Franklin
Frontier
Furnas

- Gage

Garden
Garfield
Gosper
Grant
Greeley

‘Hall
Hamilton. .

Harlan
Hayes

Hitchcock

Holt

TABLE III: STATUS OFFENDERS CONFINED IN SECURE DETENTICN OR

CORRECTIONAL FACILITIES BY COUNTY

2 3

19741 g 3 1975 [
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
0 “Q 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 0 0 0
16 2 18 2
114 15 135 15
0 0 0 0
‘ 2 0
3 0 1 0
0. 0 0 0
4 1 4 0
8 1 4 0
1 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
1 0 2 0
20 3 25 3
0 0 0 0
2 0 2 0
0 0 0 0
6 1 6 1
0 { =a 0 0
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* 50.  Kearney

© 53. Kinball
© 54, Knox .
- 55, Lancaster

.70. Pierce

. 74. Richardson
- 75. Rock :

91, Webster

Ccomty . 1974

46. Hooker
47. Howard
48, Jefferson
49.. Johnson

51. Reith
52. Keya Paha
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56. ILincoln : .
58. Ioup . -
59. McPherson .
60. ' Madison.
61l. Merrick
62, Morrill
63. Nance

64. Nemaha
65.  Nuckolls
66. Otoe

67. Pawnee

68, .’Perkins
69¢ Phelps .
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71. Platte
72, Polk _
73. Red Willow

76. Saline

77. Sarpy

78. -Saunders

79. Scotts Bluff
80. Seward .
81. Sheridan
82. Sherman

83. Sioux

84. Stanton

85. Thayer

86. .Thomsa

87. Thurston

88. Vvalley -
89. Washington
90.  Wayne
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93, Yorkt;
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1 Number of status offender reported held in secure detention durmg 1974- .
2 Estimate of the number of status offendLrs to be L\eld in secure detention

during: 1975.

| ‘3 Percent of state total
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TABLE IV: STATUS OFFENDERS CONFINED IN SECURE DETENTION OR
CORRECTIONAL FACILITTES-BY DISTRICT ‘

Distric‘_c_

1

* County

Johnson
Nemaha
Pawnee
Richardson

Total

Cass
“Otoe

Sarpy
Total

Tancaster

Total
Douglas
Total

Polk

Butler
Hamilton
Seward
Saunders
York

Burt
Dodge

“Thurston
‘Washington

 Total

Fillmore
Nuckolls |

‘Saline
- Thayer

Total

1974 1
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County
&ﬁm 
Dakota
Dixon -

District

16

O WO

Total -
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Antelope

Madison
Stanton
Wayne

Pierce

Knox

10
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Franklin
Harlan

Kearney

Adams .
Clay
Phelps

10

Webster

46

60

Total

Mo

Hall .
Howard

11

28““

22

| Total
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12

' Shen

10
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o pistrict  county B 77 T TS Uy -1
4 Chase |

Frontier
Furnas
 Gosper
Hayes
‘Hitcheock
Perkins

QOO OBO O
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Total = 1
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16 - 'Box Butte
: " Dawes
Sheridan
. Sioux
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Total
17  Garden -
s - . Morrill | -
N Scotts Bluff 15:
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Total 153 20 180 20
18 Gage : g 1 4
5 - Jefferson - 8 1 : 4 -0
Total 1 2 g 0
g e |
: - Cheyenne - ‘ 0

Kimball 0

ocwo
W
S
w cowo

oTotal 23 30

ao
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District = County 1974l §_ﬁ3 19752

Garfield
Greeley
Valley
Wheeler

cororoOo
codcoooo
CONOHOO.

‘ ‘ooooooo'l

28]
(=]
w
[e=]

21 Boone
Colfax
Merrick
.Nance
Platte

OCOO0OO
OO0 OO
OQCoOoOO0OOoO -

= oocooM

Total

o
o
(o]

NN :
R s %
gt
i
,

2 Estimate of the number of status offenders o be held 1n secure.
~~ detention during 1975 Vv~“ LA
3 Percent of state total SR

: \
’ 3 .
ol o LS et .
P . 4
fn’f_"mﬂ..m‘.mm;rm, . K
N i
Sk | s

fl Number of status offender reported in secure detentlon durlng 1974.,




.\\

Bl
TABLE V: ATTITUDES OF 41 RESPONDING ASSOCIATE COUNTY JUDGES
1. Status offenders\ should be placed in secure detention
sa A | D SD NR
(4, 9.8%) (5,12.2%) (4, 9.8%) (15, 36.6% (2, 4.9%) (11, 26.8%)
Mean 3.20 SO 1.2 L
2. Status offenders camuit acts which are hammful to society.
SA A N D sD NR
(3, 7.3%) (9, 22%) (5, 12.2%) (10, 24.4%) (3, 7.3%) (11, 26.8%)
Mean 3.03 D 1.2
3. Sheltered facilities will make it too easy on status offenders
SA A N | D SD MR
(2, 4.9%) (2, 4.9%) (7, 17.18) (13, 31.7%) (6, 14.6%) (11, 26.8%)
Mean 3.63 . sp 1l
4. Status offenders should not be brought before a court o |
s&8 - A N : D SD NR 3
(1, 2.4%) (5, 12.2%) (2, 4. 9%) ' (17, 41.5%) (5, 12.2%) (11, 26.8%)"
Mean 3.67 sp 1.1
5. Status offenders should be handled by community agencies |
sA A N D D NR |
C (2, 4.9%) (10, 24.4%) (3, 7.3%) - (11, 26.8%) (4, 9.8%) (11, 26.8%)3
Mean .17 s 1.2
6. Status offenders should be vlgorously J.gnoed by law enforcement and
: the courts. ;
; SA A N . . D SO NR i
(1, 2.4%) (1, 2.4%) (17, 41.5%) (12, 29.3%) (10, 24.4%) (10, 24.4%)°
Mean 4.23 s .9 “
7. The laws -Qoncernjng status offenders should be rgpealed. '; “
sa A N b s> NR'
(1, 2.4%) (4, 9.8%) (9, 22%) {12, 29.3%) - (5, 12.2,%) - (10, 24,4%);
Mean 3.5 8D 1.0 T L O L
8. Nebraska shculd not partlcz.pate in thé "Juverule Justlce and Delmquency . ‘
' PreVentJ.on Act of 1974". , | | % ;
) @& A ‘N o :
(1, 2.4%8) (2, 4.9%)

‘ o SD ' NR
(7, 17.1%) (16, 39%)
Mean 3.71

(5, 12.28) (10, 24.4%) |

'mimm\eﬂ&i Mmmw- ;
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TABIE VI: EXISTING SEPARATE.FACILITIES : THE LOCATION AND CAPACITY OF
REGULAR SEPARATE FACILITIES THAT CAN PROVIDE SECURE DETENTION
FOR JUVENILES EITHER ALLEGED TC BE ORFOUND‘I‘OBE DELINQUENT

