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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Douglas County Comprehensive Juvenile Services Plan serves two crucial purpose areas.
First, it enables public and private entities within Douglas County to apply for federal and state
juvenile justice and services funding through the Nebraska Crime Commission (NCC). Second, it
provides a structure and foundation for the community to work collectively and efficiently
regarding the needs of our juvenile population and solutions for youth issues.

The Douglas County Plan has evolved to its current status over several planning and
implementation cycles, through continuous and expanding collaborations among the public and
private sectors of youth serving organizations and individuals throughout the community.

Topic areas identified in the previous and current Plan have been refined into specific
mobilization and organizational priorities for the 2012 — 2015 Plan. The most global of each will
be listed as the identified priority area, with additional priorities listed on the individual priority
area sections and Committee Work Plans. Not listed by any particular order of prevalence or
importance, the following are the 2012 — 1015 priority areas:

#* Reduce barriers to attendance challenges for youth in Douglas County and the Omaha Metro.

* Increase effective services to youth and Reduce re-traumatizing events caused through the
continued disconnect between the Provider Community (representing youth needs) and the
systems/ policies in place to support youth.

* Provide centralization of information sharing, communication, and collaboration
opportunities for the juvenile justice system and juvenile service providers in Omaha and
Douglas County in order to ensure the greatest collective impact on each of the areas of
identified need for youth.

#* |dentify and develop strategies to address issues of Disproportionate Minority Contact (DMC)
within the target populations identified through work with the Burns Institute.

#* Utilize core Juvenile Detention Alternatives Initiative (JDAI) strategies to restructure policy
and practice to create strategic, collective system improvements and reform to most efficiently
use resources to most effectively serve youth.

#* Reduce the number of unstably housed youth in the Metro-area.

#* Reduce recidivism and barriers to success for youth re-entering home placements following
disruptions in home, school, and community as a result of formal legal actions.

#* Reduce incidence of youth violence and exposure to violence through strategic, holistic
community-wide efforts.
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2012-2015 County Plan priority areas were informed through a collective process of review of
community efforts surrounding current priorities, focused committee work, surveys, facilitated
discussions, research, and data.

This process could not have been achieved without the continuous work of countless service
providing groups and agencies throughout Douglas County and the Metro Area, in conjunction
with system and public sector professionals from the County, City, and State.

Enhancements within the contents of priority area work include all of the following:
e Addition of two areas: system reform and homeless, near homeless, and runaway youth

e Increased spotlight on underlying factors and causation; increased prevention focus
e Attention to assets and strengths of individual youth and the community

e Inclusion of youth and family voice

e Increased availability of data to drive efforts and strategies

Priority areas represent differing levels of concern and need for youth and community well-
being. Some priorities are focused on juvenile justice system points, while others are
concerned with issues effecting youth over a dual county region. The scopes of these priorities
are reflected by the unique compositions of the representative committees and initiatives.

Similarly, each priority area will differ in level of engagement, scope of outreach, frequency of
outcomes, short and long term strategies, individual content, and sense of urgency.

The varying efforts represented in this Plan will be updated more frequently as a result of the
latest county planning process. Updates on strategy progress and opportunities for
engagement will be available through the website, as well as links to additional technological
enhancements becoming available in the fall of 2012.

Committee and/or initiative contact information for each area is also available on the Douglas
County Juvenile Justice and Provider Website: http://jipf.co.douglas.ne.us/

It is not feasible to name the individual agencies and efforts who make collective work possible.
Success in service to youth is truly dependent upon the collective work of the community. On
behalfof the youth we serve, we extend a thank you to all who partner in these efforts. Thank
you also to the entities who make funding and technical assistance possible: the Nebraska
Legislature, staff at the Nebraska Crime Commission, the Nebraska Coalition for Juvenile Justice
(NCJJ), the NCJJ County Planning Advisory Committee, the Juvenile Justice Institute at UNO, and
the State Office of Violence Prevention.
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Community Team Section

The 2012 — 2015 County Plan was
developed by means of the same
foundation and methods used for the 2009
— 2011 County Plan. The Plan was
orchestrated under the direction of the
Juvenile Justice and Provider Forum (JJPF), a
partnership between Douglas County and
the City of Omaha. The JJPF is the working
group charged with facilitating and utilizing
the Plan as an active guide in addressing
issues effecting juveniles in Douglas County
and the Metro-Omaha area.

County Plan oversight has continued to be
provided through the Douglas County
Board’'s Child and Youth Services
Committee and the Juvenile Justice System
Coordinating Council (JJCC).

The 2012 — 2015 Plan has been enhanced
through increased collective focus regarding
juvenile issues over the past three years.

JJPF;

The primary focus of the Juvenile Justice
and Provider Forum (JJPF) is active
utilization of the Plan. The JJPF was formed
as a direct result of the 2006 — 2008 Plan.
One of the priority areas listed in that Plan
states, “Create a juvenile justice forum to
regularly meet to network, report on local
programming efforts, discuss grant
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applications, and serve as a catalyst for the
community.” The JJPF provides information
sharing, communication, and collaboration
opportunities for the juvenile justice system
and youth serving providers in Douglas
County and across the Omaha Metro. Every
other month, the JJPF meetings serve three
primary roles:

1. Communication and open forum on
programs, services, and legislative issues, as
well as opportunities for trainings involving
cross-cutting themes;

2. Reports from standing sub-committees
(representing each of the Plan priority
areas), feedback and Q and A with
subcommittee chairs; and

3. Policy recommendations to the Juvenile
Justice Coordinating Council.

This group is open to anyone wishing to
attend and participate. Meetings are
typically attended by professionals from
both public and private sectors, including all
of the following: the service providing
community (wide array of providers - from
specific programs to agencies, from shelter
services to recreational opportunities, from
behavioral health to education or
employment support); schools; funding
organizations, community/ youth activists,
and family support organizations. Public
sector participants include: Juvenile
Probation; the Omaha Police Department;
Mayor’s Office grants and youth services
staff, elected officials and Health and
Human Services. Douglas County
professionals regularly attending these
meetings include Juvenile Assessment
Center, County Administration, Douglas
County Board, Juvenile Court, Juvenile
County Attorneys Office and Youth
Detention Center.



Committees or initiative working groups are
comprised of stakeholders most interested
in and affected by the priority areas
identified in the Plan. The JJPF has
partnered with groups and initiatives
already established in the community,
focused on these areas, where possible.
Representatives from these groups provide
activity summaries during JJPF meetings,
forward notices and requests for partnering
routinely as needed, participate in grant
collaborations, and actively work through
the strategies within the priority areas.

JCC:
The Juvenile Justice System Coordinating
Council (JJCC) is comprised of key gate
keepers and policy makers from all justice
system agencies. Douglas County
Commissioner Chris Rodgers and Nicole
Goaley, head of the Douglas County
Attorney Juvenile Division, provide
leadership for this council. The JJCC
purpose is to provide a forum for solution
based collaboration and problem solving
among key juvenile justice agencies by:
. Providing input into legislative
reforms impacting the juvenile justice
system.
. Providing support and oversight of
the Juvenile Services Comprehensive Plan
and the Juvenile Justice Provider Forum.
o Seeking to better resource the
Douglas County juvenile Justice System by
identifying new funding sources and
identifying ways in which existing
resources can be redeployed in ways that
will strengthen the juvenile justice system.
. Building knowledge and
partnerships to develop results-driven
policies and services for the juvenile justice
system.
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Planning Process:

During the current Plan cycle collective
focus and enhancements to process and
participation have yielded a more active
planning format.

The JJPF began facilitating grant application
collaborations in 2010, bringing higher
levels of engagement and increased focus
on the priority areas.

This Plan cycle recognized enhancements in
routine information sharing as well. A
weekly to bi-monthly “JJPF Update” has
been compiled and emailed to the listserv,
containing information regarding each of
the priority areas, as well as any notices
pertaining to services to youth. The JJPF
website was developed as a resource for
this information, as a central location that
any interested person could access at any
time. This website can be viewed at:
http://ijpf.co.douglas.ne.us/home

The 2012 - 2015 Plan received specific
focus via the JIPF activities through the
following opportunities:
° April and August 2011 Large Group
Forum Discussions
° JIPF Priority Area Survey
o Juvenile Justice Institute County
Planning Survey
° October 2011 Collective Impact
Discussion
o Advisory Committee to the
Nebraska Coalition for Juvenile Justice
(NCJJ) participation by JIPF co-chairs

° Priority area committee meetings
exclusively set for planning
° Updates to the Juvenile Justice

System Coordinating Council
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Juvenile Justice System Analysis tool:

The Juvenile Justice System Analysis Tool
assists communities and jurisdictions in
examination of issues related directly to
systems, policy, and statutes.

This tool provides system stakeholders a
roadmap of system points, actions and
decisions occurring at those points, and
collateral outcomes resulting from those
actions, policies, and procedures.

This Tool was updated during this County
Planning period, in 2011, by the Juvenile
Justice System Coordinating Council (JJCC).

During the 2012 — 2015 County Plan cycle, as
changes occur (via statute or local practices
and policies), and as system reform progress
is made, this Tool will be updated by the
Juvenile Justice System Coordinating Council.
<see Appendix for full Juvenile Justice System
Analysis Tool>
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Community Stabilizing Efforts Review
Douglas County Summary:

The Community Planning process is
instrumental in getting communities on a
path of reaching Collective Impact in order to
successfully improve the overall community
for youth and families.

Collective Impact is the disciplined effort to
bring together various organizationsin a
community to establish a common vision,
adopt a shared set of measurable goals and
pursue evidence-based action that reinforce
one another’s work and further those goals.
Impact is through integration of efforts.
These efforts surrounding youth and family
issues in Douglas County are coordinated
through the supportive backbone
organization of the Juvenile Justice and
Provider Forum (JJPF). The importance liesin
that this is a community effort, taking time to
build trust, and to build a common table. The
commitment of the members of JIPF—
important parties from different youth
and/or family sectors in Douglas County—is
apparent. The priorities and accompanying
strategies set forth through the committees
of JJPF serves as the common agenda. The
quality of the cooperative action of JIPF acts
as a model of how community planning
should operate:

e Efforts to improve the community for
youth and families are impacted
across sectors which in turn effects
youth in multiple areas—Homeless
Youth, DMC, Attendance, Behavioral
Health, Violence, Re-Entry, and the
like.

Douglas County Comprehensive Juvenile Services Plan 2012 - 2015

e When a county, such as Douglas
County, has multiple initiatives to
help youth and families, a backbone
or support organization to coordinate
all the groups and activities is most
beneficial to the community.

e As allis coordinated, activities and
efforts can be mutually reinforced by
this coordinating body. Planscan be
braided, work shared, and resources
and funding sought in a way that
helps all.

e JJPFiswell-positioned to report and
communicate to interested leaders
and parties in the community about
the state of Douglas County’s youth,
how issues are being solved, who is
tasked with efforts, and resources
utilized.

e As the efforts in Douglas County
surrounding youth are too large to
deal with in a single survey to
coordinate, JJPF serves to track ideas,
progress, and outcomes of each of
the topic areas.

As the processes for community planning are
continually improved and worked on by the
Community Planning Advisory Committee of
the Nebraska Coalition for Juvenile Justice,
planning will evolve, taking into
consideration the successes and potential of
committees like JJPF to serve as a model of
trying to achieve Collective Impact for youth
and family issues.

Julie L. Rogers, 1D

Community Planning Coordinator
Juvenile Justice Institute
University of Nebraska at Omaha



Community Description

Geographic and Transportation Overview:
Douglas County is located on the center of
the eastern border of Nebraska. The entire
Eastern edge of the County is bordered by
the Missouri River, forming a natural State
line boundary with lowa. The county spans
an area of 340 square miles and contains a
population of over 517,110 according to the
2010 census. Juveniles ages 18 and under
make up over one quarter of the population
in Douglas County. It is a predominately
urban area; the most heavily populated area
of state, representing over 30 % of the total
state population. The city of Omaha falls
largely in Douglas County. Other cities,
towns, or villages in the county include (all or
parts of): Valley, Ralston, Waterloo,
Bennington, Elkhorn, Boys Town, Elk City, and
Carter Lake, lowa. The Omaha metro area is
estimated to have a population of over
810,000. The other mostly urban counties
which border Douglas County are
Pottawatomie County (Council Bluffs), lowa,
and Sarpy County (which includes Offutt Air
Force Base, Bellevue, LaVista, Papillion, and
Gretna, Springfield). While citizens
comprising the 810,000 metro population
statistics may reside in the bordering
counties of Sarpy and Cass County, NE and
Potawatomi County, IA, many of these
individuals either work, attend school, visit or
travel through Douglas County daily.

Douglas County is the central portion of what
is considered the Greater Omaha
Metropolitan Area. U.S. Interstate Highways
29 and 80 intersect Douglas County, and four
U.S. and eight state highways converge in the
area. Omaha is also home to three major
railroads, including Union Pacific
Headquarters, making it one of the largest
rail centers in the U.S. Eppley Airfield is

Omaha’s major regional airport, providing
more than 200 flights daily. Metropolitan
Area Transit (MAT) also provides bus
transportation to over 12 million passengers
annually.

Economics:

Douglas County is a part of the Greater
Omaha Metropolitan Area, which also
includes the Nebraska Counties of Sarpy,
Cass, Saunders, and Washington, as well as
Hamilton, Pottawatomie, and Mills Counties
in lowa.

According to the Greater Omaha Economic
Development Partnership Cost of Living
Overview, “A survey of 300 U.S. cities reveals
that the relative price levels for consumer
goods and services in Greater Omaha are
consistently 10 - 12% below the national
index of 100 for six major components”.
Douglas County is home to five Fortune 500
Companies. Census data from 2010 shows
Median Household Income 2006-2010 in
Douglas County at $51,878. However,
persons living below the poverty line at
13.1%, and 17.6% of children at this rate.
Economic disparity with regard to race within
Douglas County is among the highest in the
nation. Accordingtoa 2011 Omaha World
Herald article, “Among America's 100 largest
metro areas, Omaha has the third-highest
black poverty rate. Worse yet, its percentage
of black children in poverty ranks No. 1 in the
nation, with nearly six of 10 black kids living
below the poverty line.”,
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Historic and Natural Attractions:

Within Douglas County, the City of Omaha
contains 200 parks (15 public pools), more
than 80 paved trail miles, and 14 community
centers. Other natural attractions include:
Glenn Cunningham and Zorinsky Lakes, as
well as Levi Carter, N.P. Dodge, Standing Bear
Lake, and Tranquility Parks. Douglas County
is also host to numerous recreational,
cultural, retail and sporting opportunities.
Arts and entertainment opportunities are too
numerous to name, and include: performing
arts (Rose Children’s Theater, Holland Center,
Orpheum Theater, Film Streams, community
theaters), artists studios (Kent Bellows,
Kaneko, Hot Shops, Omaha Children’s
Museum, Joslyn Museum, Bemis Center), and
recreational venues and events such as: the
Henry Doorly Zoo, events and concerts at the
Century Link Center, outdoor concerts during
the summer, and the College World Series, as
well as countless community and cultural
events throughout the year.

Douglas County is also home to several
historic sites. These include: General Crook
House Museum and Fort Dodge Campus,
Boys Town, Florence Historic District, Joslyn
Castle, Keirle Historic Home, Mormon Trail
Visitors Center at Historic Winter Quarters,
Omaha Historic Old Market, and Freedom
Park. In addition, history is marked in the
following Douglas County museums:
Czechoslovak Museum, Durham Western
Heritage Museum - Omaha's History
Museum, Great Plains Black History Museum,
Nebraska Jewish Historical Museum, and El
Museo Latino. Finally, the County reveres
sites of birth places for Malcolm X and Gerald
Ford.

Educational opportunities:

Educational opportunities within the County
are quite numerous and varied. There are
seven public school districts falling within the
County. These include Bennington and
Douglas County West, as well as Elkhorn,
Ralston, Millard, Westside, and Omaha Public
Schools. These seven districts all fall within
the eleven-district “Learning Community of
Douglas and Sarpy Counties”. The Nebraska
Department of Education also lists over one
dozen private or Rule 14 schools in Douglas
County. Douglas County is home to
Metropolitan Community College, eight other
large private colleges, and two public
universities, including: Bellevue University
(with campuses in Douglas and Sarpy
Counties), Clarkson College, College of Saint
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Mary, Creighton University, Grace University,
ITT Technical Institute, Nebraska Christian
College, Nebraska Methodist College, The
University of Nebraska at Omaha and the
University of Nebraska Medical Center.

Population Details:

Although Douglas County varies widely in
population density, it is considered 98%
urban; 2% rural. Most heavily populated
areas of the county fall in the eastern and
southern sections, while the further western
and northern sections are more rural.

The Douglas County population is diverse.
According the 2010 Census, 76% of residents

2010 Douglas County Population Density:

are Caucasian, 11.6% are African American,
2.7% Asian, and 8.5% other. While no formal
data count is available currently, it is
estimated there are between 20,000 to
30,000 refugees from other countries
(primarily African nations) living and working
in Douglas County, with 7,000 to 11,000 of

g those being in the juvenile population.

Juveniles under the age of 18 make up 26 %
of the total Douglas County population. The
distribution of race and gender among the
juvenile population is similar to that of the
entire Douglas County population. The
juvenile population of Douglas County is 79 %
white, 17% African American, with the
remaining 4 % listed as American Indian,
Asian, Pacific Islander or Other. Douglas
County also reports 12% of the juvenile
population as being of Hispanic/ Latino
ethnicity. The over 81,000 juveniles under
the age of 18 in Douglas County attend any of
the seven public school districts, while an
estimated 21,000 students under the age of
18 attending parochial and/ or private
schools in the Omaha Metro area.
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Douglas County Priority Areas

#¥* Reduce barriers to attendance challenges for youth in Douglas County and the Omaha
Metro.

* Increase effective services to youth and reduce re-traumatizing events caused through the
continued disconnect between the provider community (representing youth needs) and the
systems/ policies in place to support youth.

¥ Provide centralization of information sharing, communication, and collaboration
opportunities for the juvenile justice system and juvenile service providers in Omaha and
Douglas County in order to ensure the greatest collective impact on each of the areas of
identified need for youth.

* |dentify and develop strategies to address issues of Disproportionate Minority Contact
(DMC) within the target populations identified through work with the Burns Institute.

#* Utilize core Juvenile Detention Alternatives Initiative (JDAI) strategies to restructure policy
and practice to create strategic, collective system improvements and reform to most efficiently
use resources to most effectively serve youth.

#* Reduce the number of unstably housed youth in the Metro Area.

#* Reduce recidivism and barriers to success for youth re-entering home placements following
disruptions in home, school, and community as a result of formal legal actions.

#* Reduce incidence of youth violence and exposure to violence through strategic, holistic
community-wide efforts.
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Reduce barriers to attendance challenges
for youth in Douglas County and the Omaha
Metro.

Attendance challenges have long been
identified as the priority area “Truancy”
throughout County Plans and community
initiative work in Douglas County (and the
Douglas — Sarpy County collaboratives).