\

RESPONSES BY COUNTY

County Number County Name Facility name, location and capacity

e

01 . Adams One juvemle cell in county jall detaa.n
overnight in Geneva YDC .
02 Antelope NONE
03 Arthur NONE
04 Banner NONE (if any cases, sent to Scotts BIuff count*
05 Blaine ‘NONE (all sent to Brokeri Bow) ;
06 - Boone Merrick county jail, Central City, 6 .
Validation revealed that a building is being !
constructed with separate facilities i
07 Box Butte NONE (Scotts Blu £f county jail, Gering,10
08 Boyd NONE
09 Browrt NONE ‘
10 Buffalo Youth Development Centers, Geneva and Kearney
11 Burt NONE (send to Thurston, Dodge, Washington j
counties; Burt county jail is condemned)
12 Butler © County jail, David City, 4 p 3
13 Cass Douglas County Youth Center, Cmaha R
14 "~ Cedar Cedar county jail, Hartlngton,
15 Chase NONE (return to parents) ' ,
16 Chexrry NONE M ‘ |
17 Cheyenne Cheyenne county jail, Cheyenne, 4 B
18 Clay ~ County jail, 6 '
19 Colfax Colfax county jail, the courthouse, 2-3 |
20 Cuming NONE P J“
21 Custer New county jail in City-County Building,
‘ Broken Bow, for all prisoners, 16 |
22 Dakota Dakota county jail, Dakota City, 12 men,
6 wamnen '
23 Dawes Sheridan county jall Rushville, 2; or to
Scotts Bluff if necessary
24 Dawson NONE Lo
25 Deuel County jail, 2 sepa.rate cells for juvenllens, 13
26 Dixon County jail in the courthouse, Ponca, 3, |
women's section i
27 Dodge Dodge county jail, Fremont, 2; or can use a s
: g wanen's cell also if no wamnen adult pr:.soners, :
also send to Kearney or Geneva / :
28 Douglas Douglas County Youth Center !
30 Fillmore When ladies jail not is use, it is used fcor 3k
- juveniles ~- Also send to Aurora, 5th DlSt
, Saline county and Clay, 10th Dist. o | L
31 Franklin Franklin county jail, courthouse, Franklmn, 45
32 Frontier County Jjail, Curtiss . (8
33 Furnas Furnas county jail, Beaver City, 2 — 1 c:ell i

for females or juveniles, separated from the
other facilities by a wall : :

[ GO S ST
BIpTITR B
o . PR
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- 35

36
37
38
39
40

© 41

42
43
44
- 45

46
47

48
49
50
51
52
53
54
55

57

.59
60

gy

34

56 .

58

61

62,

‘County Number County Name

Gage

Garden

Garfield

‘Gosper
'?.\Grant

Greeley
Hall

Hamilton

Harlan
Hayes
Hitchcock -
Holt

- Hooker

Howard

~Jefferson

Johnson
Kearney
Keith
Keya Paha
Kimball
Knox

Lincoln

Icup
McPherson
Madison
Merrick

Morrill

~ presently separate rocoms for juvenlles EREEER |

‘Detention Hame, Rt. #5, Lincoln, 10

2210 So. lOth 19

s by yellmg to the adult offenders down the
hall

Juveniles. kept in women's ja_ll but if
‘wanen deta_med, sent to Gerlng

B-16
7 |
Facility name, location and capacijity

rl

Gage county jail in process of building -

Beatrice City jail

County jail, one rocm, two beds, Garden County
Oshkosh City ;’\
NONE
NOME 2 . i \
Hall county jail, Grand Islard, 5 fan/a]es, .
6 males 3
Validation: No—-we have no facilities }yfor
juveniles, handled by Children's Village; if
charged with crime they are mcarcerated at

- the county jail in separate cells, 4 Irules, :

4 femiles o
Hamiiton county jail, Aurora, 6—-juvem le 1
wing, new facility ' B
NONE ' i 5
NONE

County jail, Cutt, 2 : !

Holt countj jail, O'Neill, 3, in the separate
women's cell-—juveniles may be placed Wlth :
adults if there are wamen offenders in the

cellblock ; , = 3

NONE | i

Hall county ja:Ll, vGrand Island 5 females, -y

6 males o : o 4

’CJ_ty jail in the courthouse, 2‘ T T e
NONE (send to: Ainsworth, Nebraska) : L

Scotts Bluff County Detentlon, Gerlna,
NONE = -
City-County jail, 555 So. 10th, Ia.ncoln 8

Jennie B. Harrel Attentlon Center for Youth

NONE- -

All sent to Broken Bow

NOME (handled by Lincoln county) -

NONE (would use Geneva or Kearney) ; '
Merrick county jail, Central City, 6, one cell
for juveniles and only adult contact possible




Couhty Number County Name

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
90
91

92

93

Nance
Nemaha
Nuckolls
Otoe

Pawnee
Perkins

Phelps
Pierce

-~ Platte

Polk
Red Willow
Richardson

Rock

Saline
Saxrpy
Saunders
Scotts Bluff
Seward
Sheridan
Sherman
Sioux
Stanton
Thayer
Thomas
Thurston

Valley

Washington
Wayne
Webster

Wheeler
York

B17

Facility name, location and capacity

Merrick county jail, Central City, 6
Nemaha county jail, Auburn, 4
NONE

Otoe county jail, Nebraska City, 4

Validation: 1 cell is separated fram the
regular cellblock, capac:.ty-2 persons

"NONE (would put in county jail provided there

are no adults in the jail)

Perkins county jail, wamen and juvemles.,
Grant, 1-2

NONE

NONE

One separate cell, new facility is being bullt
and will have separate facilities for

juveniles; it will be (hopefully) finished'in

one year

NONE

NONE

Richardson county ]all Falls Clty,

Juveniles put on a separate floor

Rock county jail, women's section; if both
women and juvenlles, women . are transferred
NONE

Douglas County Youth Center, Omaha

NONE

County jail, complete floor

NONE

Sheridan county jail, Rushville, 2

Youth Development Centers, Kearney and Geneva
Sheridan county jail, Rushville, 2

NONE

NONE

Thurston county jail, Pender, 2 boysj,
juvenile cell
NONE i
NONE ;
NONE I,
Boys~Kearney Youth Development CenLer

' Glrls-—Gepeva Youth Development Cer.ter

Hamllton county jail, Aurora




(TABIE VII: EXISTING SECURE SEPARATE FACILITIES BY comwz

: S S|

S v P : . Youth  Scotts Bluff - Sl
N\ - Women's  Centers County - Douglas, . |
A\ " County Facilities Send to = at = Detention  Iancaster S
R ? : ox ~in - Another Kearney Center -~ County 1
Oomunﬂ ty |Comty City  County = County and at Youth
Number * Name - Jail Jail  ~  Jail’  Geneva Gering = = Centers - None ||