The Metropolitan Child Advocacy Coalition
(MCAC) hosted a committee for overa
decade whose focus was the varying levels of
attendance challenges, through law
involvement regarding compulsory
attendance laws. The “MCAC Truancy Task
Force” served as the representation for this
priority area in the past Plan. This committee
consisted of over 60 professionals from the
public and private sectors in both Douglas
and Sarpy Counties, as well as numerous
school districts. Two significant community-
wide accomplishments resulted from the
work of this committee, as mentioned in the
last County Plan. First, the MCAC committee
developed a uniform “Truancy Referral
Form” used among all districts in both
counties. Second, the committee
orchestrated two trainings with

Christopher A. Kearney, PhD, from the
University of Nevada Las Vegas (UNLV).

Dr. Kearney, developed the School Refusal

Assessment Scale (SRAS) and serves as
Director of the UNLV Chitd School Refusal
and Anxiety Disorders Clinic. These trainings
focused on assessment and interventions,
and were each attended by over 350
professionals from across school, justice, and
community providing agencies in Douglas
and Sarpy Counties.

Although the committee included many
stakeholders, policy and legislation were
among the challenges the committee could
not address. During this County Plan cycle,
the MCAC Truancy Task Force members
disbanded as they worked on various
pressing issues throughout the community.
Following the passage of Nebraska Legislative
Bill 800, which required schools forward
referrals for the status offense of Truancy to
the County Attorney at 20 days missed in a
single school year, the County Attorney
Office and the Court system saw an
unprecedented increase in formal referrals.
That Legislation was revised again during the
following session as a result of wide-scale
feedback from parents and schools. The
justice system and schools both stretched
existing resources and re-examined internal
processes, while the private and non-profit
community providers re-evaluated areas of
focus along the spectrum of school
attendance and supports through re-
engagement. Resulting initiatives have
changed the landscape of how the
community is addressing attendance and
school success in Douglas (and Sarpy) County.

Community studies cited in the Omaha World
Herald in 2009 note students who miss no
more than four days per year have a 92%
chance of graduating, while those absent 10
to 14 days are at 77%. For those missing over
20 days, the rate of graduation falls to 33%.,
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As we move into the 2012 — 2015 Plan, the
Douglas County Attorney Juvenile Division
now houses a “Truancy Unit” of full-time
attorneys, support staff, and system partners
to meet the triage and processing demands
of referrals.

During the 2010-2011 school year, the
County Attorney received 3099 referrals. As
of May 31, 2012, referrals for the 2011-2012
school year totaled 3,416 (referrals received
from eight public school districts, as well as
private and parochial schools).

In addition, the Superintendents of the 11
area school districts which make up the
Learning Community of Douglas and Sarpy
Counties planned strategic intervention
toward prevention. Initially “The
Superintendents’ Plan to Improve Student
Attendance in Douglas and Sarpy Counties”,
in 2012 “Greater Omaha Attendance and
Learning Services (GOALS)” operates under a
governing board of the 11 district
superintendants, in conjunction with the
County Attorney’s Truancy Unit and
numerous system and community youth
serving agencies.

According to the County Planning Survey,
93.7% of respondents agreed or strongly

agreed that attendance challenges should
remain a priority in the 2012 — 2015 Plan.

Strongly Agree
m Agree

- Neither Agree
or Disagree

MR Disagree
Bl Strongly Disagree

Large scale policy and practice changes
during the last Plan period resulted in
fragmented information, and mis-
information regarding the issues of
attendance and truancy. Just two months
prior to this Plan completion, numerous
professionals initiated a new, collective effort
with the following announcement:

“As you know, excessive school
absenteeism and truancy cut across all
children's services in our community both
public and private. With the passage of
LB80O, LB643, & LB933, Douglas and Sarpy
counties have responded with
groundbreaking new structures, innovative
new services as well as new service
programming to address the issue. These
changes are the result of not only urgent
planning to meet the enormous challenge,
but have also been the result of over 10 years
of ongoing training, work and planning in
multidisciplinary committees and work
groups. We have come a long way. So
what's next?

With our community now mobilized
on this complex issue, itis time once again to
more formally resume planning discussions
on how best to move forward. A group is
gathering to strategically and specifically
focus on the varying levels of school
attendance issues and solutions. You are
invited to a meeting with a working title
called "The Coalition" with the immediate
purpose of identifying both what is available
and operating, as well as what is still needed
as a natural result of the sweeping changes
that have occurred in the last 18-24 months.”

The Coalition is moving quickly to ensure
broad-based communication and inclusion of
all community stakeholders in strategic
efforts. Efforts are focused on solutions, as
well as addressing underlying causation,
reduction of barriers, and prevention.
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Attendance Work Plan — June 2012

Priorities

Strategies/ Implementation Steps

Responsible Parties

Completion
Date

1. Reduce barriers to attendance
challenges foryouth in Douglas
County and the Omaha Metro.

1. Identify a single group
strategically and specifically
focused on the varying levels of
attendance challenges who will
represent this area of need for
Douglas County within the JJPF.
2. ldentify goals and objectives of
this committee with other JJPF/
priority area-focused groups.

Coalition Members

July 2012

July 2012

2. Provide to the community an
outline of areas of need regarding

1. Map (by topic area) providers

Coalition Members

July 2012 and

throughout the community who ongoing
collective work, as well as specific address the varying needs of youth
providers for targeted referrals. who experience attendance

barriers.
3. Share identified goals and 1. Provide information via Coalition Members ongoing

objectives of this committee;
information, strategies, and
partnership opportunities with other
JJPF/ priority area-focused groups in
order to address these challenges
with a collective, holistic approach.

Committee meetings and JJPF
Website, Updates, and Large Group
Forums.

Douglas County Comprehensive Juvenile Services Plan 2012 - 2015
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Increase effective services to youth and
Reduce re-traumatizing events caused
through the continued disconnect between
the Provider Community (representing
youth needs) and the systems/ policies in
place to support youth.

Mental health and substance use and abuse
issues have been long-identified areas of
concern for youth in both the Douglas
County juvenile justice system, and the
youth population at large.

2012 - 2015 County Planning Survey results
indicate 88.5% of respondents agreed or
strongly agreed that specific behavior
health concerns should remain as Plan, and
community, priorities.

St ongly Agree
m Agree

Neither Agree
or Disagree

mm Disagres
E Svongly Disagree

The Juvenile Justice and Provider Forum
(JJPF) Adolescent Behavioral Health
Committee has identified three priorities to
address the most underlying and
prevention-oriented needs shown among
youth in Douglas County. These priorities
include the main priority listed at the top of
this section, as well as:

2. Increase awareness of, effects of, and
treatment for youth who have experienced
trauma.

3. Increase opportunities for youth to
receive appropriate and effective use of
early assessment and identification of
needs, prior to intersections with the formal
justice system.

Douglas County Comprehensive Juvenile Services Plan 2012 - 2015

Research shows that while up to 34 percent
of children in the United States have
experienced at least one traumatic event,
between 75 and 93 percent of youth
entering the juvenile justice system
annually in this country are estimated to
have experienced some degree of trauma.
Additionally, only about a third of justice
system youth with mental disorders have
received prior treatment in the
community.q

Parallel to national statistics, youth entering
the juvenile justice system in Douglas
County show a high need for behavioral
health interventions. In Douglas County
one half of all youth coming to the
attention of the County Attorney for law
violations are offered a formal risk and
needs assessment and behavioral health
screening at the Juvenile Assessment
Center. The Diagnostic Predictive Scale
(DPS) Behavioral Health Screening shows
results present, possible, or absent across
the 17 most commonly occurring mental
health diagnosis in the adolescent
population. These indicate if provided a full
evaluation, the youth would likely receive a
formal diagnosis in that area. In 2011, 61%
of all youth assessed, screened positive.
Nearly 20% screened positive in one area,
while the remaining 41% showed present
for two or more areas. 30 youth screened
positive in 10 — 14 areas.

Other indications of need regarding youth
experiencing behavioral health crisis in
Douglas County are reflected in emergency
room visits. The Alegent Behavioral Health
Care Systems emergency room assessed
1952 youth in 2011, admitting 988 for
further stabilization and treatment
planning. All evaluations and treatment
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planning at Alegent is founded in Trauma
Informed Care.

During the past year, Region 6 has
increased focus on crisis response and
critical need areas for juveniles. The Region
is providing funding in three key areas:

1. Mobile Crisis Response Teams are called
upon by law enforcement to assist with risk
assessment, provide crisis intervention,
crisis stabilization and refer consumers to
community mental health resources. The
goal of this program is to avoid the need for
an Emergency Protective Custody hold or
inpatient psychiatric hospitalization.s

2. Rapid Response (receiving immediate
referrals from the Juvenile Assessment
Center and County Attorneys office) reduce
need for formal justice system involvement
with immediate and intensive intervention
services and case management.

3. Licensed Mental Health Practitioners at
the Douglas County Youth Center reduce
physical altercations and escalations, the
need for emergency room visits, and re-
traumatizing events, as well as providing
transition recommendations for youth.

The Nebraska Family Helpline received
more than 1700 calls, made by 1200
families, from Douglas County in 2011.

The Top 3 Child Issues reported by parents:
o Not Following  Family  Rules
(80% of families)

° Child Being Aggressive at Home
(62% of families)
° Arguing with Authority Figures
(60% of families)

Child Age Ranges | Percent
4 and younger 4%
5to8 8%
9to 12 17%
13to 16 53%
17 to 18 17%
19 and older 1%

58% of identified children were male;
42% were female

The Top 5 zip codes for calls: 68111, 68164,
68124, 68134, 68107

68104

68154 = 68114 68132

3010

68144 6glos /| 68105 | ¢

68127 i 68117

68137

Representatives from all areas mentioned
participate in the (JJPF) Adolescent
Behavioral Health Committee and will
utilize current data from these and
additional sources to evaluate strategy
outcomes.
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Behavioral Health Work Plan — June 2012

Goals

Implementation Steps

Who

Completion Date

1. Increase effective services to youth and
Reduce re-traumatizing events caused through
the continued disconnect between the Provider
Community (representing youth needs) and the
systems/ policies in place to support youth.

1. Identify Strategies across each
of these topic areas (to include
single-event education
opportunities in conjunction with
groups most focused in these
areas):

e System transformation -
expedited process (Service
Providers willing to flex)

e Education — community

e Education — policy makers

e Bottom up and top down
education

e Relationship building

e Accountability mechanism

e Identify key leaders who can
assist in ensuring commitment
to change/ reform

BH Committee

(strategy identification by
December 2012)

2. Increase awareness of, effects of, and
treatment for youth who have experienced
trauma.

1. Identify Strategies across each
of these topic areas (to include
single-event education
opportunities in conjunction with
groups most focused in these
areas):

BH Committee

(strategy identification by
December 2012)

Douglas County Comprehensive Juvenile Services Plan 2012 - 2015
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e Stigma

e Education — community

e Education — policy makers
e Expedited process

e Work with Violence groups

3. Increase opportunities for youth to receive
appropriate & effective use of early assessment
and identification of needs, prior to intersections
with the formal justice system.

Collaborate with each of the

following to identify strategies

(and recommend existing systems

improvements):

e Family Support

e School Partnerships

e Education

e Continued focus on stigma as a
barrier

BH Committee

(strategy identification by
December 2012)

Douglas County Comprehensive Juvenile Services Plan 2012 - 2015
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Provide centralization of information sharing,
communication, and collaboration
opportunities for the juvenile justice system
and juvenile service providers in Omaha and
Douglas County in order to ensure the
greatest collective impact on each of the
areas of identified need for youth.

The Nebraska Crime Commission and the
Juvenile Justice Institute encourage counties
and communities to utilize “Collective
Impact” in planning and priority area work.
Collective Impact differs from traditional
initiative structures such as: networking,
partnerships, coalitions, and collaborations in
institutional and behavioral change. The
previous bring together various segments to
solve a particular problem at a point in time,
but large scale and sustained changes do not
typically occur. Collective Impact is a long-
term shift in work, perception, process that
evolves over several years. It forces the issue
of moving out of planning for the purpose of
funding and in to planning for the purpose of
broader outcomes (impact).

Research shows that successful collective
impact initiatives typically have five
conditions that together produce true
alignment and lead to powerful results: a
common agenda, shared measurement
systems, mutually reinforcing activities,
continuous communication, and backbone
support organizations.s

The Juvenile Justice and Provider Forum
(JJPF) has served as the backbone support for
the collective work encompassed in the
County Plan for the last two Plan cycles.

JJPF activities include:

. Facilitation of grant collaborations
and applications each year beginning in
2010, including: Juvenile Services, Office of
Violence Prevention, Office of Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention, and the
Bureau of Justice Assistance

° Trainings conducted, such as “Using
Evidence Based Principles with Juvenile
Justice Clients” and “Collaborative Problem
Solving”

° Focus group discussions such as
hosting a Building Bright Futures Directions
and Diploma (D2) strategic planning
meeting, and a meeting focused on summer
opportunities for youth

° Continuous communication through
regular meetings, email updates, sub-
committee work, and website hosting for all
priority area and youth related information
° Presentations at Large Group Forum
meetings from community providers such
as: Ted E. Bear Hollow grief support, Big
Brothers Big Sisters Mentoring, and
Youthlinks

o Hosting discussions focused on
legislative and funding issues related to
service to youth

. County Planning large group (public
meeting) discussions, as well as survey and
Collective Impact discussions

The final grouping of activities listed
addresses strategy related to the secondary
priority area:

2. Facilitate ongoing County Planning to
ensure Douglas County eligibility for funding,
as well as priority area focus.
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The Bureau of Justice Assistance hosted a
webinar in 2011 stating increased long term
strategic planning and keeping strategic plans
current were key to funding efficiencies.;

The JJPF format will maintain gains seen
throughout the County Planning and
implementation processes, as well as the two
major enhancements to the 2012 — 2015
Plan: evaluation and communication.

Successful frameworks include a number
of key components: a description of the
problem informed by solid research; a clear
goal for the desired change; a portfolio of
key strategies to drive large scale change;

a set of principles that guide the group’s
behavior; and an approach to evaluation
that lays out how the collective impact
initiative will obtain and judge the feedback
on its efforts.g

Beginning July 1, 2012 the Police Research
and Policy Group will conduct a system-wide
process-evaluation. This consortium of
justice system focused researchers and
professionals will evaluate the extent to
which Douglas County proceeds through the
Comprehensive Juvenile Services Plan.
Specifically, Police Research and Policy Group
will provide recommendations regarding the
alignment with and adherence to the tenants
of Collective Impact.

This evaluation will initially view scope of the
juvenile justice system, providing global and
County Plan specific recommendations, as
well as outline communal outcomes for
priority areas. Evaluations conducted in
subsequent years may include focus on
system points or communal outcomes, as
well as closing the loop. The process of
closing the loop links ongoing planning and
assessment, ensuring the mechanism for

reviewing previous recommendations is a
formal part of continuous quality
improvement.

The three large-scale initiatives or formats
that form the main focus are the Douglas
County Comprehensive Juvenile Services
Plan, the work of the Office of Violence
Prevention, and the Juvenile Detention
Alternatives Initiative (JDAI).

This continuous evaluation component will
assist Douglas County to effectively merge
the ideas, concepts, and purposes of the
numerous formats and initiatives taking place
within the County (and across the Omaha
Metro Area). This evaluation process will
serve to unite the ideas and language, as well
as to identify potential gaps and duplications,
in order for the policy-makers and systems
professionals to most efficiently utilize all of
these initiatives, supports, and formats.

Challenges surrounding continuous planning
and implementation work center on efficient
communication and information sharing.

Also beginning July 1, 2012 MindMixer (of
Socialmentum, LLC ), a technology-based
platform will be used to engage and
communicate in a more transparent way with
a broader representation of community
stakeholders in the County Planning process
and work. Participation is open to anyone,
will be interactively used by committees and
partners representing each of the priority
areas, and will allow a feedback loop not
possible through conventional resources.
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JIPF Work Plan - June 2012

Priorities Strategies/ Implementation Steps Responsible Parties Completion
Date
1. Provide centralization of information 1. Maintain website and email Updates | JIPF Co-Chairs Ongoing
sharing, communication, and on bi-monthly to weekly basis, and as
collaboration opportunities for the requested.
juvenile justice system and juvenile
service providers in Omaha and Douglas | 2. Facilitate JJPF Large Group Forum
County in order to ensure the greatest meetings 5-6 times annually.
collective impact on each of the areas of
identified need for youth. 3. Facilitate grant collaborations.
2. Facilitate ongoing County Planning 1. Implement MindMixer, a web- JJPF Co-Chairs/ priority area committees/ | Sept 2012
requirements to ensure Douglas County | based, interactive tool for engagement | partners
eligibility for funding, as well as priority in continuous priority area and County
area focus. Plan work.
2. Develop common outcomes and Justice Research and Policy Group with June 2013

recommendations regarding
evaluation of the communal efforts of
the JJPF and the priority area
committees/ partners.

3. Identify partner and member
definitions, as well as structural and
organizational impacts of each.

3. Assist NCC in developing reporting
requirements for future County Aid
applications, and evolution and use of
the County Plan, through the County
Planning Advisory Committee.

JJPF Co-Chairs

JJPF Co-Chairs with the JJSCC

JJPF Co-Chairs

Dec 2012 and
ongoing

Douglas County Comprehensive Juvenile Services Plan 2012 - 2015
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Identify and develop strategies to address
the target populations identified through
our work with the Burns Institute.

Douglas County has had an active
Disproportionate Minority Contact (DMC)
committee for the past three Plan cycles.

Douglas County DMC rates have remained
high in several areas over the course of the
last decade. Most notably, have been the
detention rates. While African American
youth represent just 18% of the aged 10-17
population, the population of at the
Douglas County Youth Detention Center
(DCYC) remained over 50%.

Although many projects have been
accomplished through the years, this Plan
cycle saw the most wide-sweeping changes
in this priority area. In late 2010, Douglas
County became a Juvenile Detention
Alternatives Initiative (JDAI) site. As one of
the key components of JDAI, DMC has
received more intense and detailed
attention than the free standing committee
had capacity for in the past.

The JDAI efforts have been bolstered by
consultation with the Burns Institute, a
nationally distinguished consulting firm
focused on DMC system and community
solutions. The JDAI Detention Utilization
Study and work with the Burns Institute

have yielded detailed results that will allow
this committee to target very specific areas
related to DMC, both at DCYC and
throughout the other system contact
points. Two initial targets examined at time
of the Plan submission are:

1. Target Population: Youth of Color
represent 100% of admissions for offenses
related to public order (disorderly conduct,
resisting arrest, obstructing a peace officer
and false reporting).

A closer look at admissions based on NEW law violations

YOUTH DETAINED FOR NEW LAWVICLATIONS,
BYOFFENSE 1YPE(N=75}

- YOUTHOF COLOR . AaTEYOUTH

+  (n this samme, “Misd: Other” included desly conduct, resisting
arrest, obstructing, and false reparting

2. Target Population: Youth Failing
to Appear in zip codes 68107 and 68111.
The Detention Utilization Study revealed
that 13 youth were detained for Failure to
Appear. Nine of the thirteen youth were
Youth of Color (8 Black, 1 Hispanic, 4
White). All were male. Their average length
of stay was 19 days. The average risk score
was 12.57, but only 8 of 13 were screened
at the time of intake. Five of the thirteen
youth had previous admits to detention.

The DMC committees has remained active
over the last decade. Their activities just
within this last year include:

1. Reviewof the 2010 state of

Nebraska DMC report with State
DMC Coordinator(s), determining
high(er) arrest numbers for Douglas
County in 2011 were due to an
errors in reporting.
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2. Sponsored a Justice system book ° January 28, 2011 defining the

drive to increase books available for use of detention
youth in the Douglas County Youth o October 6, 2011 chose
Center Library in December 2011 Community Engagement as the top
and collected 5,000 books. priority for the Douglas County

3. Continually updated the Douglas DMC committee. We are focused
County JJPF Large Group Forum and on a strategy for educating and
website to include DMC description, engaging the community around
minutes etc. at DMC and choosing a target
http://iipf.co.douglas.ne.us/ population

4. Assisted in monitoring detention ° March 13, 2012 The group
population via reports from identified two target populations
committee chair, Mark LeFlore, at the Douglas County DMC/IDAI
DCYC. joint meeting (see attachment)

5. Wrote a “DMC Subcommittee Year 1
Work Plan” submitted to the JDAI
Steering Committee which was
approved.(see attached)

6. Provided support for the 2011
Douglas County JAC Title V
application to address DMC issues

° Bilingual Specialist at the
Juvenile Assessment Center,
° Cultural Ambassador to

assist refugees to participate in

diversion These types of activities, as well as
7. Helped develop a script for a Ch. 22 continued use of data to drive strategy
TV show on the benefits of Diversion work, will assist the committee in working

toward the priority area listed at the start of
this section, as well as these related priority
areas:

2. Support the work of other JDAI

( Nuer and Arabic language)
8. Encouraging an application for 2012
Title V funding to develop a Ch. 22

series educating parents and youth Subcommittees.

about the Juvenile Justice system in 3. Community Outreach

Sudanese languages (Nuer and 4. Review Relative Rate Index (RRI) data to

Arabic) and Spanish language identify areas where DMC issues exist <see
Relative Rate Index (RRI) attached as

. , . endix>
9. Participated in consultant meetings app X

with the Burns Institute
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DMC Subcommittee Year 1 Work Plan

Goals Implementation Steps Who Completion Date

1. Establish DMC Subcommittee for JDAI | a. Join efforts with existing Douglas Completed

work County DMC Committee
b. Complete the Burns Institute’s DMC In Progress-last planned
Community Engagement Exercise to Subcommittee | meeting schedule for
strategically identify and engage June/July 2012
additional DMC Committee Members

2. Data Utilization Study a. Identify priority DMC issues revealed | DMC Completed
through the Detention Utilization Study Subcommittee | January 2012
b. Develop strategies and ways to DMC On-going, part of work with
evaluate the Subcommittee’s efforts to Subcommittee | Burns Institute
address DMC in these priority areas.
c. Monitor Progress DMC On-going

Subcommittee

3. Identify and develop strategies to

a. Identify Douglas County’s DMC

Burns Institute

January-February, 2012

address the target populations identified “target populations.” and DMC (updated with new Target
through our work with the Burns Institute. Subcommittee | May, 2102)

b. Identify ways to engage the target Burns Institute | June/July 2012

population’s community in developing and DMC

solutions. Subcommittee

c. Develop strategies to address the Burns Institute | Ongoing

barriers/needs/issues faced by the target and DMC

population. Subcommittee

d. Monitor Progress DMC On-going

' Subcommittee

4. Support the work of other JDAI a. Collaborate with the Objective DMC On-going
Subcommittees. Admissions Subcommittee to examine Subcommittee

any disparity in the RAI and any other

Douglas County Comprehensive Juvenile Services Plan 2012 - 2015
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screening instruments.

b. Collaborate with the Alternatives to DMC On-going
Detention Subcommittee in support of Subcommittee
their charge and identif ying
cultural/language appropriate alternatives
c. Collaborate with the Case Processing DMC On-going
Subcommittee in support of their charge. | Subcommittee
d. Provide the Data Subcommittee with DMC January, 2012
input on the list of data elements Subcommittee
appropriate for regular monitoring DMC
1ssues.
5. Community Outreach a. Implement the Juvenile Justice System | DMC Completed
Book Drive. Subcommittee | November/December 2011
b. Provide educational opportunities to DMC On-going
justice system stakeholders regarding Subcommittee
DMC issues.
c. Provide educational opportunities to DMC On-going
impacted communities regarding the Subcommittee
justice system.
6. Review Relative Rate Index (RRI) data | a. Look at all nine data points DMC August 2012
to identify areas where DMC issues exist Subcommittee
b. Identify terms that are overlapping in | Data Co-Goal with Data
the juvenile justice system and develop Subcommittee | Subcommittee
common definitions amongst DMC
stakeholders Subcommittee | July 2012
c. Produce annual RRI report for DMC June/July 2012
Douglas County with narrative Subcommittee

Douglas County Comprehensive Juvenile Services Plan 2012 - 2015
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Utilize core Juvenile Detention Alternatives
Initiative (JDAI) strategies to restructure
policy and practice to create strategic,
collective system improvements and reform
to most efficiently use resources to most
effectively serve youth.

Douglas County sought the assistance of a
consultation firm, the Institute for Law and
Policy Planning, in 2008 due to the
alarmingly high population levels at the
Douglas County Youth Center (DCYC) . A
key recommendation noted during the last
Plan cycle was the formation of a Juvenile
Justice Coordinating Council, consisting of
all system point decision-makers and gate
keepers to work together to establish and
implement large scale system change.
Detailed recommendations included:
detention screening instrument validation,
bifurcated agencies and processes,
duplication of services, inconsistent policies
and procedures, under utilization of
detention.alternatives, inappropriate levels
of care utilized, overuse of technical
violations, inappropriate detention of status
offenders, systemic oversight, use of
evidence-based practices and information
sharing. The Juvenile Justice System
Coordinating Council (JICC) pursued
resolutions through a nationally renowned
reform process.

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

7)

8)

The Annie E. Casey Foundation’s Juvenile
Detention Alternatives Initiative (JDAI)
encompasses the summary of all these
recommendations. In numerous
jurisdictions JDAI has effectively: lowered
detention populations, enhanced public
safety, saved tax payer money, reduced the
overrepresentation of minority youth, and
introduced other overall juvenile justice
system improvements. JDAI sites pursue
eight interrelated core strategies to
accomplish these objectives:

Collaboration between major juvenile
justice agencies, governmental entities, and
community organizations.

Use of accurate data to diagnose the
system’s problems and identify real
solutions.

Objective admissions criteria and
instruments to replace subjective decisions
that inappropriately place children in
custody.

Alternatives to detention to increase the
options available for arrested youth.

Case processing reforms to speed up the
flow of cases so that youth don’t languish in
detention.

Reducing the use of secure confinement for
special cases like technical probation
violations.

Deliberate commitment to reducing racial
disparities by eliminating biases and
ensuring a level playing field.

Improving conditions of confinement
through routine inspections.

Douglas County became an official JDAI site
in 2010. The Juvenile Detention
Alternative Initiative is chaired by the
Honorable Vernon Daniels and Thomas
Warren, President and CEO of the Urban
League of Nebraska.
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At the time of this Plan submission, JDAI has

established the following working
committees:

° Data

. Alternatives to Detention
° Objective Admissions

° DMC

° Case Processing

The working groups will use data from the

Detention Utilization Study (DUS), as well as
up-to-date data from across the system and

community in order to most efficiently
address reform issues. One example of
data use by the Case Processing and
Alternatives to Detention committees is
detention discharge and length of stay
information.

74 % of Juvenile Court youth, with less than 3

days of stay, were released home

LOW HANGING FRUIT N=49
Kearney

Placement_____ﬁ___
2%

Youthlinks

22% = Home

All DUS and related data can be found at:
http://jipf.co.douglas.ne.us/committee/juv
enile-detention-alternatives-initiative-jdai
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The IDAI initiative was enhanced in 2012
with the addition of the Crossover Youth
Practice Model (CYPM) Initiative. CYPM is
designed to address the unique issues
presented by children and youth who are
known to both the child welfare and
juvenile justice systems. These young
people, often referred to as “crossover
youth,” move between the child welfare
and juvenile justice systems, or are known
to both concurrently. CYPM describes the
specific practices that need to be in place
within a jurisdiction in order to reduce the
number of youth who crossover between
the child welfare and juvenile justice
systems, the number of youth entering and
reentering care, and the length of stay in
out of home care. It provides a mechanism
whereby agencies will strengthen their
organizational structure and implement or
improve practices that directly affect the
outcomes for crossover youth.

The Crossover Youth Practice Model is
chaired by the Honorable Doug Johnson
and Nicholas Juliano, Senior Director of
Business Development for Boystown.

This initiative will assist in a more holistic
approach to system reform, and overall
effectiveness and efficiency in service to
youth, in Douglas County and the Omaha
Metro Area.
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JDAI/ CYPM - Global Work Plan for County Comprehensive Plan — June 2012

Priorities

Strategies/ Implementation Steps

Responsible Parties

Completion
Date

1. Utilize core Juvenile Detention
Alternatives Initiative (JDAI)
strategies to restructure policy and
practice to create strategic, collective
system improvements and reform to
most efficiently use resources and to
most effectively serve youth. This
includes the following goal/ priority
areas:

1. Decrease the number of
youth unnecessarily or
inappropriately detained;

2. Reduce the number of
youth who fail to appear in court or
re-offend pending adjudication;

3. Redirect public funds
towards effective juvenile justice
processes and public safety
strategies;

4. Reduce the
disproportionate minority
confinement and contact of the
juvenile justice system; and,

5. Improve the juvenile
justice system overall.

1. Collaborate among juvenile justice agencies,
community organizations and other government
agencies;

2. Use data in making policy and case-level
decisions;

3. Use objective instruments to guide detention
decisions;

4. Operate a continuum of non-secure detention
alternatives;

5. Implement case processing efficiencies to

reduce time between arrest and case disposition;
improvement of conditions of confinement;

6. Safely reduce of special detention populations
(e.g. violations of probation, warrants and cases
awaiting placement);

7. Ensure racial/ethnic fairness in policy and case-
level decision-making; and,
8. Improving conditions of confinement.

JDAI Collaborative/
Subcommittees as
assigned

Douglas County Comprehensive Juvenile Services Plan 2012 - 2015
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2. Implement and improve practices
that directly affect the outcomes for
crossover youth (youth who move
between the child welfare and
juvenile justice systems, or are
known to both concurrently) utilizing
the core goals and strategies of the
Crossover Youth Practice Model
(CYPM). These are the following:

1. A reduction in the number of
youth placed in out-of-home
care

2. Areduction in the use of
congregate care

3. Areductionin the
disproportionate
representation of children of
color

4. Areductioninthe number of
youth becoming dually-
adjudicated

In an effort to achieve the overall goals of the Practice
Model, we have created a set of interim outcome
measures which will guide the strategies:

1. A reduction in the number of youth re-
entering child welfare from juvenile justice
placements

2. Areduction in the penetration of juvenile
justice by foster youth

3. Areduction in the use of out-of-home

placements

4. A reductionin the use of congregate care as
a placement

5. A reduction in the use of pre-adjudication
detention

A reduction in the rate of recidivism
An increase in the use of interagency
information sharing

8. Anincreasein the inclusion of family voice
in decision making

9. Anincrease in youth and parent satisfaction
with the process

10. An increase in joint assessment

JDAI Collaborative/
CYPM
Subcommittees as
assigned
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Reduce the number of unstably housed
youth in the Metro-area.

Homeless, near homeless, and runaway
youth was listed as a category of concern
and attention in the last Plan. At that time,
datawas not available toillustrate this as a
priority area.

Annual prevalence estimates for homeless
youth in the U.S. have ranged as high as 1.6
million among those aged 13-17 (Ringwalt
et al., 1998). Robertson and Toro (1999)
concluded that youth may be the single age
group most at risk of becoming homeless
and, yet, this group is the least studied of
the three major subgroups among the
overall homeless population (i.e., homeless
adults, families, and youth).

Although this population is atrisk in many
ways, several factors make it difficult to
collect datato understand the scope of the
problems and needs.

Groupings of homeless youth often involve
categorization based on characteristics of
familial relationships or housing status at
the time of sampling. The former often
consists of groups such as accompanied
youth, unaccompanied youth, throwaway
youth, and systems youth, while the later
includes such categories as shelter youth,
disconnected youth, hotel/motel youth,

couch surfers, doubled up youth, and street
youth (Tierney, Gupton, and Hallett, 2008;
Toro, Dworsky, and Fowler, 2007; Wayman,
2010).9

The Metro Area Continuum of Care for the
Homeless (MACCH) was born out of the
collective voice of more than 100 homeless
service providers and advocates in the
Omaha/Council Bluffs area. Its mission is to
lead our community to prevent and end
homelessness for each person and family.
The MACCH Youth Task Force (YTF) serves
to bring specific focus and work to the areas
of need for all the youth listed above. The
YTF efforts utilize the definitions provided
by HUD to describe these youth as
“homeless, near homeless, and runaway
youth”. This group plays the pivotal role in
data collection, child advocacy, and
promoting awareness of child and youth
homelessness and housing instability in the
community.

The Youth Task Force aims to gather
information about young people who are
literally homeless or unstably housed, also
known as “couch surfing.” These are youth
who generally do not access the adult
homeless service system and could be as
old as age 24.1¢

Because youth who are in a housing crisis
do not identify themselves as homeless, the
Youth Task Force partners with local human
service providers who may come in contact
with this population.so

One of the major advances of the MACCH
YTF endeavors seen during the past two
years has been the implementation of a
“Youth Count”.
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Results from the 2012 Youth Count:

THE NUMBERS

Total Counted 267
Humber of Males/Hlumber of Fematas 1237143
% Counted Had Dependent Children 35%
% Complated 12 grade or higher aducation 46%
Foster care experience 135 (51%)
% Age 18 and younger 27%

Humber Counted in Omaha/Council Bluffs 237/30

Housing Status’

Couch surfing 44%
Emergency shelter 21%
Streets 6%
Transitional Housing 28%

Trends found in 2012 Count

In 2012, the MACCH Youth Task Force
sought to build on the consistency of
providers submitting data to the count in
order to generate valid and reliable results.
The increase in the number counted is
strongly related to the increase in services
for youth who are experiencing homeless
and who have aged out of the foster care
system.

° The number of unaccompanied
homeless youth that were counted on one
nightincreased by 25% (or 54 people) since
January 2011.

° The number of youth counted who
are experiencing homelessness on the
street decreased from 26 people in 2011 to
17in 2012.

. The number of transitional and
permanent supportive housing units for
youth experiencing homelessness or near
homelessness increased from 16 in 2011 to
86in 2012. This increase is attributed to
the community’s work in helping youth
who are aging out of the foster care system
led by Project Everlast.

These youth are also seen in the juvenile
justice system as a result of law violations.
Many of these youth have been held at the
Douglas County Youth Center at different
times due to lack of emergency placement
options. It is difficult to sort this population
from those youth in need of staff secure
detention due to safety and risk concerns.
Initial studies of this population led to a
pilot project, and the following preliminary
data:

From 03/29/2011 to 11/21/2011 (238 days)
. 157 bed-nights used by 100 different
youth
° 11 bed-nights needed but
unavailable for 8 youth

° 62 youth with no placement
alternatives
° 9 youth currently have warrants but

no placement option
. 19 DCYC eligible youth kept out of
DCYC

The MACCH Youth Task Force will represent
this newly formed County Plan Priority
Area, focusing on the above listed main
priority, as well as the secondary priorities:
2. Outreach within the Omaha-Metro
Community to enhance accuracy of future
Youth Counts.

3. Develop a decision tree specific to the
youth and young adult population for
Central Intake.
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MACCH-VTF -~ June 2012

Metro Area Continuum of Care for the Homeless (MACCH) Youth Task Force (YTF)

Priorities

Strategies/ Implementation Steps

Responsible Parties

Completion
Date

1. Reduce the number of unstably
housed youth in the Metro-area.

1-Continue work of YTF Committee in
conjunction with the MACCH work in order
to identify specific target youth, youth
barriers to stable housing, and numbers of
youth effected.

Committee

2. Outreach within the Omaha-Metro
Community to enhance accuracy of
future Youth Counts

1-Develop list of frequently visit places
youth may hangout/sleep/etc.

2-Develop timeline for count

3-Volunteers for conducting outreach

idea to possibly use Day reporting center for
community service hours.

Tap into unsheitered PIT count teams and
methodology

Tap into youth councils to have youth with
us for count/outreach

4- Questions to include for PIT count
Best practices elsewhere?

- UNOresearch team to help determine
what info we need and how to ask it?

Ejay — look at CB community, send
request to MACCH listserv.

Shawn —ask YES Youth Council
Rosey — ask Project Everlast Council

Roni -

Jay & Jason

Douglas County Comprehensive Juvenile Services Plan 2012 - 2015
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3. Develop a decision tree specific to the
youth and young adult population for
Central Intake

Strategies:

Small working teams will cover each of the
following (using guidance from the
“Coordinated Assessment Checklist” from
the National Alliance to End Homelessness):
1. Separate Trees are needed for youth
below 19 and young adults who are 19+.
Different strategies for each age group.

2. Reuinifcation should be one goal for
youth who are under 19, but services are
needed for youth for whom thisisn’t
possible. Reunification support services are
needed

3. Need a set of common expectations — an
agreement between agencies that all
involved will respond to referrals in a
predictable way.

4. Progressive Engagement — what is the
bare minimum to achieve housing stability?
Serves more people with fewer resources.
Can’t be everything to everyone.

5. Referrals vs Handoff — require a feedback
loop to monitor success of handoffs.

6. Episodic homelessness = Transitional
Living Programs

7. Chronic Homelessness = Permanent
Supportive Housing.

(Rachel F, Melissa Schaefer, Laura
Primus, Chad Hensley, Sonya Marlin,
Cindy Goodin, Rosey Higgs, Erin
Bock)
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Reduce recidivism and barriers to success
for youth re-entering home placements
following disruptions in home, school, and
community as a result of formal legal
actions.

%%%%

%?%

Re-Entry issues, formally referred to as
“Juvenile Re-Integration” have been
another long-identified issue of priority in
Douglas County. The last two County Plans
have included this priority as: “Create and
implement programming to support
juveniles’ successful re-integration with
family, school, and community following
formal interventions”.