N

02 "¢ Antelope 3 e S ’ x |
04 Banner | Lo o o X 3 .
05 Blaine | _
06 Boone
<07 Box Butte | | : _ T T |
- 08 Boyd - . : ‘ ‘ ' g Cox 1
10 . Buffalo i ’ - X ”Tf RN | o

12 Butler X SR e - ;‘
13 . ' C@SS‘ : ‘ ‘ ‘ : : . e i o ; ,‘ ]
14 Cedar X ; R ST T
15 Chase - R o B L
16 Cherry e : . ‘ R ,
17 Cheyenne
18 Clay ‘
; o 19 Colfax -
T 20 Cuming -
’ 21 - Custer -
22 . Dakota ; R
’ 23, } ; Dawes . . o g p k | o
24 - Dawson , A Sl T X
25 ~.Deuel o RNt : o ‘

P

Y

A

DN MM

>

26 Dixon , X _ |
.27 Dodge - X L X ‘ B X : . o
28 Douglas - vv:‘gk P » o x RN
29  pumdy U . g
30 o Pillmore L o X X : R L v
32  Frontier-
34 - Gage -
35 = Garden.
360 Garfield
.:37 . '~Gosper %;
‘38 - @Grant - _
39, T Greeley o
40 Hall -~ X B :
‘ot 43 . [Hayes S R DN AR S
L 44 "Hitchcock X ; e
45 . Holt e K e SR EEE R S

PR R R

Sape e

fi>;;¢' i
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B-19
: : Youth  Scotts Bluff ,
S Women's . _ Centers County  ,Dowlas,
County Facilities Send to  at  Detention Lancaster
- or in Another Kearney Center County
County = County  City County ‘County and at ~ Youth
Nunber Name Jail . Jail” #Jail - Geneva Gering Centers None
47 Howard ’ X
48 . Jefferson X :
49 * Johnson ! X
50 Kearney X
51 Reith X
52 "~ Keya Paha X
53 Kimball == ' X
54 Knox _ X
. 55 ~ lancaster X X ‘
56 Lincoln . - X
57 Logan X
58 Ioup X
59 McPherson X
60 Madison X
61 . Metrick X
62 Morrill ‘ X
63" Nance X
64 - Nemaha X
- 65 . Nuckolls , X
66 Otoe X :
67 - Pavmnee X L
68 Perkins X ‘
69 ‘Phelps X
70 Pierce « ‘ X
71 Platte X i
72 Poik X
73 Red Willow X
74 ‘Richardson X
75 ‘Rock °
76 -Saline » X
77 ~Sarpy X
78 Saunders X
79 © Scotts™
- BIuff X '
80 - -Seward : X
81 - Sheridan X .
82 Sherman B X
.83 -~ Sioux X ‘
84 - Stanton X
85 Thayer - X
86 Thamas L&
87 © Thurston X :
88 - Valley X
89 Washington X,
90 - Wayne . X
92 . Wheeler ‘ X
93" York: . X S
Total: Co29 7 13 6 4 4 37

) \7\\§




T - T - - ,“
‘ \

|

; H i

!

i !

|

TABLE VIII: EXISTING SECURE SEPARATE FACILITIES BY DISTRICT ‘ |
_— , _ ; , }

Youth  Scotts Bluff ol
Wawen's " Centers County Douglas, g
, County Facilities Send to  at  Detention = Iancaster °
Counties  or i Another Kearney Center County
District .. in City County County  and at - Youth
NMumber - District Jail Jail Jail  Geneva Gering Centers None |

@ 1 _Johnsbn S ‘ s ' o X
" Nemngha . , .
Pawnee

Richardson

paops

2 . Cass -

L

<

3 ILancaster X

X

4 ~ Douglas

5 - Butlexr X
- Hamilton X
Polk ,
Saunders
Seward
York X

b o]

6 Burt X i
Dodge X X . X : ‘ ;
Thurston X . ; , SR
Washington | SR | L X

BN T ER Fillmore . X x | o
S MNackolls e «
Saline - e ; o ; * I3
Thayer ' : :

Cbe b

8 Cedar , X
- Dakota X : ,
 Dixon . ~ X

9 Antelope
, i

Lo Knox ‘

" Madison i . R

. Pierce : - S

~ Stanton

Wayne - -~

MMM BN

Y

e e S e B s




Counties * or
o in City
District Jail

Women's

Facilities Send

i ‘Another
County
Jail

in
County
Jail

Youth

Scotts Bluff

Centers County

at

Detention

Kearney Center

and

at

Geneva Gering

— T T T T X » Vo e ”
/ ",gF
o District
\ i 10
5

11

12

13

-

14

4
15

16

’ChaSe

\
Mabs

Clay X

Franklin X
Harlan
KRearney

. Phelps
Webster

Hall X
Howaxd :

Buffalo
Sherman

Arthur
Dawson.
Grant
Hooker
Reith .
Lincoln
Logan
McPherson
Themas

Dundy
Frontier X
Furnas

* Gosper

Hayes
Hitcheock X
Perkins - X
Red Willow

Boyd
Rrown
Cherry
Holt
Keya Paha
Rock

)

Box Butte

- Dawes

Sheridan X
Siouk -

e,

Y,

X

9

Douglas;
Lancaster
County
Youth
Centers

None

o lalse

e b Bd D be bd 3 B4 be

>

babd

SR S
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B-22 |
. \
Youth  Scotts Bluff l
Wamen's Centers County Douglas, A
. County Facilities Send to at  Detention Lancaster
. . Counties or in Znother Kearney Center . County ;]
District _in City County County  and at - Youth !
Number District Jail Jail Jail Geneva Gering Centers None !
17 Garden X Z\
© Morrill X 1
Scotts BIuff X ~ B o ,\
18 Gage X . il
. Jefferson X ‘ S|
19 Banner _ X 7 H
Cheyenne X ‘ 1
Deuel X , |
Kimball | | X
20 Blaine X
Custer X '
Garfield X
Greeley X
" Ioup : X
Wheeler X
o Valley : = X
21 ‘Boone X
‘ Colfax X
' Merrick X
Nance : X
Platte X
Totals 29 7 13 6 3 4 38
g 0




TABIE IX: EXISTING FACILITIES AVATIABLE FOR TIE ‘JON—-SEKIURE r
SHEUTERED HOUSING OF STATUS OFFENDERS

County Number Countv Name

0L
02

04
05
06

07
08
09

11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
S22
23
24
25

27
28
29
30

33
34
35

03

10

26

32

Adams

Antelope
Arthur

‘Banner

Blaine
Boone

Box Butte
Boyd
Brovm
Buffalo

Burt
Butler

. Cass

Cedar
Chase
Cherry
Cheyenne
Clay
Colfax
Cuming
Custer
Dakota
Dawes
Dawson
Devel -
Dixon
Dodge
Douglas
Dundy -
Fillmore