This area of concernis highlighted by
Nebraska’s advocacy groups. In State Fiscal
Year 2009-2010, 29% of the youth

released from the YRTC-Kearney violated
parole or were readmitted to the YRTC
within 12 months. This recidivism rate was
17% at YRTC-Geneva during the same time
period. These rates do not include youth
who enter the adult system within a year
and do not measure longer-term outcomes;
more thorough recidivism rates are likely
even higher.,y

Both the JJPF priority area discussion
meetings, and the Douglas County Priority
Area Survey indicated the system and

Douglas County Comprehensive Juvenile Services Plan 2012 - 2015

service providing communities’ view of this
need. 91.5% of survey respondents agreed
or strongly agreed to continue this priority.

m Strongly Agree
[ Agree

Neilhat Agres
. D isagree

m Disagree
. Strongly Disagree

Although this over-arching issue has
remained, and has been of intermittent
focus at differing system points and by
various community providers, there has not
been a central group strategically and
specifically focused on the varying levels of
juvenile re-entry issues.

Many local service providers are poised to
meet the needs of these youth. Through
the newly refined and narrowed priority
area focus, and through the current system
reform efforts, this area can be more easily
distinguishable.

System points that can be of focus include
(although will not be limited to) Office of
Juvenile Services (0JS) or Probation youth,
and youth exiting the Douglas County Youth
Detention Center (DCYC).

For all youth under the attention of OJS that
were reunified in 2010 and 2011 (a total of
234), 59 of these youth came back into out
of home care (detention, shelter, foster or
relative placement care). Adding those
youth under dual adjudication (OJS and
Health and Human Services), the number of
reunified totals 244, with a total of 64
coming back into out of home care.

As shown in Detention Utilization Study
Data (DUS), a substantial percentage of
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youth exiting DCYC return home. Many of
these youth come into contact with law
enforcement again as a result of lacking
supports. The JDAl initiative is continuing
to study details of youth exiting DCYC, as
well as other system points. This data will
continue to be available through the JDAI
initiative. All DUS and related data can be
found at:
http://jipf.co.douglas.ne.us/committee/juv
enile-detention-alternatives-initiative-jdai

At least 33% of Juvenile Court youth return
home after their stay in detention.

Other*
Youthlinks
Geneva 15%
3% S

& Home

® Out of Home

w Kearney

® Geneva

u Other”

u0CC
Youthlinks

62% of cases that begin in County Court, return

home after their stay in detention.

» Home
m DCC

Kearney
%

Dcc
5%

Kearney
u Geneva
u Out of Home

Areas of focus for this committee will be the
main priority as listed, as well as the
secondary priority:

2. Share identified goals and objectives of
this committee; information, strategies, and
partnership opportunities with other JIPF/
priority area-focused groups in order to
address these challenges with a collective,
holistic approach.
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Re-Entry Work Plan — June 2012

Priorities

Strategies/ Implementation Steps

Responsible Parties

Completion
Date

1. Reduce recidivism, and barriers to
success, for youth re-entering home
placements following disruptions in
home, school, and community as a
result of formal legal actions.

1. Identify a single group
strategically and specifically
focused on the varying levels of
Juvenile Re-Entry (home, school,
community) attendance challenges
who will represent this area of
need for Douglas County within the
JJPF.

2. Identify goals and objectives of
this committee with other JIPF/
priority area-focused groups.

JJPF Co-Chairs/ JISCC

Dec 2012

2. Share identified goals and
objectives of this committee;
information, strategies, and
partnership opportunities with other
JJPF/ priority area-focused groups in
order to address these challenges
with a collective, holistic approach.

Re-Entry Committee

ongoing

Douglas County Comprehensive Juvenile Services Plan 2012 - 2015
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Reduce incidence of youth violence and
exposure to violence through strategic,
holistic community-wide efforts.

Any number of factors can contribute to a
person becoming involved in the criminal
justice system, including a history of trauma
or victimization. A traumatic event can
involve interpersonal events such as
physical or sexual abuse, war, community
violence, neglect, maltreatment, loss of a
caregiver, witnessing violence or
experiencing trauma vicariously; 35-46
percent of adolescents report witnessing
violence.;

Violence prevention and intervention for
both the juvenile population, and the
overall community, are priorities in Douglas
County and the Omaha Metro. Youth in the
Metro are exposed to violence, and are
often involved in violent acts.

JJPF discussions indicate a high level of
concern for both violence and the
consequence of violence as it effects
juveniles. Violence is an issue of concern

voiced in groups addressing behavior health
and attendance challenges. Service
Providers report youth and families have
difficulty accessing services due to fear of
traveling across neighborhoods or regions
of the Metro. County Planning Survey
results indicated 93.2% of respondents
agreed or strongly agreed youth violence
should remain a priority.

mm Strongly Agree
W Agree

Neither Agree
- Disagree

IR Disagree
I Strongly Disagree

The following are violent crime indicators
reported by the Omaha Police Department:

Juvenile 2008 | 2009 | 2010 |2011
Arrests

Murder and 4 3 0 3
Manslaughter

Forcible Rape | 13 12 9 12

Robbery 51 65 46 30
Felony 38 30 29 34
Assault

Arrest data for the total population:
Violent Offense | 2008 2009 | 2010
Arrests

Homicide 44 30 34
Rape 180 192 196
Robbery 949 892 723
Aggravated 1,475 1,249 | 1,312
Assaulit

Source: OPD (excludes some offenses; Excludes data from
DC Sheriff and other police departments)
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OPD Homicide Locations 2005-2010

Strategic efforts within Omaha and Douglas
County have focused on the most heavily
populated areas of the Metro. North
Omabha is the area violent crime and gang
activity is most prevalent. North Omaha is
also the area of the City and County seeing
the most economic and educational
disparity. The Empowerment Network is a
collective impact initiative specifically
focused on reduction of violence through
holistic community engagement. The
Empowerment Network is methodically
broadeningits scope to include the entire
Omaha Metro Area, and has formed Omaha
360 to meet those needs.

Omaha 360 consists of countless
community partners from all sectors of the
community, toinclude professionals and
elected officials from Douglas County and
the City of Omaha.

The initiative strives to prevent violence
and intervene in cycles of violence through

a multi-tiered, holistic model which includes

the following components:

1. Collaboration

2. Prevention

3. Intervention

4. Enforcement

5. Recovery and Reentry

6. Support Services

7. Sustainable Funding & Support

Violence prevention and intervention
efforts have been bolstered by grant
funding and technical assistance from the
Nebraska Office of Violence Prevention and
the activities of a Comprehensive
Community Gang Survey funded through
the Office of Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention. As these blended
efforts continue, Omaha 360, is poised to
move focus into the South Omaha and then
to West Omaha, eventually encompassing
the Metro. This well-established initiative
remains a partner in addressing the
identified priority area above, as well as the
secondary priority:

2. Share identified goals and objectives of
this committee; information, strategies, and
partnership opportunities with other JIPF/
priority area-focused groups.
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Youth Violence —June 2012

Priorities Strategies/ Implementation Steps | Responsible Parties Completion
Date

1. Reduce incidence of youth violence | To implement Omaha 360, the City of Omaha will contract with the July 2012

and exposure to violence through Empowerment Network will hire Empowerment Network to implement

strategic, holistic community-wide and employ an Omaha 360 Omaha 360

efforts. Coordinator.

2. Share identified goals and Mobilize community resources Omaha 360 Coordinator ongoing

objectives of this committee;
information, strategies, and
partnership opportunities with other
JJPF/ priority area-focused groups.

around a centralized, multifaceted
approach to curbing gang violence,
ensure all partner organizations
implement model and best-practice
programs, facilitate coordination
and collaboration between strategy
elements, and continuously
improve community-based violence
prevention strategies and
programs.

Douglas County Comprehensive Juvenile Services Plan 2012 - 2015
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Community Planning Decision Point Analysis
Douglas County

Svstem Decision Point 1:

1. Arrest/Citation: Police/Law Enforcement (NRS § 43-247(1), (2), (4))
a. Decision: Whether an information report should be filed, or what offense, if any,
with which juvenile should be cited or arrested
i. Determining factors:

1. Formal
a. Sufficient factual basis to believe of fense committed
b. Underlying support for a particular of fense

2. Informal
a. Officer’s inclination/patience
b. Degree to which parent or service provider pushes the issue

Comments: Historically, treatment providers would force the issue of a citation, even though
misbehaviors are part of the youth’s treatment. This practice would sometimes lead to the
removal of youth from a treatment facility and their placement somewhere less appropriate for
their needs and risks. Education for treatment providers has reduced the prevalence of this issue.
Continued education directly to treatment providers and through the Juvenile Justice Provider

Forum (JJPF) is encouraged.

b. Decision: Whether the officers should cite or arrest youth for juvenile or adult
offense
i. Determining factors:

1. Formal
a. Seriousness of offense
b. Type of offense

2. Informal
a. Degree to which juvenile cooperates with officer
b. Whether or not the victim wants to press charges

c. Decision: Whether to take juvenile into custody or to cite and release (NRS § 43-
248(1), (2); § 43-250(1), (2), (3))
1. Determining factors:
1. Reasonable grounds to believe juvenile committed violation
2. Seriously endangered and immediate removal is necessary for
protection of juvenile

3. Mentally ill and dangerous

4. Runaway juvenile

5. Violation of probation and reasonable cause to believe they will
leave the jurisdiction or endanger property

6. Truant
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Comments: Through the JDAI process, law enforcement will undergo a review of their booking
procedures.

There is a great need for alternatives to secure detention in Douglas County so that youth who
are taken into custody can be appropriately placed based on their level of risk.

Svstem Decision Point 2:

1) Inmitial Detention: State of Nebraska Probation (NRS § 43-250(3), § 43-260, §43-
260.01)
a. InDouglas County: occurs at Douglas County Youth Center
b. Decision: Whether juvenile should be detained or released
1. Determining factors:
1. Risk assessment outcome and interview
2. Accessibility of placement options:
Parents/Guardians (current)
Relative Placement (current)
Home Detention (needed)
Electronic Monitor(needed)
Emergency Shelter (needed)
Emergency Foster Care (needed)
Day/Evening Reporting Centers (needed)
Staff Secure Facility (needed)
Secure detention facility (DCYC) (Current)

R N

Comments: There is a great need for alternatives to detention in Douglas County so that youth
can be appropriately placed based on their level of risk. The JDAI process will help Douglas
County identify appropriate alternatives to detention.

Recent changes to the law (LB 800, 2010) have expanded the responsibility of probation to make
appropriate placement decisions for missing juveniles (chronic runners). Extensive efforts and
personnel resources are currently being undertaken to respond to missing youth and to ensure
that these youth are not securely detained at the Douglas County Youth Center (starting January
of 2013 it will be prohibited to utilize secure detention for status offenders or for those violating
a valid court order ). The County recognizes that in order to successfully address the new and
chronic runner populations the County needs to establish a meaningful assessment process and a
continuum of alternatives for appropriate placements.

The JDAI process will provide a review to ensure that Probation’s new risk assessment
instrument is valid and appropriately assessing youth risk.

Svstem Decision Point 3.

1) Charge juvenile: County Attorney (NRS § 43-274(1), § 43-275, §43-276)

a. Decision: Whether to prosecute juvenile
i. Determining factors:
1. Formal
a. Likelihood of successful prosecution
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b. Factors under NRS § 43-276:
1. Type of treatment to which juvenile would be most
amenable
ii. Evidence that offense was violent, aggressive, or
premeditated
iii. Motivation for commission of offense
iv. Age of juvenile and co-offenders
v. Previous offense history, especially patters of prior
violence or antisocial behavior
vi. Juvenile’s sophistication and maturity
vii. Juvenile’s prior contacts with law enforcement and
the courts
viii. Whether there are facilities particularly available to
the juvenile court for the treatment and
rehabilitation of the juvenile
iX. Whether best interests of juvenile and public safety
dictate supervision extending beyond his or her
minority
x. Victim’s inclination to participate in mediation
xi. “Such other matters as the county attorney deems
relevant to his or her decision”
c. How appropriate offender is for Diversion
i. For those juveniles referred to the Juvenile
Assessment Center, whether their risk/need profile
makes them a good fit for the diversion services
available
ii. Whether juvenile has demonstrated an inability to
successfully complete/cooperate with the Diversion
program options
iii. Whether juvenile refuses to participate in Diversion
2. Informal
a. Willingness of parents and youth to take responsibility for
offense committed.

Comments: Since 2010, the City Prosecutor and the Juvenile County Attorney have worked
collaboratively to make an appropriate filing (adult or juvenile) from the start. This has reduced
the number of “transfers” and resulted in more youth receiving pre-filing juvenile diversion.

b. Decision: Whether youth should be prosecuted as juvenile or adult
1. Determining factors
1. Formal:
a. Seriousness of offense
b. Subsequent Request for transfers by defense counsel

Comments: Nebraska law and Douglas County/City of Omaha practices are structured such that
the offense for which a juvenile is arrested or cited determines the court in which their offense is
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originally heard. As the table below illustrates, assignment to a particular court, especially for
16 and 17 year olds is often a matter of circumstance rather than design.’ There is some support
in the County for all cases to originate in juvenile court.

Court Jurisdiction over Juv. Offenders by Age and Offense

Offense Age Court
Misdemeanor/violation of city ord. Under 16 | Juvenile Court
other than a traffic offense 16, 17 | Juvenile Court, County Court, District Court
Traffic offense Under 16 | Juvenile Court, County Court
16,17 Juvenile Court, County Court, District Court
Felony Under 18 | Juvenile Court, District Court

Since 2010, the City Prosecutor and the Juvenile County Attorney have worked collaboratively
to make an appropriate filing (adult or juvenile) fiom the start. This has reduced the number of
“transfers” and resulted in more youth receiving pre- filing juvenile diversion and prosecuted in
Juvenile rather than adult court.

The delay caused by the filing and transfer process handicaps the system’s ability to quickly pull
an offender into services and supervision as soon after their crime as possible. Not only does
this delay impact the system’s capacity to meaningfully change the juvenile’s behavior, it also
slows the system from holding the youth accountable for their crime in a timely manner.

c. Decision: Offense for which juvenile should be charged
1. Determining factors
1. Factual basis for charge
2. Evidentiary support for proving the case
3. Willingness of juvenile to accept responsibility for action

System Decision Point 4.

1First, Neb. Rev. Stat. § 43-247 (2008 ) provides the juvenile court “shall have exclusive original
Jjurisdiction as to any juvenile...under the age of 16 [who has committed an act other than a

tra ffic offense which is a misdemeanor, an infraction of the laws of the state, or violated a city
ordinance.].” Neb. Rev. Stat. § 43-247 (2008) further states that the juvenile court “shall have
concurrent original jurisdiction with the district court for any juvenile who [has committed an
act which would constitute a felony under Nebraska law].” Finally, Neb. Rev. Stat. (2008)
provides the juvenile court shall have concurrent original jurisdiction with the district and
county court as to any juvenile [who is sixteen or seventeen and who has committed a
misdemeanor, violated a city ordinance, or a traffic offense].” The table, above, illustrates how
this statute distributes jurisdiction across juvenile, offenses, and the different courts.
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1) Pre-adjudication detention: Juvenile Court Judge (NRS § 43-253(2))
a. Decision: Whether juvenile detained at the time of citation/arrest should continue
in detention or out-of-home placement pending adjudication
i Options:
1. Parents/Guardians
Relative Placement
Home Detention
Electronic Monitor
Emergency Shelter
Emergency Foster Care
Day/Evening Reporting Centers
Staff Secure Facility
Secure detention facility (DCYC)
ii. Determlmng factors (NRS § 43-253(3))
1. Formal:
a. Whether there is an “immediate and urgent necessity for
the protection of such juvenile”
b. Whether there is an “immediate and urgent necessity for
the protection of...the person or property of another”
c. Whether juvenile is likely to flee the jurisdiction of the
court
2. Informal:
a. Available placements

WX R

Comments:

Admissions and Length of Stay: Annual admissions to the Douglas County Youth Center are at
a ten-year low. In 2010, the average daily population was 129 (compared to 146 in 2009). The
average length of stay is 32 days.

Alternatives To Secure Detention: There are a limited number of alternatives to secure
detention available in Douglas County. As a consequence, there are some youth who are likely
unnecessarily detained at the most secure, expensive level of possible placements. While many
youth require detentzon for good reasons, any detention pending adjudication interrupts the
youth’s education,’ employment, efforts to re-establish stability within the community, and
removes the pressure from the juvenile’s family to develop an appropriate strategy to reduce the
likelihood of future offenses. The JDAI process will help Douglas County identify appropriate
alternatives to detention.

HOME Program: The most aggressive and successful effort to develop alternatives to detention
in Douglas County is clearly the HOME program. Efforts to expand the HOME program are
strongly supported and encouraged.

? Education is provided in the Douglas County Youth Center and many youth leave the Youth Center with more
credits than when they were admitted, the County, however, recognizes that there may be barriers to youth
successfully re-entering and reintegrating into their original schools.
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Staff Secure: Changes to federal and state law have increased the need for a staff secure facility
in Douglas County. The Douglas County Youth Center is currently exploring the possibility of

converting a unit from a secure to a staff secure unit.

Day/Evening Reporting Centers: This non-secure community-based program (not currently
available) would provide intensive supervision with structured activities for youth who require

more intensive oversight than an in-home program can provide.

Case Processing Reform: The JDAI Process will also assist Douglas County in identifying any
necessary case processing reforms. Modifications of juvenile court procedures may accelerate
the movement of delinquency cases, streamline case processing and reduce unnecessary delay.
Case processing reforms are introduced to expedite the flow of cases through the system. These
changes reduce length of stay in custody, expand the availability of non-secure program slots
and ensure that interventions with youth are timely and appropriate.

Conditions of Confinement: Although Douglas County has no reason to believe that the
conditions of confinement at the Douglas County Youth Center are at all lacking, the JDAI
process establishes a “self-ins pection” team with a rigorous methodology and ambitious
standards that will carefully examine all aspects of facility policies, practices and programs. The
teams then prepare comprehensive reports on their findings and monitor implementation of

corrective action plans.

Re-Entry: Given the high incidence of recidivism at the Douglas County Youth Center,
programming and services to transition youth back into the community is supported.

DMC: While 2004 Census Data reveals that African-American youth make up only 15% of the
overall youth population within Douglas County, they represent 47% of all youth detained. 2010
data indicate that racial disparities are growing (African-American youth make up
approximately 15.2% of the youth population in 2010, yet comprise 52.5% of all youth detained.
See tables below. Data capacity to identify the underlying causes of DMC remains an issue and
information management system revisions are necessary.

2004 DCYC Data
Race/Ethnicity | % of County | % of All | % of All | Total % of All
Juv. Pop. Males Females Detained
White 75.0% 41.9% 54.2% 45.0%
Black/Afr. Amer. 14.8% 49.5% 39.5% 47.0%
Native American 0.7% 2.2% 3.3% 2.5%
Hispanic/Latino 7.3% 6.1% 2.8% 5.3%
Asian 1.3% 0.3% 0.2% 0.3%
2010 DCYC Data
Race/Ethnicity % of County | % of All | % of All | Total % of All
Juv. Pop. Males Females Detained
White 70.1% 32.0% 35.7% 33.0%
Black/Afr. Amer. 15.2% 54.1% 48.2% 52.5%
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Native American 0.9% 1.5% 3.3% 1.9%%

Hispanic/Latino 10.7% 11.7% 11.9% 11.8%

Asian 2.3% 0.3% 0.8% 0.4%

Svstem Decision Point 5:

1. Probable Cause Hearing: Juvenile Court Judge (NRS § 43-256)

a. Decision: Whether state can show that probable cause exists that the juvenile is
within the jurisdiction of the court

Svstem Decision Point 6:

1) Competency Evaluation: Juvenile Court Judge

a. Decision: Whether juvenile is competent to participate in the proceedings (NRS §
43-258(1(b)))

b. Decision: Whether juvenile is “responsible” for his/her acts (NRS §§ 43-
258(1(c)))
i. Determining factors (NRS §§ 43-258(2))
1. Physician, Surgeon, Psychiatrist, Community Mental Health
Program, Psychologist
2. “Complete evaluation of the juvenile including any authorized area
of inquiry requested by the court.” (NRS §§ 43-258(2))

System Decision Point 7:

1) Adjudication: Juvenile Court Judge

a. Decision: Whether the juvenile is, beyond a reasonable doubt, “a person
described by section 43-247” (NRS § 43-279 (1) (2) (3b) and (4a))
1. Determining factors:
1. Legal sufficiency of evidence presented during adjudication
hearing
2. Whether juvenile admits the allegation of the petition (or, “pleads
to the charges”)
b. Decision: Whether to order probation to conduct a pre-disposition investigation
(statutory authority unclear)
ii. Determining factors: None identified
iii. See also: NRS § 29-2261 (2): A court may order a presentence
investigation in any case, except in cases in which an offender has been
convicted of a Class IIIA misdemeanor, a Class IV misdemeanor, a Class
V misdemeanor, a traffic infraction, or any corresponding city or village
ordinance.
c. Decision: Whetherto order OJS (NRS § 43-281)
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iv. Determining factors: None identified
v. See also: NRS §29-2204(3): Except when a term of life is required by
law, whenever the defendant was under eighteen years of age at the time
he or she committed the crime for which he or she was convicted, the
court may, in its discretion, instead of imposing the penalty provided for
the crime, make such disposition of the defendant as the court deems
proper under the Nebraska Juvenile Code. Prior to making a disposition
which commits the juvenile to the Office of Juvenile Services, the court
shall order the juvenile to be evaluated by OJS if the juvenile has not had
an evaluation within the past twelve months.
d. Decision: Whether to order PDI and an OJS Evaluation
vi. Determining factors:
1. Presumably supplement each other
2. Uncertainty about whether probation or commitment to OJS is in
the juvenile’s best interest

Comments:
No clear criteria are established for judge’s selection of one or both of the ordered evaluations.
Dual evaluations generate competing recommendations from which the judge must select.

Probation and OJS often complete their respective investigations without collaborative contact
between the agencies, and with substantial duplication.

Should a full OJS evaluation be necessary to place a youth in OJS custody?

Svstem Decision Point 8:

1) Disposition: Juvenile Court Judge (NRS § 43-286(1))

a. Decision: Whether to place juvenile on probation (NRS § 43-286(1))
i. Determining factors: Widely varies on a case by case basis
b. Decision: Whether to commit such juveniles to the Office of Juvenile Services
((NRS § 43-286(1)(b))
ii. Determining factors: Widely varies on a case by case basis
1. Formal:
a. Whether juvenile is at least twelve years of age
c. Decision: Whether to place juvenile on probation and commit juvenile HHS or

0JS
iil. No apparent authority when delinquent remains in the legal custody of
parents/guardian
iv. Determining factors:
2. Informal:

b. Gives probation responsibility of supervision, but opens
access to HHS/OJS funds for treatment or rehabilitation

Douglas County System Point Analysis - 2011



3. See also, State v. David C., 6 Neb. App. 198, 572 N.W.2d 392
(1997): [9] 1t is clear that the court intended to commit David to
the YRTC without actually revoking his probation. We can find
no statutory basis for this procedure. Section 43-286 provides for
the possible dispositions that a court may make, including
continuing [*214] the disposition portion of the hearing and (1)
placing the juvenile on probation subject to the supervision of a
probation officer; (2) permitting the juvenile to remain in his or her
[***31] own home, subject to the supervision of the probation
officer; (3)placing the juvenile in a suitable home or institution or
with the Department; or (4) committing him or her to OJS.
Section 43-286 provides no authority for a court to place a
juvenile on probation under the care of OJS. Section 43-
286(4)(e) provides that if the court finds that the juvenile violated
the terms of his or her probation, the court may modify the terms
and conditions of the probation order, extend the period of
probation, or enter “any order of disposition that could have been
made at the time the original order of probation was entered ....”
The court could not have originally entered an order providing for
probation with commitment to YRTC, and it necessarily follows
that the court could not enter such an order upon finding that the
juvenile had violated the terms of his or her probation.

Comments:

Inconsistency in practice. In some juvenile court’s the OJS worker is not allowed to appear in
court and explain the case recommendation.

For juveniles who are already with HHS as an abuse/neglect case (NRS § 43-247(3(a)), the
“3(a)” worker is more knowledgeable about the juveniles situation than the newly appointed
OJS case-worker. While the OJS case-worker ought to be at the hearing, the 3(a) worker can do
much more to explain HHS’ position about what would be best for the youth. (Now involves NFC
and KVC).

Medical and mental health pro fessionals whose findings make up the evaluation faced difficulties
appearing to testify and, thus, the court is deprived of the full impact of their opinion and its
basis. Court left to rely on a second hand understanding of the evaluation reports.

At times, judges have ordered conditions of supervision, treatment and placement, but
designated the cases as being under a “continuing disposition” because they believe this permits
them to more closely monitor a juvenile’s case. The lack of a final disposition order, however,
deprives the parties of the right to appeal and can cause other practical and procedural
difficulties.

A Pilot Project between Probation and OJS has hel ped to reduce the dually supervised cases in
Douglas County and has authorized Probation to access services and pay for them for those
Juveniles who are appropriate for probation supervision but lack financial capability to pay for
such services needed.

Douglas County System Point Analysis - 2011 9



Orders which do not contain the correct language interfere with state and county efforts to
obtain reimbursement funding for treatment and rehabilitation services of a juvenile.

Systemm Decision Point 9:

1) Administrative Sanctions: Probation (NRS § 29-2266)3
a. Decision: Whether to impose administrative sanctions on a probationer
i. Determining factors (NRS § 29-2266(2)):

1. Probation officer has reasonable cause to believe that probationer
has committed or is about to commit a substance abuse violation or
a non-criminal violation

2. Substance abuse violation refers to a positive test for drug or
alcohol use, failure to report for such a test, or failure to comply
with substance abuse evaluations or treatment

3. Non-criminal violation means:

a. Moving traffic violations;

b. Failure to report to his or her probation officer;

c. Leaving the jurisdiction of the court or leaving the state
without the permission of the court or his or her probation
officer;

d. Failure to work regularly or attend training or school;

e. Failure to notify his or her probation officer of change of
address or employment;

f.  Frequenting places where controlled substances are
illegally sold, used, distributed, or administered,

g. Failure to perform community service as directed,;

h. Failure to pay fines, court costs, restitution, or any fees
imposed pursuant to section 29-2262.06.

Comments:

With the adoption of Administrative Sanctions, secure detention is no longer an option for
Probation Officers who are supervising youth who have a technical violation of their terms of
probation.

System Decision Point 10:

2) Motion to Revoke Probation: County Attorney (NRS § 43-286(4)(b)(i))

Svstem Decision Point 11:

* LB 463 (Pending at the time this was written) in the 2011 Legislative Session proposes to move the Administrative
Sanctions for Juveniles section to Neb. Rev, Stat. §43-247.

Douglas County System Point Analysis - 2011 10



3) Modification/Revocation of Probation: Juvenile Court Judge (NRS § 43-

286(4)(b)(V))

System Decision Point 12:

4) Sealing a Juvenile Court Record: Juvenile Court Judge (NRS § 43-2, 108.3)
a. Decision: Whether juvenile has satisfactorily completed his or her probation,
supervision, or other treatment or rehabilitation program provided under the
Nebraska Juvenile Code or has satisfactorily completed such juvenile’s diversion

or sentence in county court,

b. Decision: Whether juvenile should be discharged from the custody and

supervision of OJS

i. Determining factors:

1. Presumably same as those for probation under NRS § 43-2, 103

2. Seealso, In re Interest Tamantha S., 267 Neb. 78; 672 N.W.2d 24
(2003): it is clear under the language of § 43-408 that the
committing court maintains jurisdiction over a juvenile committed
to OJS, conducts review hearings every 6 months, and is to receive
written notification of the placement and treatment status of
juveniles committed to OJS at least every 6 months. See § 43-
408(2), the statute does not explicitly say that OJS discharges the
juveniles, and, on the contrary, the Legislature has explicitly
mandated that the committing court “continues to maintain
jurisdiction” over a juvenile [***9] committed to OJS. Id.
Therefore, while OJS may make an initial determination with
regard to the advisability of discharge of a juvenile committed to
OIJS, the committing court, as a result of its statutorily imposed
continuing jurisdiction, must approve the discharge of the juvenile.

a. Comment:

1.

il

Douglas County System Point Analysis - 2011

Historically, once juveniles are committed to OJS,
little information was passed back to the County
Attorney which made it difficult for the County
Attorney to appropriately res pond if a parolee
commits additional offenses. OJS now regularly
communicates with the County Attorney.

Serious, persistent offenders are difficult to get out
of the juvenile system. Though they may have cases
filed in County or District Court, present practices
tend to result in the case being transferred to
Juvenile Court because it already has jurisdiction
of the juvenile. This problem leads to escalating
levels of offending until juvenile commits such a
serious crime that it cannot be ignored by the adult
system.
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DOUGLAS COUNTY

COMMUNITY STABILIZING EFFORTS REVIEW

The Community Stabilizing Efforts Review incorporates the information gathered from
various sources, such as the community’s Community Capacity Inventory survey, in order to
better identify the state of juvenile services available in your local area. This process helps
reveals ways to work towards a community framework in which your juvenile justice system and
juvenile services can best be integrated for optimal impact on youth in your community.

Collective Impact

Collective impact’ is the commitment of a group of important parties from different
sectors in the community to a common agenda for solving a specific problem. The quality of the
cooperative action as well as the nature of the problem being addressed is what distinguishes
collective impact from “regular” collaboration. Collaboration is not new as there are many
examples of partnerships, networks, and other types of joint efforts. Collective impact initiatives
are unique in that they involve five conditions for success. These include a structured process
that leads to

e acommon agenda,

e shared measurement systems,

e mutually reinforcing activities among all participants,
e continuous communication, and

e acentralized infrastructure or backbone organization.

The Community Planning process assists communities in reaching collective impact over
time in order to successfully impact the local pressing needs and under-served regarding youth.

Developing a Common Framework

The initial goal within the community with regard to juvenile justice is to talk with the
same language and look at the same things; in other words, to develop a common framework.
This will help in developing a common agenda. There may be lots of programming available

! Collective Impact by John Kania & Mark Kramer. Stanford Social Innovation Review, Winter 2011
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within a community, for example, but no integration or shared ideas. A solution to that
challenge would be to coordinate efforts and ideas. First, a community must share a common
framework.

Questions to ask the community might be:

e Are you currently focused on specific program ideas and priorities?
e Are you taking into consideration community priorities?

Until the community identifies priorities that in turn become individual program
priorities, then the community is not organized around what is best for kids. Again, it is
important to identify a framework that is based in research and shows what works with kids.
“What works” is the 40 Developmental Assets that are applicable to all youth and the 43
YLS/CMI Risk-Need Factors that if not addressed, kids will continue to get in trouble. This is
the beginning of developing a common framework.

40 Developmental Assets

According to the Search Institute, “The Developmental Assets represent the relationships,
opportunities, and personal qualities that young people need to avoid risks and to thrive.” Assets
have ability to protect youth from many different harmful or unhealthy choices. Youth with the
most Assets are least likely to engage in patterns of high-risk behavior, based on surveys of
almost 150,000 6th- to 12th-grade youth in 202 communities across the United States in calendar
year 2003 (Search Institute at www.search-institute.org).
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Youth Level of Service/Case Management Inventory (YLS/CMI) Risk-Need Factors

The YLS/CMI assesses a juvenile’s risks and needs, then provides an indication of
whether the youth might be socially unstable and whether the youth is likely to exhibit
delinquent behavior. Most juvenile justice practitioners across the state of Nebraska are familiar
with the YLS/CMI factors, particularly Probation, the Office of Juvenile Services, and many
diversion programs.

Community Capacity Inventory

As part of the Saunders County Community Planning process, the Community Capacity
Inventory (CCI) survey was administered to programs and services available to youth in order to
gain an understanding of how the 40 Developmental Assets and YLS risk-need factors are being
addressed in your community. The CCI provides insight into the community’s availability of
juvenile services. Specifically, it helps the community understand how the 40 Developmental
Assets and the YLS/CMI risk-need factors are addressed in Douglas County.

109 different programs working with youth in Douglas County responded to the CCI
survey. Those who responded include:



Alegent Health Immanuel RTC
Alpha School

Big Brothers Big Sisters of the Midlands

Black Men United

Boys & Girls Club

Boys & Girls Clubs

Boys & Girls Clubs of Omaha
Boys & Girls Clubs of the Midlands
Boys and Girls Club

Building Bright Futures D2 Center
Catholic Charities

Catholic Charities

Center for Holistic Development, Inc.
Choices Counseling and Consulting.

Citadel Omaha Salvation Army
City of Omaha

City Sprouts

Collective for Youth

Communities In Schools of Omaha
community based services

Compassjon In Action Inc.
Completely KIDS
Completely KIDS
Completely KIDS
Completely KIDS
Completely KIDS
Completely KIDS
Completely KIDS
Completely KIDS
Completely KIDS
Completely KIDS
Completely KIDS
Completely KIDS
Completely Kids
Completely KIDS
Completely Kids
Conservation Fusion Inc
Courteous Kids
Creighton University
Douglas County

Douglas County Department of General Assistance
Eastern Nebraska Community Action Partnership

(ENCAP)
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PRTF (residential) for C/A

Leve! 3 Behavioral Educational Program
Community-Based Mentoring

Real Men Read

Youth Development

South Unit

Community Learning Center / Teen Program
North Omaha Club

Noble Youth

re-engagement of disconnected youth
Immigration Legal Assistance Services
Basic Needs

REAL TALK

Therapy

Sudanese after-school program

REc's Kids Clubhouse

Community Garden

Middle School Learning Center

NA

tracking/community service
Serving Families Incarcerated and families affected by
incarceration

Highland After Schoo! Program

Bancroft After School Program

Marrs Flying Falcons After School Program

Norris RASA After-School Program

Completely KIDS on 26th Street Out of School Time Program
Homeless Shelter Out of Schoo! Time Programs
Liberty Elementary Out of School Time Program
Gomez Heritage Elementary

Jackson Elementary

Field Club

Teen LEAP

Out of School Time Program

Youth Attendance Navigator Program

Marrs Magnet Middle Schoo! throught the MSLCI
Norris Middle School After School

Conservation education and Service Learning

social manners and etiquette

Health Careers Opportunity Program (HCOP)
Truancy Diversion

General Assistance and Primary Health Care Network

SALT.



Family Connections, LLC

Family Connections, LLC

Family Connections, LLC

Family First: A Call to Action

Girl Scouts Spirit of Nebraska

Girls Incorporated of Omaha Emma Center South
GOALS Center

Goodwill Industries

Heartland Family Service

Heartland Family Service

Heartland Family Service

Hope Center for Kids

IIM.A.GE.S, Inc.

Kids Can Community Center

Kids Can Community Center

Latino Center of the Midlands

Life Enhancement Services

Mariachi Zapata / Completely Kids
MSLCI

Nebraska Children & Families Foundation

Nebraska Children's Home Society
Nebraska Children's Home Society
Nebraska Families Collaborative
Nebraska Family Support Network
Nebraska Methodist College

North Omaha Boys & Girls Club
North omaha boys and girls club of the midlands
North Omaha Good News Bears, Inc.
Omaha Cares Circle

Omaha Home for Boys

Omaha Public Library

Omaha Public Schools

Omabha Salvation Army

Omaha Salvation Army

Omaha Salvation Army

Omabha Salvation Army

Omaha Street School

Omaha Street School

ONE by ONE

OneWorld Community Health Centers
Owens Educational Services

R6
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Substance Abuse Services

Anger Management Classes

Therapy Services

Restorative Justice

Outreach

Girls ages 5to 18

Truancy Abatement

Partnership for Youth Development
Shelter/Tracker

Youth Links

Heartland Housing Beginnings

Hope Center for Kids

TEEN TRIALS

Kids Can preschool

Kids Can out-of-school programs
Minority Parent Engagement Services
Behavioral Health Therapy

Musica Tradiccional/traditional music
JUVENILE JOB READINESS AND RETENTION PROGRAM

Project Everlast
Teen BLOCK (Building Leadership Outreach, Community and
Knowledge) TOP (Teen Outreach Program)

Teen Chat

Training department
Family Mentoring
Upward Bound

After School Program
Truancy

Kid's Club

Mentoring Recruitment
Group Home B

After School Program

School Social Worker
Comprehensive Adolescent Residential and Education Program
(CARES)

Kroc Center Afterschool and SUmmer Camp Programs
Cltadel Afterschool Program

North Corps Afterschool and Summer camp Programs
Future Focus Program

Alternative High School

Camp X.R.A.Y.D. Omaha

medical, dental, behavioral health and pharmayc
Day/Eveening Reporting Center

na
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Ralston Public Schools

Region 6 Behavioral Healthcare
Region 6 Behavioral Healthcare
Release Ministries

Rose Theater
Salvation Army Ray and Joan Kroc Corps Community
Center

South Boys and Girls Club

St Luke Teen Center

TeamMates

The Kent Bellows Studio & Center for Visual Arts
The Salvation Army Kroc Center
United Way of the Midlands

United Way of the Midlands

United Way of the Midlands

Urban League of Nebraska

Urban league of Nebraska

Urban League of Nebraska
Westside Early Childhood Program

YMCA

YMCA of Greater Omaha
Youth Emergency Services
Youth Emergency Services
Youth Emergency Services
Youth Emergency Services
Youth Emergency Services

Stabilizing Efforts Review
February 2012

Ralston Middle School After School Study Hall
Professional Partners

Transition Youth Professional Partner
Juvenile Justice Mentoring Program

Theater Club

Healthy Home Project

Youth Assistence Navagator

St Luke Teen Center

Metro Catholic Schools TeamMates

Young Artist Mentoring Programs

Youth Alive ( Character Building Programs
Youth Volunteer Corps (YVC) Summer Program
Youth Leadership Committee (YLC)
Court-Referral Community Service Program
Whitney Young Jr. Academy

Monroe Activity Center

Youth & Education

Hillside Club 66

Middle School Learning Center After-School Program at McMillan

Magnet Center

Afterschool Teen Mentoring Program
Emergency Shelter

Maternity Home

Transitional Living

Street Outreach Program

Homeless Youth

The following results are based on those that responded, with knowledge that a broader
array of programs and services may be available to youth in Douglas County.
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Survey Findings

The survey asked the respondents to identify themselves by type of program. The
choices were as follows:

After School Program Legal Services
Basic Needs Parenting
Behavioral Health Prevention

Child Welfare Residential
Community Service Domestic Violence
Culture Specific Mentoring

Early Education Truancy

Education Job Skills
Employment & Job Skills Gender Specific
Juvenile Justice Mediation

The following table shows the distribution of survey respondents by Type of Program.
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Type of Program (choose one)

After School Progiam

. Education
Basic Needs (Housing,
Food, Clothing. Economic

Assistance, Ete.) . h
Mental Health Outpatient §

Child Welfare/Protection
& Safety
Mentoring

Juvenile Justiee
Community Service

Employment & Job Skills

Twancy
Substance Abuse
Qutpatient
Eady Educauon
Prevention
Gender Specfre
Mantal Health
Residential
Legal Services
Job Skills
SubstanceAbuse _|
Residential
Culture Specific
Parenting
Domestic Violance
Mediation

Please identify the ages primarily eligible for this program/service.