Franklin
Frontier

Furnas
Gage
Garden -

group hame, 10 Crime Camuission and p:ro;e(*t

‘Foster hames

CNONE

.. NONE (Calfpus'House, Kea.meyf

B-23

Name, Iocation, Description, Capacity,
Funding Source and Cost to County

NONE (Campus House Incorporated, Kéarney, girls

income, $350 per month per child

NONE

Don't have any outside of contracting w:.th
Keith County ‘

NONE

Foster hanes

Foster homes and farm homes, capacity-2,
funded by county -

NONE o

Send them home

Foster hame, funded by county

Campus house, Kearney, group hamne for girls, 10,
Crime Cammission, funded by county and state,

01d nurses' facilities from Tuberculcsis Hospltal
NONE

Foster, hiomes, $100 per month per child -
Fostey’ hame, funded by county

NONE '

NONE

NONE :

Foster hanes

Foster hames

NONE

NONE

Foster hcmes, funded by county

NONE ’

Foster hames, funded by county =

Foster hames, funded by county, $3.50 per day
Foster homes

Foster hames, 5, funded by county .

See Douglas County l:Lst

NONE -

NONE
Foster homes, funded by county

<




County Number County Name

- 36
37

38
39
40

41

42
43
44
45
46
47
48

51
52

56
57
58
59
60
61

€2
63

64

65

50

53
55

Garfield
Gosper
Grant
Greeley
Hall

Hamilton

Harlan
Hayes
Hitchcock
Holt
Hooker
Howard
Jefferson
Jdphnson
Kearney

Keith
Keya Paha
Kimball
Knox

Iancaster

Lincoln
Lcgan
Loup
McPherson
Madison

 Merrick

Morrsll

‘Nance

Nemaha‘

Nuckolls

B-24

Name, Location, Description, Capacs.ty,
Funding Source and Cost to County
{

NONE

NONE

NONE

NONE

Foster homes: Children's Village, Grand Island,
a large house with dormitory facilities for
males and females, capacity-20, funded by
Hall County Board, $25,000 a year

Grace Children's Home, Henderson, 4 separate
cottages, capacity-28, $250 per month per
child, funded by county

Foster hanes

NONE

- NONE

Foster homes

Foster homes, Mullen, 3 or 4, funded by county
Foster homes

Foster hames, funded by county

NONE (Send them hame)

Foster hanes, Minden, federal, state and
county funds

Foster homes

NONE

NONE

NONE

Lancaster Freeway Station, 2201 S. 1lth, L:anoln
group care (adolescent, 10 IEAA, c:.ty/commty
funding, $4 per day)

Cedars Home for Children, 6401 Pineair Blvd
Lincoln, long and short term care, capac1ty-18
private funding

Foster hames, $125 per month

NONE

Foster hames, funded by coxmty, $2.50 per day
Foster hanes - «

NONE

NONE ‘ :

Foster hames, farm hames, capacity-2, funded
by county

Turn back to parents or foster hames

Foster hames, farm hames, capacity-2, funded
by county

. Group home,; Auburn, live-in counselors,

house parents, 8 boys, no roam for girls,
state funded, cost unknown




County Number County Name

},
i

66 -

67

68

69
70

71

72
73
74

75
76
717
78

79

80

81
82
83
84
85

86
87

88
89 .

90
91
92

93

Otoe
Pawnee
Perkins
Phelps
Pierce
Platte

Polk
Red Willow

Richa;dson

- Rock

Saline

Sarpy
Saunders

Scotts Bluff

Seward

Sheridan
Sherman
Sioux
Stanton

Thayer

Thomas .
Thurston
Valley

- Washington

Wayne

 Webster
Wheeler
York

B-25

 Name, Location, Description, Capacity,
Funding Source and Cost to County

NONE
NONE

- NONE

Foster homes )
NONE ' '
Group home, females only, Columbus,

‘welfare funding, house, 2-story, reSLdent:Lal

area, capacity-7
NONE

- NONE

Foster homes; in or near Falls City, 1 per
home, funded by county, $15 per day

NONE

Foster homes, county funded

NONE ;

Foster hares, local area, 1 per hame,

ADC or county funds, $145 per month
Foster hames, capacity-6, oounty or welfare
funds

Foster hames, funded by county or welfare
NONE -

Foster hcmes p funded by county or welfare

- MONE (Use Kearney or Geneva)

NONE  (School faculty members saretmes
volunteer to house youth)

Foster homes, funded by county, $3.50 per day
Group hame, Winnebago, Macey, beginning
construction, capac:.ty—lS federal gra.nt
NONE

NONE

NCNE

NONE

NONE

" NONE

RO
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County

- Nunmber

0L
02
03 -
04

05

06
07
08"
09
10
11
12
14
15
16
18
19
20
21
22

.23

24
25
26°
27
28
29
30
31

- 32
34
35.

36

37
38

2
43
44

- % Regional Facilities:

_ Burt

~ Dawson
[Deuel

~=Hall

' Ritchoock

;v45i\ .] Hglt~

TABLE X:

,Cbunty
Name

Adams
Antelope

Arthur

Banner
Blaine

" Boone

Box Butte

~ Boyd
“Brown

Buffalo

Butler
Cass
Cedar -
Chase

Cherry

- Cheyenne

Clay -
Colfax

N | 1 Imj ng

Custer
Dakota
Dawes

Dixon .
Dodge ;
Douglas— see

‘Dundy -
- Fillmore

Frarklin
Frontier
Furnas
Gage .

'Gardend “1'

Garfleld

;‘Gosper
‘Grant

Greeley

.Hamllton
Harlan
Hayes

Foster
‘Homes

EXISTING SHELTER FACILITIES BY COUNTY

o
j
1+

D44
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N e
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attached'page‘

*A. Campus House, Kearney T

" B~ Children's Village,. Grand,Island
.C - Grace Children's Hame, Henderson
‘D - Group Home, Auburn
E - .Girl's Group Hare, Cclumbus
F - Group‘Hcme Winnebago

L]
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47 . Howard
48. . Jefferson

49 . ‘Johnson

50 Kearney
5L Keith

© 52 Keya Paha

53 Kimball
54 o Knox

55 - Lancaster**
. 56 Lincoln

57 N Logan
59 - McPherson
60 ~ Madison

6L Merrick

62 - Morrill
63 Nance
64 Nemaha

65 Nuckolls

66 - " Otoe -

67 Pawnee
68 - Perkins
69 - Phelps

-0 -Pierce
71 Platte

72 - Polk -
73 ~ Red Willow

74 Richardson

B Rock
’ " Saline
717 Sarpy

- .78 ~ Saunders

Hooker

bR
»

M

X

79 Scotts Bluff X

80 - Seward
81 Sheridan
82 - Sherman

83 - Sioux

84 : “Stanton

85 Thayer

8 - Thomas
87 .. Thurston
88 " Valley

.89 ~ Washington
290 Wayne

91 . Webster
92. - - . VWheeler -

93 York

< Totals

% 3 , 41 1 1 1

X

X

>

X

54 B4 b D4 D B

i
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V**Lancastér FreeWaY Station, Cedar's Hame for Ch,i]ﬁren '
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APPENDIX C
~ INSTITUTE BACKGROUND AND ORGANIZATION

Description of the Institute
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INSTITUTE BACKGROUND AND ORGANIZATION
- -The Crei;,hton Institute for Business, Law and Social Research has been established to
create; propose, administer, and carry out research, evaluations, demonstration projects, consult-
ing -services, and other projects and programs of research 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
purposes are: _ . )

A. To encourage research into business. legal and applied social science topics. The

. Institute provides a focal point for research acrivities by designing its 'prograinming to facilitate

the University community's sharing of interests, ideas, methodologies, equipment, discovéries,
and theories related to research into applied problems.

B. To serve the business and ‘marketing. legal. and socio-political community with educa-
tion and research. It is of fundamental importance for a University Institute studying applicd

problems to maintain strong and productive ties with the non-academic community, ‘The
University is an important institution'in our society and must recognize the unique contribution
it can make to that socicty as a result of its intense concentration of intellectual, moral, and in-
formed individ uals. Thus, the Institute maintains close ties with the business community, bench
and bar, and social services and governmental agencies.

C. To add to the education and experience of students. In this regard, education is viewed
broadly to include direct and indirect learning and experiential opportunities for undergraduates
and graduates. Insofar asis possible, all programs proposed in the Institute include the participa-

“tion of students either as direct project pamcxpants or recipients, or as research or administrative

aides.

The Institute is administered 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 College where personnel or the subject matters are related

~ to that School or College. The Institute encourages research, programs, and projects which

further the mission of Creighton University and, especially but not exclusively, promotes the
utilization of the resources of those Schools and Colleges which are within the adrmmstranve
supemsxon of the Academic Vice President. i :

Final authority to commit the Institute-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 respon51b1hty of the
Director of the Institute. :
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The Instrtute is current]y separated inte ‘hree divisions, each of which is hea ded E"‘E P
own director. ‘These divisions are: the division of legal programs, the division of business pro- |
grams, and the division of administration which. is directed by the Assistant Director of the
'.Instxtute Proposals or programs are coordinated amongst these division directors to insure full
mterdlscrphnary coordmatron and input on every Institute prolect

- While the Instltute was JUSI recently created to perform the functlons stated above it has
been i in the’ ‘planning staaes for que some time. Part of the ratronale for the formation of the
) Instrtute comes from the University's belief in the need for an mterdrscrphnary research cdpacity
in the performance of many research and demonstration projects. Thus the Institute includes
professronals with legal, business, and social science backorounds who have been working to-
) gether since 1973 conductm research and ope_ratmg d emonstratron pro:,rams.

Examples of t}us prior work mc]ude the operation and evaluatlon of the Crerchton Legal
Information Center under a grant from the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, Offlce
‘of National Priority Programs. "This project is unique and therefore was heavrly evaluated in its
first phase A final report mcludmo the extensrve evaluafion results is avaﬂable from the
Institute. : - - . S,

e

The Institute staff has also conducted a major study of-the eastern Nebraska mental health

- commitment process ur_rder a research grant from the National Institute of Mental Health. This

research involved two law professors, one business professor, and one political science profes-

SOr as investiaatorS' and one clintical psycliologist, one psychiatrist, and a nurse as consultants.

Thus one ¢an see the richness of the mterdrscrphnary work the Institute has undertaken prior to
its formal oroamzatron : : o

The Instltute staff is mvolved in teachmo as well as research and the Instrtute Director has o
- been mvolved in tranuno law students to appreciate, utilize and conduct empirical research A
" special edition of the Crerghton Law Review was recently published w}uc_h contains samples of S
~ these. students’ work over the past three years. The Director of Business Programs is currently
oompletmg plans to establish an Omaha—based ‘Management Assessment Center which will
~employ, in addition to professxoaa] staff graduate business students who will also receive aca-
demic credrt for therr work in assessmg company executrves and manaaenal employees

Most unportantly, the Institute bnnos tovether a number of well qualified individuals from
‘ drfferent disciplines who, through their collective amhtres can insure that thorou:,h, quahty, and
_ unique research will be conducted on every projéct, whrch the Instrtute conducts. \ :




e S T By SR e b S T R T o A S TR L 2 T 10 e A O

GEOFFREYW.PETERS | N c-3 -
Creighton Institute for Business. La o , Ce ' :
2500 California Steet ess, Law and Socral Research S . ) N S
Omaha, Nebraska 68178 S ' ,, S '
Office Telephone 402:536-3157 , P S v » .

Home Telephone: '402-533-5580 | - » R TP e et

PERSONAL RE B . O T A SR

Age: 30 :
Family. Mamed one child

EDUCATION

LAW Juris Doctor Degree; University of Demer, Class Rank - Fourth March 1972.

GRADUATE Master of Arts Degree in Sociology; University of Denver, June 1974. Thesis: ‘Applying
_Systems Analysis to Crininal Justice Systems.

UNDERGRADUATE Bachelor of Arts Degree in Pohtrca] Scrence Northwestern Umversrty, June 1967
SPECIAL TRAINING PROGRAMS

‘Cnmmal Law Education and Research Institute for Criminal Law Professors July - August, ]973
_ New York University School of Law. Topic for Institute was Muln-Dz:crpImary A pproaches 10 Dru«7
' Abuse Education. . : ; .

American Federation ofInforrnatron Processing Societies and Stanford Law School Jomt Conference:
Computers, Society and Law, June 1973. » :

. National Science Foundation Fellow, Social Science Methods in Legal Education Institute, July -
. August 1972, University of Denver, Denver Colorado. ,

PROFESSIONAL E\iPLOY\iENT 5
‘ '7;‘_:'; . Associate Professor of Law Creighton University School of Law, July 1975 to present"

Drrector Crelghron Institute for Business, Legal and Social Research, July 1975 to present

Assistant Professor of Law, Crerghton University School of Law July 1972 to July 1975.
Actorney at Law private pracnce Denver, Colorado April 1972 to October 1972.

7 s Military: United States Army, January 1969 to September 1970.. Legal clerk of Prmost ‘darsha]
. ‘West Point, New York. Prepared materials and taught Military Law, U.CM, J.; Criminal Law and
Procedure to military policemen and Provost Marshal Officers. Receiv: ed Army Commendanon Medal
for work prosecuting misdemeanor cases ‘in’ the United States Commissioner’s Court, Southern
District of New York : , .