17

18
19

208& older
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The table above indicates the Ages Primarily Eligible for the Programs/Services in Douglas
County. Four programs serve males, 6 serve females, and 99 identified serving both males and females.
Eighty-eight programs indicated not being race specific while 20 serve primarily African-Americans and
| indicated serving primarily a white population. In addition, 14 programs reported serving the Non-
Hispanic population, 4 serving the Hispanic population while the rest reported serving both Non-Hispanic
and Hispanic (91 programs). In terms of Source of Clients, Walk-Ins/Self Referrals is where most

respondents get their referrals from, as this table indicates.

lIdentify source of clients

160

80

GO —

40

School Referals Privete-Agency Referals
Walk.ins/Self.refenals Justice Referrals

HHS Rafarmais

Respondents were asked to select the estimated annual budget of their program or service. They
were also asked to indicate the approximate size of their primary service area, where they receive one-
third or more of the funding for their program or service, and the number of youth served per year. The
following 4 tables indicate the response for those questions.
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Please select the approximate annual budgetof your program/serivce.

$10.000 cr less

$26-50.000 —

$51-100.000

$100.000 or above

Identify approximate size of primary service area.

80

60—

40—

20

County-wide

Region/Multi-County

State-wide
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Which of the following provides one third or more of the funding for your
program/service? (check up to 3 boxes)

Client-paid fees

Private Donors

Stata grants

Ptivate insurance

Federalgrants

State teimbursemants

CayiCounty

How many youth does your program/service serve peryear?

35 =1

30

Less than 50

50 - 100

101-250

251-500

Over 500

11
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Developmenta] Assets Cultivated

"The Developmental Assets are 40 common-sense, positive experiences and qualities that
help influence choices young people make and help them become caring, responsible adults.
Grounded in extensive research in youth development, resiliency, and prevention, the
Developmental Assets represent the relationships, opportunities, and personal qualities that
young people need to avoid risks and to thrive. Because of its basis in research and its proven
effectiveness, the Developmental Assets framework has become the single most widely used
approach to positive youth development in the United States". (www.search-institute.org, 2009)

The CCI asked each program/service to select the Assets that it cultivates among youth.
These are the 40 Developmental Assets:

External Factors

1.

oo

10.
11.

12.
13.

14.

15.
16.

17.

18.

FAMILY SUPPORT—Family life provides high levels of love and support.

POSITIVE FAMILY COMMUNICATION—Young person and her or his parent(s)
communicate positively, and young person is willing to seek advice and counsel from
parents.

OTHER ADULT RELATIONSHIPS—Young person receives support from three or more
nonparent adults.

CARING NEIGHBORHOOD—Young person experiences caring neighbors.

CARING SCHOOL CLIMATE—School provides a caring, encouraging environment.
PARENT INVOLVEMENT IN SCHOOLING—Parent(s) are actively involved in helping
young person succeed in school.

COMMUNITY VALUES YOUTH— Y oung person perceives that adults in the community
value youth.

YOUTH AS RESOURCES— Young people are given useful roles in the community.
SERVICE TO OTHERS— Young person serves in the community one hour or more per
week.

SAFETY—Young person feels safe at home, school, and in the neighborhood.
FAMILY BOUNDARIES—Family has clear rules and consequences and monitors the
young person’s whereabouts.

SCHOOL BOUNDARIES—School provides clear rules and consequences.
NEIGHBORHOOD BOUNDARIES—Neighbors take responsibility for monitoring young
people’s behavior.

ADULT ROLE MODELS—Parent(s) and other adults model positive, responsible
behavior.

POSITIVE PEER INFLUENCE— Young person’s best friends model responsible behavior.
HIGH EXPECTATIONS—Both parent(s) and teachers encourage the young person to do
well.

CREATIVE ACTIVITIES—Young person spends three or more hours per week in lessons
or practice in music, theater, or other arts.

YOUTH PROGRAMS— Y oung person spends three or more hours per week in sports,
clubs, or organizations at school and/or in the community.

12



19.

20.
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RELIGIOUS COMMUNITY— Young person spends one or more hours per week in
activities in a religious institution.

TIME AT HOME—Young person is out with friends “with nothing special to do” two or
fewer nights per week.

Internal Factors

21.
22.
23.

24.
25.

26.
27.

28.
29.
30.
31.
32.
33.
34.
35.
36.
37.
38.

39.
40.

ACHIEVEMENT MOTIVATION—Young person is motivated to do well in school.
ScHOOL ENGAGEMENT—Young person is actively engaged in learning,
HOMEWORK—Young person reports doing at least one hour of homework every
school day.

BONDING TO SCHOOL— Y oung person cares about her or his school.

READING FOR PLEASURE— Y oung person reads for pleasure three or more hours per
week.

CARING—Young person places high value on helping other people.

EQUALITY AND SOCIAL JUSTICE— Young person places high value on promoting
equality and reducing hunger and poverty.

INTEGRITY— Y oung person acts on convictions and stands up for her or his beliefs.
HONESTY—Young person “tells the truth even when it is not easy.”
RESPONSIBILITY—Young person accepts and takes personal responsibility.
RESTRAINT—Young person believes it is important not to be sexually active or to use
alcohol or other drugs.

PLANNING AND DECISION MAKING— Y oung person knows how to plan ahead and
make choices.

INTERPERSONAL COMPETENCE— Young person has empathy, sensitivity, and
friendship skills.

CULTURAL COMPETENCE— Young person has knowledge of and comfort with people
of different cultural/racial/ethnic backgrounds.

RESISTANCE SKILLS—Young person can resist negative peer pressure and dangerous
situations.

PEACEFUL CONFLICT RESOLUTION—Young person seeks to resolve conflict
nonviolently.

PERSONAL POWER—Young person feels he or she has control over “things that
happen to me.”

SELF-ESTEEM— Young person reports having a high self-esteem.

SENSE OF PURPOSE— Y oung person reports that “my life has a purpose.”

POSITIVE VIEW OF PERSONAL FUTURE—Young person is optimistic about her or his

personal future.

According to Douglas County’s CCI findings, the following 2 Tables indicate the
breakdown of External Assets and Internal Assets.
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Select each ofthe EXTERNAL assets your program/service cultivates among youth:

14, Adultrole medets-Parent(s)
and other adult

3. Otheraduh inodel positive, 185p... iemmmmend
relationships- Young person receives o
support from thiee... 1. Community values |
youth-Young person peicees
16. High expectations-Both that aduks n the c...
patent(s) and teachers :
encourage theyoung... 18. Youth programs-Young

15. Posiive peer
influence-Y oung person'sbest
frends model respons...

2 Postive famiy andinthenehb..
communication-Y oung personand
her orhis parent(s... 8. Youth as msoures-Yourg

5. Caring school cimate~School
provides 3 caring,
encouraging envi...

1. Family suppont-F amily

Hfe provides high levels o
of love and suppot. 17, Creative activities-Young
, . person spends 3 or
§. Parent involvement in more hours perweek .

schooling-Parent(s) are
attively involved in ..

4, Caring neighborhood-Y oung
person expenences

caring nehbors, 11. Family boundanes—Family
has clear rules and
20. Time at home-Yourg consequencesandmon...

person is out wih frends
“withnothing speci...

19, Religiouscommunity-Young
person spends one
of more hours pensee...

person spendsthree o
mare hours perweek i..

10. Safety-Young person
feeks safe athome, school, =

people aregven useful [
rolesin the comM.. |yuemeny

9. Sewvice to others-Young |
person sewves in the
communiy one hour or...

12. School Boundaries-School
provides clea
s and CONSEQUENCES. ey

13. Neighborhood
boundares-Neighbors take
tesponsibility for manitor...

NONE OF THE ABOVE [

!
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Selecteach ofthe following INTERNAL assets your program/service cultivates among

32. Planning and dectsion
making-Young person knows
howto plan ahead...

_ . person repots having
21. Achevement Motrvatin-Young 3 high sefesteem. [
person is motrvated
todowelin sc... 40. Postrve viewof

youth:

30. Responsibity-Yourg
person acceptsand takes
personal tesponsibi.. e

38. Sefesteem-Young

personal future-Young peison

39 Sense ofpurpose~-Yourg s optimist about... g
person reports that :
‘my Ife has a pupose.” 29. Honesty-Youngperson [ty

35. Resttance skils-Young
person ¢3n resist
negative peerpressure ...

% Peaceful confict
resoluton-Y oung personseeks
to sesolve confli..

31. Personal power-Yourg
personfeels he or she
has control over th...

28. Integry-Young person
acs on convictions and
stands upfor her .

23, Homework-Y oung person
reports doing at least
one hour of homewerk..

believes 1 s inportant
24. Bondingto school-Young notto be sexual.
person cares about
her orhisschool 29 Reading forPleasure-Young

21. Equaltyand socil pleasure thiee ormar...
ustiee-Young personplaces 1
high valueon pro... .
NONE OF THE ABOVE §

"tels the truth even —
when .G not easy.

22. SchoolEngagement-Young |
person is actively
engagedin kaming. jmees

26. Canng-Youngpperson |
places high value on
helping other people. [ume

33, Interpersonal
Competence-Young personhas
empathy, senstrviy, a..

34 Cukurz] Competence-Young |
 person has knowledge
ofand comfotwt.. ¢

31 Restraint-Y oung person

person reads for
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According to the CCI findings, the highest identified Assets being cultivated among
youth in the programs and services available to youth in Douglas County include the following:

#30 — RESPONSIBILITY—Young person accepts and takes personal responsibility.
(87 programs)

#32 — PLANNING AND DECISION MAKING— Young person knows how to plan ahead
and make choices.
(80 programs)

#14 — ADULT ROLE MODELS—Parent(s) and other adults model positive, responsible
behavior.
(76 programs)

#38 — SELF-ESTEEM— Y oung person reports having a high self-esteem.
(76 programs)

The lowest identified Assets include:

#19 - RELIGIOUS COMMUNITY—Young person spends one or more hours per week in
activities in a religious institution.
(9 programs)

#13 — NEIGHBORHOOD BOUNDARIES—Neighbors take responsibility for monitoring
young people’s behavior.

(17 programs)

#20 - TIME AT HOME— Y oung person is out with friends “with nothing special to do”
two or fewer nights per week.
(13 programs)



Douglas County Comprehensive Community Juvenile Service Plan
Stabilizing Efforts Review
February 2012

YLS/CMI Risk-Need Factors Addressed

"The Youth Level of Service/Case Management Inventory is a combined and integrated
risk/needs assessment instrument for use with general populations of young offenders. The
YLS/CMI has shown to be a reliable predictor of recidivism for young males and females, and to
also predict the risk of future violent conduct by male youths. It is also increasingly being used to
provide data about risk and need to help inform decisions about the design and delivery of
services to young offenders". (Hoge & Andrews, 2008)

The CCI asked each program to identify the YLS/CMI factors that are being addressed by
their particular program or service. These are the YLS/CMI factors, organized into subject
matter categories:

FAMILY CIRCUMSTANCES/PARENTING
Inadequate supervision

Difficulty controlling behavior

Inconsistent parenting

Inappropriate discipline

Poor relations with parent(s)

EDUCATION/EMPLOYMENT
Disruptive behavior at school
Low achievement

Problems with peers/teachers
Truancy

Unemployed

Not seeking employment

PEER RELATIONS

Some delinquent acquaintances/friends
Negative peer interactions

Lack of positive peers

SUBSTANCE ABUSE

Occasional drug use

Chronic drug/alcohol use

Substance abuse interferes with life and/or linked to offense(s)

LEISURE/RECREATION
Limited organizational activities
Could make better use of time
No personal interests

17
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PERSONALITY/BEHAVIOR
Inflated self-esteem

Physically aggressive
Tantrums

Short attention span

Poor frustration tolerance
Inadequate guilt feelings
Verbally aggressive/impudent

ATTITUDES/ORIENTATION
Antisocial and/or pro-criminal attitudes
Not seeking help

Actively rejecting help

Defies authority

Callous

Little concern for others

According to Douglas County’s CCI findings, the following Tables indicate the
breakdown of Risk-Need Factors being addressed.

Which of the following risk-need factors related to FAMILY CIRCUMSTANCES/PARENTING are
addressed by your program/service?

Inadequate supervision —

Difficulty R
controlling behavior

Inconsistent parenting —

Inappropriate discipline i

Poor relations
with parent(s)

None of the above :
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Which ofthe following risk-need factors related to EDUCATION/EMPLOYMENT are
addressed by your program/service?

) Disruptive
behavior at school

Low achievement

Problems with
peersfteachers

Truancy

Unemployed

Not seeking employment

None of the above SN

0 20 40 60 80

Which ofthe following risk-need factors related to PEER RELATIONS are addressed by
your program/service?

Some delinquent
aquaintances/friends

Negative peer
interactions

Lack of positive peers - '

None of the above 38
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Which ofthe following risk-need factors related to SUBSTANCE ABUSE are addressed
by your program/service?

Occasional drug use

Chronic drug/alcohol use " .

Substance abuse interferes
with life and/or
linked to offense(s)

None ofthe above .

Which ofthe following risk-need factors related to LEISURE/RECREATION are addressed
by your program/service?

Limited organizational
activities

Could make better_}
use of time J

No personal interests —§

None of the sbove i
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Which of the following risk-need factors related to PERSONALITY/BEHAVIOR are
addressed by your program/service?

Inflated self-esteeem
Physically aggressive -
Tantrums —~§

Short attention span

Poor frustration
tolerance

inadequate _ S
guilt feelings |

aqqressive/impudent |

None of the sbove

40 G &1}

Which ofthe following risk-need factors related to ATTITUDES/ORIENTATION are
addressed by your program/service?

Aatisocial and/or
procriminal attitudes &

Not seeking help—i
Actively rejecting help

Defies authority

Callous

Little concern_§
for cthers

None of the sbove —§

40 6l
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According to the CCI findings, the highest identified YLS/CMI factor being addressed
by programs and services available in Douglas County are:

- Negative Peer Interactions (72 programs)

~ On the opposite end, the YLS/CMI factors with the fewest of the responding
programs/services addressing such are:

- Chronic drug/alcohol use (14 programs)



» Open June - August
* 119 Total Respondents

JJPF 2011 Survey

2012 — 2015 County Plan

The following BEST deseribes my PRIMARY interestin relation to
juvenlle issues: <choose one> <<NO youth Option - a youth survey

willl be available and disser

W | am 3 Parent

- | provige services’ suppans
FAm2gly to parents

Iviotkin Fesrea
o of child family/
parenlAdvocacy

| week in the area
= ot Public Pelicy

B | aman Slecled @fficial

| work dire<tly ‘with youth
B -ina school s et
(directeducation

lwork directly with
B yeulh-ing
ceunseling/thierepy rele
| wockdirectly vilh y-outh
N -inznetiier suppecive
services role{ski...

twork directly vilh youth
- Inthe juvenilejustce

systemfss a‘sy .

I manage siaff vihov.ork
T gisectly vith youth

Al Other Resrenses

County Plan Priority Area Survey 2012-
2015




The following BEST describes my agency “type”: <choose one> <<NO
youth Option —a youth survey will be avallable and disseminated>>

Noagercy - |
= ama Parect
Advocate Peer hignlor!
S Patent Supporv etc

Sersice Provide -

W behavioral health/
counseling' therapy
ServiceProvida- ALL

B olher ty pes(skill-building
menlonng. recred.

W Scheol/ Education

W8 (3 Enforcement

Govermnment (stale of local)
@ - Direct Youh Interaction

- Delinquercyl.

Governmenl (stale or local)
W - Direcl Youlh Irtecaction

~Child\-/atfar .

Gevesnmenl (stale or local)
. - Cirect YOURM Inleraction

-BOTH{Deling

Governmant (stale of Incal)
@ -INDIPECT work (fundiing”

policy/elecled

All Otker Responses

My agency! program/ initiative has received funding (in any amount) from the
Nebraska Crime Commission (NCC) during the past 3 years:

= Yes
== No

County Plan Priority Area Survey 2012-
2015




My agency/ program! initiative paiticipated in aJJPF collaborative grant application process
{whether funding was awarded or not), with application made to ANY granting organization
(to inctude: the Nebraska Crime Commission (NCE) (he Office of Violence Prevention (OVP),
the Bureau of Justice Assi BJA), the of Health (NIR), Office of

Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP), etc.) during the past 3 years:

W Yes
= No

Truancy

* Increase awareness of truancy and
decrease its incidence through a
combined effort of the schools, service
providers, and law enforcement

County Plan Priority Area Survey 2012-
2015



There has been substantial and/ or meaningful progress in this area duringthe pastthree years
(toinclude the current calendar year).

Strongly Agree

Neither Agree
or Disagree

Strongly Disagree -

| have participated in truancy reduction or school d efforts (through ANY committee,
initiative, or agency} over the past three years In the role (& agencytype) | listed Inthis survey:

25

20

5
0
Usuaby (68 meatings ar
R
arge b functian. ate )
Alaays 3- me2tigs or About Ha¥ihaTime Nevar
meUvARSPeryeanasa -5 ma: s0ractvaies
majottunctnnofile paryaar gie)

County Plan Priority Area Survey 2012-

2015




Who should be mostresponsiblefor probil Ilving, and positively changing, this
priority area? <br><br>piease rank responses from 1-7; 1 is most
accountablef/important

[N
- 2
= 3
I}
- 5
B
-7

Juztics Sysam

Youth Schook Community Providers Palcy Makers
{anyaltypes)

Although some progress mayhave occwrred in thisarea. Truancy should
remaln a priority areafor Douglas County for the nextthree years.

I Stengly Agree
- Agree

Heither Agree
L or Disagree

N Dis2gree
N Strougly Biszgree

County Plan Priority Area Survey 2012-

2015




Behavioral Health —
Early Assessment

* Improve families’ ability to access
assessments and services prior to formal
action being taken against a youth or
family.