PROJECT DIRECI' ORSHIPS

Law Student Interns, Nebraska Commission on Law Enforcement and Crumnal Justtce Grants No ‘
73-36 and 73- 147 (1973-1974) ‘ a .

o Law Student Research Nebraska Comnussron on Law Enr’orcement and Cnrmnal Justrce Grant No.~
e 74-6 (1974). : , .

Criminal Justrce Research Contract wrth Omaha/Doug]as County Cnnunal Justrce Pr]ot Crtres pro- i
gram (1974-1975). e : a

k .‘ G X | | -, B : ' ' o . R ' Cnmma]AdvocacyInstrtute ContractwrthOmaha\fumcrpalCourt(1975 -1976).

T '  Criminal Justice Research Assistance. Office of National Priority ‘Programs, Law Enforcement
R . ' . Assistance Administration Grarnit No..74 DE-99-0020.  Established national model for providing re-

S,
-~

search to rural bench and bar through creation of Crexghton Legal Informatron Center Refunded in.. L
= 1975 1976 as Grant No. 76 DF-99-0003 S A , SRS : w0
Mental Health’ Commrtment Process m Eastem Nebraska Natxonal lnsttfute of Mental Health Grant ) ERRRS
"No.- 1R0! MH27438 01. o RS

Bar Asocratron Support in Correctrons (BASICS) prmect Nebraska State Bar Assocratxon (1975).

)
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CONSULTANTSHIPS AND CO\lTINUlI\'G LEGAL EDUCATION
Lecturer, I\cbraska Criminal Advocacy Institute (1976).
Lecturer, South Carolina Solicitor’s Seminar (1975). ,\" ' 4
Lecturer, Air Force J udge Advocate General Institute t'orl Prosecution and Defense (1975) &

Consultant, Natronal Commission for Review of Fzderal and State Laws Relatmo to Wnetappmg and
- Electronic Sunexllance (1974-1975).

Consultant, L.E.A.A., Courts Evaluation Conference (1975), Courts Imtratrve Conference (1974),
Sentencmg Conferenee (1973).

-4

N (Cfgns‘}gtant Arnenean Bar Association; Standards Implementation Conference for Law Professors
7 ~ x

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

gorém(lteén’t?’)Natronal Center for State Courts, Research in Criminal Senrencmg Practices, Washmgton, ,' "

PROFESSIONAL ASSOCIATIONS AND ORGANIZATIONS

Association of American Law Schools, Criminal Iustrce Sectron, 1974 Chmrperson-Elect 1975,
1976, Charrperson ' :

ey

Charrperson Publi¢ Safety Commrttee Greater Omaha Chamber, of Commerce (1974—1 975)

- 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
Councﬂ which sets minimum police education standards for the State of Nebraska (1974 - present)

- Vice: Chairperson, Nebraska State Bar Association Comimittees on: Correctronal Law and Practrces
and Mentrl Health (1974 - present).

Charter) Member Amencan Bar Association’ Section -on Law, Science, and Technology (1974 -
present ,

Member, National Association of Crrmmal Defense Attorneys and Public Defenders, Natlonal Council

on Cnme and Delinquency, Law and Society Association, American Academy of Pohtrcal and Social

Sciences, Nebraska Association of Trial Attomeys and Nebraska Assocranon of Criminal Defense
: Attomeys

Admitted to State and Federal Bars of Colorado, April 1972 Admitted to State and Federal Bars of
Nebmska December 1971; member American, Colorado and Nebraska Bar Associations. 7

HONORS AND AWARDS
PROFESSIONAL American Bar Foundation Affrhated Scholar 1972 to 1975

LAW SCHOOL: Full tuition scholarshrp for four years elected to the Order of Samt Fves, University of
Denver Legal Honorary. -

UNDERGRADUATE:  John McMullen S/‘holar, Natronal Ment Scholar Commendatron New York State
Regents Scholar; Department Honors, Political Science Department Recrprent Outstandmg.lumor

. Award, Northwestern University.’ _ /r , i
UNTVERSITY AND COMMUNITY SERVICE EEURRY)

.

Memher ad hoc Unnersrty Committee on development of a computmg facrhty Appornted by Vice-
Presxdent to search committee for Director of Cosnputing Center (1975-1976).

- Advisor and Creighton University Representative to state-wide committee on the. future of Law-
~ Related Edueatron in \lebraska public and parochral schools (1975-197 6). :

V Charrman and cooperanng attomey, \'ebraska le Liberties Umon Omaha Lawyers Panel (1973-
1976). : .
3 jMember Law School Comrmttees on Lrbrary and Contmumg Lega.l Educatron (1 974~197o)

f
Advisor and Creighton Univ ersrty Representatwe to‘State meeting on the future' of Automated Legal

Information Retrieval for \ebraska (1975).

. Panelist, U.S; Civil Rrghts Commrssron Bi-State Conference on Citizen Partlcrpatron in the Cor-
rectional Process (1975).

Pro bono and, compensated professional services in the Douglas: f‘ounty Juvemle Court{ 1973 l975)

R

: Speaker advisor, or pro bono consultant: . Ak-Sar-Ben Chapter. of the Amencan Assocratron of
5 Internal Auditors (advisor in White Collar Cnme), Creighton Conference on Work Alienation, Head -
. ;},r " Start.of Omaha; Greater Omaha Association of- Retarded Citizens and Comnultee on Legal ngnts
: - of the Mentally. Retarded; Crerghton Cu'cle,, Regron I Criminal Justrce Plannmg Conference
. WOW-TV Town Hall \ieetmg RPN : . R
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PUBLICATIONS AND REPORTS o SR - G5

.Co-author (with L. P. Tiffany and Y. Avichai), The Effect of Plea on Senrence an empirical study of

the relationships between plea and punishment in the federal court system, planned for book publi-
~ cation in £376. Research involves a statistical analysis of over 11,000 criminal cases. Article based
_onthis study was published in 4 University of Chicago Journal ofLegal Studies 369 (1975).

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

o 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 1574 and by Nebraska Supreme Court in 1975.

Editor and Co-author, Legal Aspects of Douglas County Corrections (1974).
~ Speech and paper, A ‘Researcher’s View of Cnmmal Justice Information Systems, presented to

Annual Meeting of the Urban and Regional Information Assistance Systems Assoc1at10ns Montreal,
Canida, August 1974, Paper pnnted in the proceedings of that conference.

~ Author, various presentations to: Nebraska 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 relatmg to the establishment of the
Creighton Legal Info nation Center.
TEACHB\G EXPERIEN(’E AND INTERESTS
1975-1976: Negotiable Instmments Criminal Law.

, 1974 1975: Seminar on Legal-Empmcal Studies, Negotiable lnstruments Criminal Law.

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

1973-1974: Admuustranon of Cnmmal Justice, Negotiable Instruments, Criminal Law, Administra-
tion of Criminal Justice Seminar, Director of Cnmma] Justice Clinical Programs. - ,

Summer 1973' Di:ector Ch'nical Internship Program' Criminal Prosecution and Defense.

© 1972-1973: Admlmstrat]on of Criminal Justxce Negonable Instruments Cnmmal Law, Admmmtra-
tion of Criminal Justice Seminar. ' .

Level-of all teaching is Juris Doctor Degree (graduate level).

REFERENCES - ‘

Reverend Donald L. \IacLean S. L. ' "Dean Steven P. Frankino

Vice President and Dean of Faculnes Creighton University

Creighton University ‘ : ‘ School of Law

2500 California Street , ' © 2500 California Street

Omahia, Nebraska 68178 S » Omaha, Nebraska 68178

Dean Robert B. Yegge - . Professor Lawrence P. Tiffany

University of Denver - University of Denver

‘College of Law - e . College of Law

200 West 14th Avenue , <~ 200 West 14th Avenue

Denver, Colorado 80204 C Denver, Colorado 80204
: ¢ ' S // 8 !
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JOELZDMERMAN R S L 8
Crex‘.hton Institute for Busmess Law: i ‘

2500 California Street _ Hawand Soc;a] Research.

Omaha, Nebraska 68178 ' ~ L

Office Telephone 402-536-2609
Home Telephone: 402-334-7548

PERSONAL : E e

Age: 30 o
Family: Married, two children

EDUCATION

GRADUATE Doctor of Philosophy Degree; Experimental Psychology, \!orthwestem ‘University, 1973. .
Dissertation Title: The Effect of Massed and Distributed Presentatzons in Fi ree-RecaII Learning: A
test of the Atfenuana/mf Attention Hypothesis.
; Master of Science Degree; Industrial Psychology, Purdue Umversxty, ]968

; UNDERGRADUATE:' Bachelor of Arts Degree; Psychology, Northwestern University, 1967.
SPECIAL TRAINING PROGRAMS '

. Workshop in Multi-Dimensional Scaling, Bell Laboratories and Umversxty of Pennsylvama
"Philadelphia, Pennsylvama June 7 to June 10, 1972.

PROFESSIONAL EMPLOYMENT

Assocxate Professor of Mzmaoement School of Business Admlmstratlon Crexghton University, June
1975 to present,

Director of Business Programs, Creighton Instltute for Business, Legal and Social Research Creighton
University, J uly 1975 to present. o

Assocxate Director, Social Research, Inc., Chicago, Illinois, Fcbmary 1974 to June 1975
Project Director, Social Research, Inc., Chicago, Illinois, September 1973 to February 1974, 4
Téaching ASsociaté, Experimental Psychology, Northwestern University, June 1969 toyl anuary 1975.

Psychologist 11, C}ucaoo Board of Mental Health, Division of Mental Health, Chicago, Illinois,
September 1968 to July 1970.

CONSULTANTSHIPS

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

Arherican“Manager’h'ent Association

American Marketing Association

Regxstered Psychologist - State of [llinois

Regxstered Psychologlst State of Nebraska (pendmg) ‘

of
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HONORS AND AWARDS | ‘ - c-7

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

UNDERGRADUATE Phi Beta Kappa, 1967, Depanmental honors in Psychology e
PUBLICATIONS: | : ~ | :

Zimmerman, J. Qualitative Fesearch ﬂze Forgotten Art of Science, paper presented to Creighton
Unrverszty Autumn’ Business Conference, September 6, 1975, Creighton Institute for Legal and
Applied Research, Technical Report B-001, 1975.

Nowaczyk, R. H., 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, L '

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

-~

Shaughnessy, J. J., Zimmerman, J., & Underwooci,-B. J. Further (:videhce on ihe MP-DP effect in free-recall
©_learning, Jouma] of Verbal Learning and Verbal Behavior, 1372, 11, 1-12.

R e R

Shaughnessy, J. J., Zimmerman, J., & Underwood, B. J. Recall of massed and distributed items as a function
of the number of different learning cues. Technical Report 1973, Project NR 154-321, Contract
" No. N00014-67-A-0356-0010, Office of Naval Research.

Shaughnessy, J. J., Zimmerman, J., and Underwood, B. J. The spacing effect in the learning of word parrs
and the components of word pairs. - Memory and Cognition, 1974, 2, 142-748.

Underwood, B. 1., Broder, P. K., & Zimmerman, J. Associative matching and cumulative proactive inhi-
bmon BuIIetm of thePsychonomtc Soczerv 1973, 1, 48.

Underwood, B. J., Broder, P. K., & Zrmmerman J, Retention of verbll-dxscrlnunatron lists as a function of
number of prior lists, word frequency, and type of list. Joumal of Experimental Psychology, 1973,
100, 101-105.

Underwood, B. J Reichardt, C. S., & Zimmerman, J. Conceptual assocratrons and verbaldiscrimination
leammg. Amencan JoumaI of Psychology, 1973, 86, 613-615.

Underwood,B.'J . Shaughnessy, 1. 1., & Zimmerman, J. Leaming-to—leam verbal-discrimination lists.
Journal of Verbal Learning and Verbal Behavior, 1972, 11, 96-104.

Underwood, B. J., °Hau;hhessy,J J., & Zimmerman, J. List length and method of presentation on verbal
drscrxmmatxon learning with further evidence on retroaction. Joumal of Experzmental Psychology,
1972,93, 181-187.

Underwood, B. J. Shauchnegsy,l J., & Zimmerman, J. The locus of the retention differences associated
with degree of hierarchical - conceptual structure. Journal of Experimental Psychology, 1974, 102,
850-862 .

a

Underwood, B. J., & Zimmerman, J. Serial retention as a function of hlerarchrcal struature Jaumal of
ExpenmentaIPsychology, 973 99, 236-242.

) Underwood, B. J.,, & memerman J. The syllable asa source of error in mulusvllable word recogmtlon e
Technical Report 1973, Pro;ect NR 154-321,Contract No. \OOOI4~67—A 0356-0010, Office of Nayal -~ = .. .-
Research, Also: Jaumal of Verbzzl Leammgand Verbai Behavior, 1973, 12 701-706.