There has been substantial and/ or meaningful progress in this area during the past three years
{toinclude the current calendar year).

Strongly Agree

Agree

Neither Agree
or Disagree

Dissgree

Strongly Disagree

County Plan Priority Area Survey 2012-
2015



t have participated In efforts {(prevention and early intervention} in this area(through ANY
commilttee, Inltiative, or agency) over the past three years In the role (& agency type) | listed In
this survey:

a—
Usunly mastngs er Saldam{1-2 mastings
L1 L PAryRRr, or acvEAE
targe b funcuon, ate ) paryaar ae)
Abvaya @-reemgaor AboutFaFihe Tme Kever
clvies For YeaT p1a (3.5 maatings or actvans
majer functan of th parysar. mte)

Whoshould be most responsible for problem-solving, and positively changing, this
priority area? <br><bi>please rank responses from 4-7; 1 is most

accountablefimportant

50

10
-
-2

£ L
-
- 5
1
-

|
Jumice Symam Fundens
Yeuth Seheals Communiy Pravidars Palicy Makers
fanyal npa)

County Plan Priority Area Survey 2012-
2015



Although some progress may have occurred inthisarea, Behavioral Health
—Early Assessment should remain a priority area for Douglas County for
the nextthree years.

e Strongly Agrea
e Agres

Neither Agres
or Disagree

BN Disagrae
B Syengly Disegrae

Behavioral Health-
Community Capacity

» Develop appropriate mental health
interventions for juveniles in Douglas
County.

County Plan Priority Area Survey 2012-
2015



There has been tal and/ or ful progress in this area during thepastthreesyears

(to Include the current calendar year).

Strongly Agree

Strongly Disagree

| have participated in efforts (prevention and early interventlon) in this area {through ANY
committee, inltiative, or agency) over the past three years in the role (& agency type) | listed in
this survey:

5
0
Usualy (83 meatngsor
BEEVLAS BATYRDE or.
Wran pdfuncion, su: ) Fatyest aue)
Alaays (3= maatngsor About Fa¥the Tene tavar
2CWOLS LI YR 85 0 3-5 meevnga of activi
mapifuncaanol th paryent wu:)

County Plan Priority Area Survey 2012-
2015



Who should be mostresponsible for probl Iving, and positively changing, thi
priority area? <br><br>please rank responses from 1-7; 1 is most
accountable/Important

-

Jusvce Syawm

Youth School. ComrunityPinviders Paley Makars
(anyalypes)

- 2
=3
K}
-5
b
-7

Although some progress may have occurred Inthis area, Behavioral Health
- Etfective System of Care; Appropriate Services to Meet Needs; Capacity
Based on Need should remain 2 priorityarea for Oouglas County for the
next three years.

B Suongly Agree
- Agree

Neither Agree
W i Disagres

N Disagree
e Strongly Disagiee

County Plan Priority Area Survey 2012-

2015
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Re-Integration

« Create and implement programming to
support juveniles’ successful re-
integration with family, school, and

community following formal interventions.

There has been substantial and/ o r meaningful progress in this area during the past three years
(to include the current calendar year).

Strongly Agree-{ ‘

orDisagree ||

Disagree.

Strongly Disagree

County Plan Priority Area Survey 2012-
2015

11



| have particlpated In efforts (prevention and early intervention) in this area (through ANY
committee, initlative, or agency) over the past three years in the role (& agency type) | listed in
this survey:
30
25
an
®
10
-
&
Usually (6-8 meatings a1 Saldam {1-2 meatings.
I L paTyRar or 33
Imrge job function, a1z ) paryasr ate )
Alsays {3- meatngsor Abouttafthe Trme Never
ACWTHE PATYeRn 330 3-5 maeuhQs 01 MBS
wajper functon of th. patyaar. etc)
Who should be most responsibte for probl Iving, and positively changing, this
priority area? <br><br>please rank responses from 1-7; 1 is most
accountable/important
10
30
=
= 2
3
-4
20 -5
13
=7
10—l —| o]
0
Paranus Justice System Funders
Youth Schools CommunsyProviders Pabiey Makars
(anyaltrpes)

County Plan Priority Area Survey 2012-

2015
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Although some progress may have occurred in this area, Re-Integration
should remaln a priority area for Douglas County for the next three years.

N SyenglyAgree
iy Agres

Neither Agrea
= or Disegres
. Disagree
. Sirongly Dissgres

JJPF

» Create a juvenile justice forum to regularly
meet to network, report on local
programming efforts, discuss grant
applications, and serve as a catalyst for
the community.

County Plan Priority Area Survey 2012-

2015
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Therehas been sub ial and/ or ingful progress in this area during the past three years
(to Include the current calendar year).

Strongly Agree

Neither Agree
or Disagree

Disagree

Strongly Disagree -

10 20 30 40

| have participated in efforts (prevention and early intervention) in this area (through ANY
commilttee, inltiative, or agency) over the past three years In the role (& agency type) | listed In
this survey:

L

25

20

£

Usualy (-8 meatings or Sebom {1-2 mastings
2 5 paryesi. 3
Irge job funcion, ic )
Atways 13+ niretings et Aboutkalfthe Trme Havar
AcTVRS PRIYEDT B3 2 (3.5 mewgsor activiias
e prluncton of th pary2ar, ate}

County Plan Priority Area Survey 2012-
2015



Who shouldbe mostresponsible for problem-solving, and positively changing, this
priority area? <br><br>please rank responses from 1-7; 1 is most

accountable/important

60

10 -1
[
= ]
-t
- 5
= 6
-7

20 ———

0

Parants Justica Systam Fundars
Youth Schoals Communiy Praviders Paley Makers
(anyalypes)

Although some progress mayhaveoccurred in this area, Communication/
Information-Sharing should remaln a priority area for Douglas County for
the next three years.

o Suongly Agree
- Agree

Naithar Agrea
. Cisagree

B Dissgree
. Svengly Disagree

County Plan Priority Area Survey 2012-

2015
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[

DMC

Reduce the over-representation of
minorities within the juvenile justice
system (ie: Disproportionate Minority
Contact-DMC).

There has been substantial and/ ar meaningful progress in this area during the past three years
{to include the current calendar year).

Strongly Agree

Agree

Neither Agree

or Disagree

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

County Plan Priority Area Survey 2012-

2015
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I have participated in efforts {prevention and early intervention) in this area (through ANY
committee, Initiative, or agency) over the past three years in the role {& agency type} I listed in

this survey:
50
40
1
30
20
10
a_
Usualy (8-8 meatings ar SeHom {1-2 meatings
ACINTRSE poTyRal or 1]
Wrge b funcban, ate) paryear ate)
Alaays {3- meetings or Asoutta¥the Teme Navar
MWTREGEIYOIT 03 [3-5 meatngs oracovites
majpriunctencfth prryaar, aw)
Who should be mostresponsiblefor problem-solving, and positively changing, this
priority area? <br><br>please rank responses from 1.7, 1is most
accountable/important
50
0
-
- 2
30
. 3
-
-5
13
LT

Paranu Justce System Funders

Youth Schaols. Co.nmnay Providers Pobey Makars
any:al typas)

County Plan Priority Area Survey 2012-

2015
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Although some progress may have occurred in this area, Disproportionate
Minority Contact {DMC) should remain a priority area for Douglas County for
the next three years.

B Suongly Agrea
- fgree

Neithar Agree
or Disagree

. Disagree
. Strengly Disagree

Youth Violence

Reduce the overall incidence of youth-
violence in the community.

County Plan Priority Area Survey 2012-

2015
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Therehas been substantial and/ or meaningful progress in this area duringthe past three years
(to include the current calendar year).

Strongly Agree

Neither Agree
or Disagree

Disagree-

| have participated in efforts (prevention and eariy intervention) in this area (through ANY
committee, Initiative, or agency) overthe pastthreeyearsin therole (& agency type) | listed In
this survey:

25

Usualy (8-8 meatings o

acuviias paryear
targa job function, ate )
Alaays (3- meatingser About HaX1he Time Navar
Acumas parysaras e (35 mazwnga ot acuvibes
maprfunction ofth peryaatrete)

County Plan Priority Area Survey 2012-
2015



Who should he mostresponsible for pr Iving, and positively changing, this
priority area? <br><br>please rank responses from 1-7; 1Is most

accountable/important
30
25
20 -
-2
3
-
Lt -
1
-7
04+—
54—
0-

Justice Systam

Youth Schoob Communay Praviders Poley Makars
(any. s typas)

Although some progress may have occurred inthisarea, Youth Violence
should remain a priority area for Douglas County for the next three years.

m Stongly Agrae
e
Neither Agree
arDiszgree

S Diszgree
W Svengly Ois2grez

County Plan Priority Area Survey 2012-

2015
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Misc. Details:

» Suggestions listed regarding each Priority
Area will be available in raw form for each
Committee (or interested working group).

» Suggestions for overall changes/
additions/ improvements will be available
in raw form; and will be considered as part
of the process.

» No identifying information will be provided
with responses.

County Plan Priority Area Survey 2012-

2015
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County Plan Priority Area Discussion Summary
April 21, 2011

Truancy:
= Redefine--- “excessive absenteeism”

=3 Need for collaboration across initiatives
= Focus on primary and secondary levels
= Focus on school building climate changes, etc.

Behavioral Health - Early Assessment:

= Increased need and attention for youth experiencing trauma (all ages)
= Continued stigma related to seeking / receiving services

= Continued focus on more effectively serving youth, with less resources
=3 Continued challenges re: funding streams; more need for creative
collaboration

Behavioral Health - Community Capacity:

= Similar to above

= Disconnect between Service Providers and System
=)

o

=)

Need trauma focus (special needs re: Refugee/Immigrant populations)
Funding causing loss of Providers
Cross-cutting themes: Truancy & Violence

Re-Integration:
= Need to redefine (Ex: “restore; reintegrate; redirect) ; also to address

what “needs” are; also formal vs. informal disruptions
=3 Need for formal “transitional” services

=3 More coordinated efforts involving schools

= Special population = status offenders

JJPF:

= Refine definition to include more specific focus areas: data and
information-sharing

= Clarify role of JJPF

= Strategically increase collaboration across Priority Areas

=3 Continue focus on effective communication and effective use of

resources

County Plan — JJPF Large Group Discussion, April 21, 2011 1



DMC:

= Look at specific impacts; provide some outcomes (ex: Have certain
initiatives been able to prevent African American males out of the justice
system? Decreases in recidivism, etc.)

= Are services reflective of needs (as shown by data)

=3 Use to look at overall system reform; JDAI

Youth Violence:

= Look at specific impacts; provide some outcomes (ex: Have
collaborations such as Omaha 360 been able to show decrease in violence,
etc.?)

= Increase partnering with Faith Community

= Focus on active investment from overall community

Other Areas:

= Homelessness, near homelessness, runaway youth
= Social Interventions (underlying issues)

= Teen pregnancy/ teen parenting challenges

= Refugee Population

Youth Voice:

= Youth “listening sessions”

=3 CQI through youth feedback
= Youth-driven policies

County Plan — JJPF Large Group Discussion, April 21, 2011



Attendees for Juvenile System Coordinating
Council

Elizabeth Crnkovich

Juvenile Court Judge

Juvenile Court of Douglas County, Ne.
444-7888

600 Hall of Justice 17th Farnam

Omaha, Ne., 68183
glizabeth.crnkovich@douglascounty-ne.gov

Vernon Daniels

Juvenile Court Judge

Separate Juvenile Court of Douglas County, Ne.
600 Hall of Justice 17th Farnam

Omaha, Ne., 68183

444-3305

Email his assistant —
Trinette.houston@douglascounty-ne.gov
vernon.daniels@douglascounty-ne.gov )

Douglas F. Johnson

Juvenile Court Judge

Separate Juvenile Court of Douglas County, Ne.
600 Hall of Justice 17th Farnam

Omaha, Ne., 68183

444-7881

Email his bailiff -
mary.vicek@douglascounty-ne.qov
douglas.johnson@douglascounty-ne.gov

Christopher Kelly

Juvenile Court Judge

Separate Juvenile Court of Douglas County, Ne.
600 Hall of Justice 17th Farnam

Omaha, Ne., 68183

444-6618

christopher kelly@douglascounty-ne.gov

Wadie Thomas

Juvenile Court Judge

Separate Juvenile Court of Douglas County, Ne.
600 Hall of Justice 17th Farnam

Omaha, Ne., 68183

444-7889

Email his secretary: Debbie. peck@douglascounty-
ne.gov

wadie.thomas@douglascounty-ne.gov

Juvenile Justice System Coordinating Council - 2012 1



. Steve Glandt
Captain Steve Glandt
Douglas County Sheriff Office
3601 N 156th St.
Omaha, Ne., 68116
444-6854
Steven.Glandt@douglascounty-ne.gov

Mary Visek

Chief Probation Officer

State of Nebraska 4 J Probation District
319 S. 17th St. 4th Floor, Keeline Building
Omaha, Ne., 68102

444-7835

Mary.Vicek@nebraska.gov

Interim ---

Eastern Service Area Administrator

Nebraska Department of Health & Human Services
1313 Farnam St. 2nd Floor

Omaha, Ne., 68102

595-2853

Nicole Goaley

Head of Juvenile Division

Douglas County Attorney Office

600 Hall of Justice

Omaha, Ne., 68183

444-1753
Nicole.goaley@douglascounty-ne.gov

Brad Alexander

Director

Douglas County Youth Center

1301 So. 41st St.

Omaha, Ne., 68105

444-1924
brad.alexander@douglascounty-ne.gov

Mark Leflore

Manager of Administrative Services
Douglas County Youth Center

1301 So. 41st. St.

Omaha, Ne., 68105

444-4767
Mark.LeFlore@douglascounty-ne.gov

Juvenile Justice System Coordinating Council - 2012



David Baker

Interim Chief

Omaha Police Department

505 S. 15 St.

Omaha, Ne., 68102

444-5667

david.baker@ci.omaha.ne.us

Email his assistant - |clayton@ci.omaha.ne.us

As designated by Marty Conboy
Assistant City Prosecutor

City Prosecutor’s Office

505 S. 15 St.

Omaha, Ne., 68131

444-5337

Pat Connell

Vice President Behavior Health & Government
Relations

National Research Hospital

555 N. 30th St.

Omaha, Ne., 68131

498-6392

connell@boystown.org

Kim Culp

Director

Douglas County Juvenile Assessment Center
1941 S. 42nd St., Ste. 504

Omaha, Ne., 68105

444-6464

kim.culp@douglascounty-ne.gov

Tom Harvey

Assistant Superintendent
Omaha Public Schools
Student & Community Services
3215 Cuming

Omaha, Ne., 68131
402-557-2131
Kathleen.stageman@ops.org

Thomas McQuade

Presiding Judge of Courts

Douglas County Courts

600 Hall of Justice 2nd Floor

Omaha, Ne., 68183

444-6317
Thomas.Mcguade@douglascounty-ne.gov
Assistant - kerri.wehrer@courts.ne.gov

Juvenile Justice System Coordinating Council - 2012




Tony Green

Administrator of Juvenile
Services/Status Offense Unit
Department of Health & Human Services
1313 Farnam

Omaha, NE 68102

402-595-3893 Office
Tony.green@nebraska.qov

John Cavanaugh
Executive Director

Building Bright Futures
1004 Farnam St., Suite 102
Omaha, Ne., 68102
715-4145
jicomaha@aol.com

Kathy Kelley

Chief Administrative Officer

Douglas County Board of Commissioners
1819 Farnam St . LC 2

Omaha, Ne., 68183

444-6237
kathleen.kelley@douglascounty-ne.gov

Christopher Rodgers

Chair

Douglas County Board of Commissioners
1819 Farnam St. LC 2

Omaha, Ne., 68183

444-6413
chris.rodgers@douglascounty-ne.gov

Rick Kubat

Assistant County Manager

Douglas County Board of Commissioners
1819 Farnam St. LC 2

Omaha, Ne., 68183
richard.kubat@douglascounty-ne.gov

Catherine Hall

Criminal Justice Grant Officer

Douglas County District Court - 4th Judicial District
Civic Center Room 907

1819 Farnam

Omaha Ne., 68183

402-444-1782

catherine.hall@dcddc.com

Juvenile Justice System Coordinating Council - 2012 4



Tom Riley

Public Defender

Douglas County Public Defender Office
306 Hall of Justice

Omaha, Ne., 68183

402-444-7687
triley@douglascounty-ne.gov

Ann Marcuzzo

Assistant Public Defender

Douglas County Public Defender Office
306 Hall of Justice

Omaha, Ne., 68183

402-444-7687
AMarcuzzo@douglascounty-ne.gov

Corey R. Steel, MAM

Juvenile Justice Specialist

Nebraska Office of Probation Administration
521 South 14th Room 101

Lincoln, NE 68508

Office: 402-471-4976
corey.steel@nebraska.gov

Ray Curtis

Juvenile Court Administrator
Juvenile Court of Douglas County
600 Hall of Justice