“Underwood, B. J., & Zunmerman J A companson of the effects of formal similarity among tngrams and

° ! among word triads. Memory and Cognition, 1974,2, 283-288.
' ‘Underwood B.J., Zimmerman, J., & Brown, A. S. Associative interference and recognition memory.
‘ Technical Report 197: Pro;ect NR 154-3"1 Contract No. N00014-67-A- 0336-0010 Ofnce of Naval
| ResearclL
Underwood B. 1., Zimmerman, J., & Freund, J. S. Retention of frequency information thh observatxons on’
‘ tecogmtxon and recall. Jounwl of Erpenmental 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, 1975.
» \ Zimmerman, J., Broder, P. K., Shaughnessy, J. J., & Underwood, B.’J. A recognition test of vocabulary using
signal-detection measures, and some correlates of word and nonword recognition. Technical Report,
1973, Project NR 154-321, Contract No. N00O14-67-A-0356-001G, Office of Naval Research.
Zimmerman, J., Shaughnessy, J. J., & Underwood, B. J. The role of associations in verbddiscﬁnﬁnation
ey - leamning. American Journal of Psychology, 1972, 85, 499-518.
‘ ,; , Zimmerman, J., & Underwood, B. J. Ordinal position knowledge within and across lists as a function of
mstmchonsmfree recall learning. Journal of General Psychology, 1968, 79, 301-307.
“REFERENCES S , e e e
Revererid Donald I, MacLean, S:J. Dr. Jéén 'L Carrica, Dean
Vice-President and Dean of Faculties College of Business Administration
| Creighton University : Creighton University - -
) 2500 California Street ‘ 2500 California Street :
Omaha, Nebraska 68178 - ’ Omaha, Nebraska 68178 =
Dr, Benton J. Underwood ~ - Dr.Benjamin D. Wright
Department of Psychology Department of Education
Northwestern University ~ University of Chicago
Evanston, Illinois 60201 5835 South Klmbark
Chicago, Illinois 60637
“y
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Crerghton Institute for Busrness Law and Social Research
- 2500 California Street

. Omaha, Neoraska 68178

Home Telephone:. 407-334-7877 ‘ R - -

. PROFESSIONALE\IPLOYMENT S - ) A

LAWRENCE A. MAZZOTTA

<t

OfﬁceTelr’phone 40’7-3363384 :

PERSONAL '

"Age: 28
Farmly Mamed

EDUCATION

GRADUATE: Master of Public Admmrstratron Degree; Maxwerl School of Crtrzenshlp and
Pubhc Affairs,  Syracuse Umversrty, 1974 ' ‘

UNDERGRADUATE Bachelor of Scrence Degree in Urban Afralrs College of Pubhc Affarrs
and Commumty Servrces Umversaty of Nebrasl\a Omaha, 1972. ~

Assistant Director, Crerchton Institute for Busmess Legal and Social Research, ‘
. August 1,1975t0 pre.,e‘rt ,

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

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

Assrstant ‘to the Director, Metropohtan Studies Program, Syracuse Umversrty,‘
September 1973 to June 1974. e w

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

| Assrstant Data Services Coordmator Center for Applied Urban Research Umversrty of
Nebraska, Omaha, September 1971 to September 1972. : :

53.11' Training Specialist, United States Air Force, Honorably Diac,barged, 1971.

-
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PROF ESSIONAL ASSOCIATIO\S AND ORGANIZAT!O\!S

Amencan Society for Pubhc Adnumstranon.ﬁ T : e
. it . : :

- ¥ \ 4 N R

Intemanonal City Managers Assocmtmn
American Management Association

Vice-Chairman, Eastern Nebraska Human Services Agency Planning Committee (1‘975)2

~ Chairman, Eastern Nebraska Commumty Office on Re*ardatlon HOme Services
. Dehvery Comnuttee (1974)

2 Greater Omaha Association for Retarded Citizens

HONORS AND AWARDS - | - A SR

GRADUATE: R1chard KmtI Mellon FCHOWShlp m Govemment Maxwell School Syracuse
Umvermty

UNDERGRADUATE: Gamma Theta Upsﬂon International Honorary Geooraph_\c Society;
Experiment i in International L1v1n° Scho]arshlp, ﬁrst alternate.

RESEARCH ACTIVITIES T - : T | .
Paper, Proposal for the Nationalization of Physician Licensure

Paper, Health Services Index - 'City of Omaha

! - Paper, Metropolztan Omaha Educational Prof le
‘Paper Changes in PubIzc Awareness by Private Induf ny

| Paper, Socio-Economic Indicators — City of Omaha

~  REFERENCES

Reverend Donald I. MacLean, S. J. Frank J. Menolascino, M. D.

Vice President and Dean of Faculties Nebraska Psychiatric Institute ~

Creighton University “University of Nebraska College of Medicine

2500 California Street 602 South 45th Street -

Omaha, Nebraska 68178 o " Omaha, Nebraska 68106 o

James Carroll, Ph. D. ' Roy W. Bahl, Ph. D. ,

Director, Public Admmlstratxon Program Director, Metropolitan Studies Program

Maxwell School of Citizenship and Pubhc Affairs Maxwell School of Citizenship and Public Affairs

Syracuse University -+ . , . Syracuse University 2
607 University Avenue : 607 University Avenue \

Syracuse, New York 13210 Syracuse, New York 13210

J
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- Crelohfon In ptltute for Busmess Law and Social Research e

WALTER M. CA’LINGER

/ 2 . : B ‘
N B jl

2500 California Street

Omaha, Nebyraska 68178

Office Telephone: 402-536-2584
Home Telephone: 402-345-4618

PERSONAL =~ . S .

Age: 35 . .. o
Farmly Marned :one chﬂd S

EDUCATION

LAW: Crelcllton Umversﬂy School of Law; Second Year Stud ent

Oy

GRADUATE: Doctor of Plulosophy Degree; Education Research and Guidance, Ohio State

Umvermty, 1970. Dlssertatlon Title: lee Disadvan taged Child.

\\ Master of Science Degree; Guidance and Counsehn Purdue Umversxty, 1962.

//

UNDERGRADUATIZ Bachelor of Sc1ence Degree; Mathematics, Ohio University, 1960.

7

PROF. bSSIONAL EMPLOYMENT

//

Research Associate, Creighton Institute for Business, Legal and Social Research,
September 25, 1975 to present.

Director of Institutional Research, Associate Professor of Education, West Vu‘gmxa
College of Graduate Studies, 1974 to September 1975.

Assistant Professor of Education, College of Education, Department of Counéelor
Education, University of Nebraska, Omaha, 1973 - 1974. '

Director and s mmpm Author of the Pmposal for a Title TV PrOJect entitled An

. Institute and Resource ,fmd Communications Unit designed to aid schools, school

personnel and school related personnei with educational problems occasioned by
desegration and the lack of responsiveness on the part of the educational structure to
multi-cultural education, 1971-1974.

Assistant Director, Division of Computer Services and Stanstxcal Reports State of
Ohio Department of Education, 1966-1970.

PROFESSIONAL ASSOCIATIONS AND ORGANIZATIONS

American Educational Research Association .~ o -

American Personnel and Guidance Association

R
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nomms AND AWARDS EO - -
4 , GRADUATE General Motors Scholarslup
( . UNDERGRADUATE Naflonal Defense Educatxon Act.
| - M:.\Robert Greer ' " Dr.Richard Stranges
Asmst\mt Superintendent for Urban Education . Assistant Director, Counseling Center e
* Ohio State Départment ofPubhc Instruction - Ohio State Unlversuy RS . B
2591 Floribunda Drive : 6316 Sky Way . , T
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