Omaha, Ne., 68183

444-7885
Raymond.Curtis@dc4dc.com

Grady Porter

Probation Officer

Nebraska State Probation District 4 J

319 So. 17th St. 4th Floor, Keeline Building
Omaha, Ne., 68102

444-6833

grady.porter@nebraska.qov

Nick Juliano

Boys Town

Director of Business Development
N13603 Flanagan Blvd

Boys Town, NE 68010
402.498-1907 Office
nick.juliano@boystown.org

Juvenile Justice System Coordinating Council - 2012
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THE COALITION 16-May-12 | 6-Jun-12
Please
Name Agency Contact information initial Please initial
April Meeting :
Abate, Carmine L. Teacher-Youth Links cabate@heartlandfamilyservice.org X
Anderson, Brian Capstone brian@capstonebehavigralhealth.com
Boler, Jordan County Attorney jordan.boler@douglascounty-ne.gov X
Burrell, Phillip PFOK pburrell@thepartnershipforourkids.org X
Byers, Leslie FPPS lbyers@fppsolutions.net X
Conner, Brad Pap/LV Schools bconnor@paplv.org
Cooley, Laurie Pap/LV Schools lcooley@paplv.org
Coonfare, Shawne Douglas County shawne.coonfare @douglascounty-ne.gov
Crnkovich, Liz Juvenile Court X
Culp, Kim JAC k.culp@douglascounty-ne.gov X
Dobson, Malina "Mimi" | County Attorney malina.dobson@douglascounty-ne.gov
Drake, Alice Salvation Army alice drake@usc.salvationarmy.org
Dush, Karla HFS Youth Links kdush@heartlandfamilyservice.org X
Emmel, Greg BBF D2 Center g.emmel@d2center.org X
Escandon, Claudia Completely Kids cescandon@completelykids.org
Frazier, Arvin BBF a.frazier@buildingbrightfutures.net X
Latino Center of the
Garza, Juliana Midlands jearza@latinocenterofthemidlands.org X
Hamilton, Tim OPS timoty.hamilton@ops.org ' X
Henderson, Shelley Communities in Schools shenderson@cis-ne.org
Hobbs, Anne CCJR ahobbs@unomaha.edu X
Jones, Susie Millard South HS susieiones211@yahoo.com
King, Steve OPD sking@ci.omaha.ne.us X
Kleen, Jacki GOALS/HHS jacqueline kleen@nebraska.gov X
Latimer, Kelly Millard Schools klatimer@mpsomaha.org
Liwaru, Sharif Attendance Collaborative sliwaru@unomaha.edu X
Martinez, June YMCA imartinez@metroymeca.org X
McClarnen, fohn Edcuational Service Unit #3 | imcclarnen@esu3.org X X
Miller, Regina OPS gina4511@cox.net X
Mohiuddin, Cary Collective for Youth cmohiuddin@collectiveforyouth.org X
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Moline, Lynsey HFS Youth Links-Teacher Imoline@heartlandfamilyservice.org X
Moran, Kori JAC kori.moran@douglascounty-ne.gov X
Neesman, Maria Westside Comm. Schools mneesman@westside66.org
Nichols, Kimberly NE Children's Home Society | knichols@nchs.org X
Parker, Jamalia LFS iparker@Ifsneb.org
Pecha, Denise LFS dpecha@lfsneb.org X
Potterf, Jennifer DHHS Jennifer.potterf@nebraska.gov X
Latino Center of the
Quezada, Carclina Midlands cquezada@latinocenterofthemidlands.org
Riebe, Megan OMNI mriebe @omnibehavicralhealth.com X
Rolf, Karen UNQ/OPS/BBF krolf@unomaha.edu X
Owens Educational
Ross, Kevin Services kevin.ross@theowenscompanies.com X
Schnabel, Molly Pap/LV Schools mschnabel@paplv.org
Shamrock, Laura UNO
Snodgrass, Steve Ralston Public Schools steve snodgrass@ralstonschools.org
Stec, Eric OPS eric.stec@ops.org X
Stirts, Cara County Attorney cara.stirts@douglascounty-ne.gov
Stranglen, Marybeth DC Attorney's Truancy Unit | beth.stranglen@douglascounty-ne.gov X
Theurer, Rebecka GOALS rebecka.theurer@nebraska.gov
Wood, Susan Pap/LV Schools swood@paplv.org
Yokley-Bushy, Suzi UNQ/OPS/BBF 1 syokleybusby@unomaha.edu X
{ Region 5ix sslater@regionsix.com X
‘ Region Six jtrout@regionsix.xom X
Region Six rclark@regionsix.com X
ibbswain@gmail.com X
1 COO, NDHHS Matt.Clough@®@nebraska.gov X
ULN brandy.broadway@urbanieagueneb.org X
| Region Six Kallen@regionsix.com X
] Region Six Itompsett@regionsix.com X
| UNO X
1 CSI jhalbur@childsaving.org X
Noa Region Six mnoah@regionsix.com X
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d Collective for Youth

neveringham @coliectiveforyouth.org

| Hope center for kids

deb@hopecenterforkids.com

Lewaine,Chang

5 Mayors office
! OH authority

tom.mccauley@ci.omaha.ne.us

jimason@ohauthority.org

OH authority

; Mavyors office

Chris.Potratz@ci.omaha.ne.us

XX X [x X | X

Learning Community lchang@learningcommunityds.org X
Reed,Raxil Csl rreed@childsaving.org x
Swain,Julie jbbswain@gmail.com X
Vanlaningham,Shannon | DHHS Shannon.vanlaningham@nebraska.gov X
Rev. Dwight Ford ENCAP dford@encapomaha.org X
Iwan,Renee DCYC Renee.lwan@douglas.county-ne.gov X
Meints,Mary YES mmeints@yesomaha.org X
Dempsey,Paige Completely Laids pdempsey@completlylaids.org X
Molie,Lynsey HFS-Y2 Imolie@heartlandfamilyservices.org X
Abate,Carmine HFS-Y2 cabate@heartlandfamilyservices.org X
Smith,Ricky Urban League
Dantzler,Rita Communities In Schools rdantzler@cis-neb.org X
Roach,Nicole nroach@unomaha.edu X

_April Meeting

e
"Alsothosew
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Organization

Phone #

Last First E-mail Initial
Abdul Christie Right Turn cabdul@lfsneb.org 402-661-7115
Agee-Lowery | Pamela DCYC pamelalowery@douglascounty-ne.gov 402-444-4360

Allen Kari Region Six kallen@regionsix.com 402-996-8378
Andersen Brian Capstone Behavorial Health brian@capstonebehavioralhealth.com 402-614-8444

Bohn Katie Nebraska Family Helpline mary.bohn@boystown.org 402-498-3332
Breazile Melissa Voices for Children mbreazile@voicesforchildren.com 402-597-3100
Castillo Isidro Impact One } 402-612-6930
Coleman Becki Region Six bcoleman@regionsix.com 402-996-8382

Coles Jo Lynn Center for Holistic Development | jcoles@chdomaha.org 402-502-9788
Coonfare Shawne Juvenile Assessment Center shawne.coonfare@douglascounty-ne.gov 402-546-0891
Croston

Hansen Beth One World Community Health bhansen@oneworldomaha.org 402-734-4110x 1320
Deppe Jonah NAMI Nebraska .

Domina Judy NE Family Support Network jdomina@nefamilysupport.org 402-345-0803 x 204
Drake Alice Salvation Army alice_drake@usc.salvationarmy.org 402-898-5861
Drivor Annie Region Six adrivor@regionsix.com 402-505-4602

Dush Karla HFS-Youth Links kdush@heartlandfamilyservice.org 402-552-7024

Ellis Caitlin Juvenile Assessment Center ceellis@unomaha.edu

Emmel Greg Building Bright Futures g.emmel@buildingbrightfutures.net 402-982-9022

Flom Marcia Crisis Care Responders marciafl@hotmail.com

Frauendorfe

r Megan Juvenile Drug Court/Probation megan.frauendorfer@nebraska.gov

Gray Alex ENCAP dircbp@encapomaha.org 402-453-5656 x 246
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Genzler Jen NE Family Support Network igenzler@nefamilysupport.org 402-640-4582
Haberman Laura Healing Tree Counseling lhaberman.healingtree @gmail.com 402-614-4870
Hawkins Keasha Salvation Army C.A.R.E.S. keasha hawkins@usc.salvationarmy.org 402-898-4764
Hehner Bill Healing Tree Counseling bhehner.healingtree@gmail.com 402-614-4870
Jessing Barbara Heartland Family Service bjessing@heartlandfamilyservice.org 402-552-7464
Jones Kainette Amachi/iCare kiones@mbc.omhcoxmail.com 402-934-6554
Jones Paula Boys Town-IRTC paula.jones@boystown.org 402-498-6524
Kelley Kathleen Douglas County kathleen.kelley@douglascounty-ne.gov 402-444-6237
Kenney Joe Region Six jkenney@regionsix.com
Kleinsmith Solomon Neighborhood Center skleinsmith@unomaha.edu 402-889-6001
Kolakowski Kimberly Family Connections nefmlyconn@fmlyconn.omhcoxmail.com 402-740-8203
Kubat Rick Douglas County rkubat@douglascounty-ne.gove 402-444-3372
Leach Amy NAMI Nebraska aleach@naminebraska.org 402-345-8101
Lee Brenda NE Family Support Network blee@nefamilysupport.org 402-686-1418
LeFlore Mark Douglas County Youth Center mark.leflore@douglascounty-ne.gov

| Lesley Kristi Juvenile Probations kristi.lestey@nebraska.gov 402-444-7246

candi.marcantel@theowenscompanies.co

Marcantel Candi Owens m 402-451-8404
McElderry Ellen Building Bright Futures ellen.mcelderry@unmc.edu 402-350-0727
Miller Carolyn Building Bright Futures c.miller@buildingbrightfutures.net 402-982-9023
Murphy Teffany HFS-Shelter/Tracking tmurphy@heartlandfamilyservice.org 402-552-7430
Noah Micki Region Six mnoah@regionsix.com 402-505-4601
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Omojole Jumke Center for Holistic Development | jomojole@unomaha.edu 402-502-9788
Peter Matt Boys Town Assessment Center matthew.peter@boystown.org 402-498-1607
UNO Practicum Student @ South
Peters Doug High douglaspeters@unomaha.edu
Pollitt Lynn YWCA-Omaha Ipollitt@ywcaomaha.org 402-345-6555
Omaha Street School
Pool Shelley Family Strategies, P.C. shelleypool@gmail.com 402-215-3211
Reed Meegan Child Saving Institute mreed@childsaving.org 402-553-6000
Sanders Pastor Tony | Family First sevensprt@aol.com 402-201-2441
Scott Tammy Child Saving Institute tscott@childsaving.org 402-504-3643
Shafer Sara Nebraska Family Helpline sara.shafer@boystown.org 402-498-3348
Spelic Steve Alegent Health stephen.spelic@alegent.org 402-572-2936
Stearns Chelsey Child Saving Institute cstearns@childsaving.org 402-5004-3690
Stec Eric Omaha Public Schools eric.stec@ops.org 402-557-3667
Sublet-Miller | Kim Boys Town Kimberly.Sublet-Miller@boystown.org 402-498-6524
Suhr Ryan Lutheran Family Services rsuhr@lfsneb.org 402-978-5634
Taylor Jannette Impact One jtaylor@impactonecc.org 402-670-0072
Walsh Susan NFSN swalsh@nefamilysupport.org 402-345-0791 x 206
Weiss Jeanee Building Bright Futures j-weiss@buildingbrightfutures.net 402-740-5160
Winchell Woody Release Ministries woodv@releaseministries.org 402-455-0808
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DISPROPORTIONATE MINORITY CONTACT (DMC)*
COMMITTEE MEMBERSHIP

UPDATED April 2012

The DMC committee started meeting on March 14, 2005 as a subcommittee of Judge Wadie
Thomas’s Graduated Sanctions Initiative. DMC is identified as a priority in the 2005and 2008
Douglas County Juvenile Service Plan

Name Agency Joining Email address
Year
Alexander, Brad DCYC 05 Brad.alexander@douglascounty-ne.gov
(former chair)
Culp, Kim (State JAC 05 Kim.culp@douglascounty-ne.gov
DMC member)

Suder, Joy Public Defender 05 joy.suder@douglascounty-ne.gov
Merrell, Paulette Co. Atty 05 Paulette.merreli@douglascounty-ne.gov
Lindberg, Joanna | Heartland Family 05 ilindberg@heartlandfamilyservice.org

Service
Kubat, Rick Do. Co. 07 Rickkubat@douglascounty-ne.gov
Commissioners
Kelly, Diana Omaha Police 09 dkelly@ci.omaha.ne,us
Dept.
Moore, Tonya NE Children’s 07 tmoore@nchs.org
(NE DMC) Home
Moore, Doris Center for Holistic 08 chdomaha @yahoo.com
Development, Inc.
Neely, Liz Consultant, 10 neeley@objadvantage.com
Douglas County
Thomas, JDAI Coordinator 11 kimberly.thomas@douglascounty-ne.gov
Kimberly
Rodgers, Chris Douglas Co. 10 crodgers@douglascounty-ne.gov
Commissioner
Noah, Micki Region 6 10 mnoah@regionsix.com
Dush, Karla HFS Youth Links 11 Idush@heartlandfamilyservice.org
Lesley, Kristi Probation 11 Kristi.lesley@nebraska.gov
Probation Chief 11 @nebraska.gov
LeFlore, Mark DCYC 10 mark.leflore@douglascounty-ne.gov
(Chair)
Sanders, Pastor Family First 10 sevensport@aol.com
Tony
Curtis, Raymond | Clerk, Douglas Co. 10 Raymond.curtis@douglascounty-ne.gov
Juvenile Ct
Jim Cunningham Latino Center of 12 jeunningham@latinocenterofthe
the Midlands midlands.org
Quezada, Latino Center of 12 cquezada@latinocenterofthemidlands.org
Caroline the Midlands
Aldrich, Ursula Volunteer 12 porcupinesbest2000@yahoo.com
Buggs, Ronnie Region 6 12 rbuggs@regionsix.com
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Forrest, Sarah Voices for 10 sforrest@voicesforchildren.com
Children
Chris Potratz City Grant Admin. 12 Chris.Potratz@ci.omaha.ne.us
Kerry Neuman OPD North-east cneuman@ci.omaha.ne.us
Precinct
. STATE-WIDE . |- REPRESENTATIVES sall .
Harris, Chris NE DMC Coord. chris.harris@nebraska.gov
Gans, Cindy Ne Crime cindy.gans@®nebraska.gov
Commission
Hoyle, Sara Lancaster Co DMC shoyle@lancaster.ne.gov
Hobbs, Ann UNO Juvenile ahobbs@mail.unomaha.edu

Justice Institute

Send minutes,
_-cannot attend -

HFS Victim Empathy

fross@hearttlandfamilyservice.org

Ross, Fred 09
Coonfare, Shawne JAC 05 shawne.coonfare@douglascounty-
ne.gov
Tullos-Williams, Boys & Girls Clubs 06 rtwilljams@bgcomaha.org
Regina
Thomas, Judge Juvenile Court 05 | wadie.thomas@douglascounty-ne.gov
Wadie
Salazaar, Ben Volunteer 12 nuestromundonewspaper@cox.net
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Youth Task Force (YTF) Minutes

Meeting date: 4/10/12

(determination of priorities/ strategies)

Attendees:
Name Organization email
Melissa Region 6 mschaefer@regionsix.com
Schaefer
Laura Primus Region 6 Iprimus@region6.com
Levi Anderson Completely Kids landerson@completelykids.org
Megan ICM-IPRTS Megan.bernhardt@douglascounty-ne.gov
Bernhardt
Jay Irwin UNO jirwin@unomaha.edu
Ejay Jack Planned Parenthood of the Heartland | Ejay.jack@ppheartland.org
Rosey Higgs Nebraska children and families Rhiggs@nebraskachildren.org
foundation
Cindy Goodin YES cgoodin@yesomaha.org
Rachel Fisher Open Door Mission rfisher@opendoormission.org
Shawn Miller YES Sdmiller929@gmail.com

Chad Hensley

Community of Christ

chensley@cofchrist.org

Roni Wilder

Douglas Co. Jail Discharge Planning

Roni.wilder@douglascounty-ne.gov

Erin Bock

MACCH

ebock@unomaha.edu




Omaha 360 Participant list

COLLABORATION COORDINATORS
Empowerment Network

Empower Omahal

City of Omaha - Mayor Jim Suttle's
Office

City of Omaha

Office of Violence Prevention
Douglas County

North Omaha VIP

South Omaha VIP

PREVENTION

Urban League of Nebraska

Boys and Girls Club

Hope Center for Kids

Impact One Community Connection
Northstar Foundation - Outward Bound
Abide Network

Omaha Public Schools

Girls Inc.

Building Bright Futures

Black Men United - Real Men Read
North Omaha Neighborhood Alliance
and concerned residents

Pastors and Ministers Faith Covenant
Adopt-A-Block Neighborhood Partners
Gethsemane Baptist Church - Amachi
Mentoring Program
Interdenominational Ministerial Alliance
Midlands Mentoring Partnership
Families First

Middle School Learning Community
Omaha Street School

Charles B. Washington Library

INTERVENTION

Impact One Community Connection
University of Nebraska Med Center
Creighton University Medical Center

Urban League of Nebraska
Juvenile Assessment Center
Omaha Weed & Seed

Emerging Leaders Empowerment
Network

PrayerWalks

Christ for the City International
Embrace the Heartland in Prayer
Christian Couples Fellowship
International

EIE

Delta Sigma Theta

Crisis Care Responders

Abid Network

ENFORCEMENT

Omaha Police Department
Omaha Fire Department

Douglas County Attorney’s Office

REENTRY

Eastern Nebraska Community Action
Partnership

Metro Community College — TableTalk
Black Men United

Compassion In Action

You Are Not Alone

Williams Prepared Place

Douglas County Reentry Task Force
Families First

Douglas County Probations

SUPPORT SERVICES

WCA

Boys Town

Omaha Home for Boys

Nebraska Children’s Home Society
Financial Stability Partnership
Nebraska Humane Society
University of Nebraska at Omaha
Center for Holistic Development
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Family Housing Advisory Services
Omaha Economic Development
Corporation

Salvation Army - Omaha

Heart Ministries

Omaha Home for Boys

South Omaha VIP

West Omaha VIP

and, representatives from over 100
organizations.

Elected & Appointed Officials:

City of Omaha - Mayor Jim Suttle
Councilman Ben Gray

Councilman Pete Festersen
Councilman Franklin Thompson
Councilman Gary Gernandt
Senator Brenda Council

Senator Heath Mello

Freddie Gray - OPS School Board &
Learning Community

Penny Sophir

Sandra Jensen - OPS School Board
Commissioner Chris Rodgers
Omaha Police Chief Alex Hayes
Douglas County Attorney Don Kliene

http://empoweromaha.com/2010/node
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AR¥A REPORTED
State : Nebraska
Counrty : Douglas

Data Entry Section

Reporing Period 1/1/2010

through 1231/2010

-Nduve

Hawanan American
Black or or other  Indianor
Total Afncan-  Hispanic Pacific  Alaska Otherr All
Youth White American  or Latino Asian Islanders Namve Mixed Minorities
| 1. Population at risk (age 10 through 17 ) | 56,435 36,241] 9.502] 8,576 - 1.680| 0| 436| 0| 20.194
2. Juvenile Asrests 4,006 1.916 1.531 493 23 0 35 S 2.090
3. Refer to Juvemle Court 3,355 1,437 1.371 472 19 1 41 14 1.918
4. Cases Diverted 1.516 726 568 194 11 1 9 7 790
5. Cases Involving Secure Detention 1.349 434 713 165 6 0 25 915
6. Cases Petitioned (Charge Filed) 2,931 1,226 1222 426 13 0 31 13 1.705
| 7. Cases Resulting in Delinquent Findings 771 386 361 14 1 0 9 0 385
|'8. Cases resulting m Probation Placement 744 300 296 122 5 0 7 14 444
9 Cfages Resultigg n Con.i.n.ement in Secure 119 30 63 17 0 0 3 6 89
Juvenile Correctional Facilities
10. Cases Transferred to Adult Court 405 208 149 46 1 0 1 0 197
Meets 1% rule for group to be assessed? Yes Yes Yes Yes No No No

release daie: March, 2611

5. DATA SOURCES & NOTES

Item 1.Population: OJJDP Easy Access to Juv Populations

Item 3.Referral: Douglas County Attorney

Item 5 Detention: Douglas County Detention Center

Item 7 Delinquent: NE Cnime Comnlission
Item 9 .Confinement: DHHS/YRTC-Peg Bamer

Item 2. Aarest: Omaha Police Dept/Captam Kelly
Item 4.Diversion: Juvenile Assessment Center (JAC)-Kim
Item 6.Petitioned: NE State Supreme Court
Item 8.Probation: NE State Probation

Item 10.Transferred: NE State Supreme Court

Disproportionate Minority Contact (DMC) Relative Rate Index (RRI)



