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Social Work Services in the Nebraska 
Department of Correctional Services
By Kathy Foster, LICSW, Social Work Supervisor, NDCS

In past articles for the Nebraska Criminal Justice Re
view, the Nebraska Department of Correctional Services 
(NDCS) has detailed the focus of Behavioral Health Services 
on targeting resources and services to high risk/high needs in
mate populations. These populations include inmates with ma
jor mental illnesses, substance abuse histories, violent offenders 
and sex offenses. While NDCS has employed social workers 
for several years, in conjunction with the shift to prioritizing 
treatment services to inmates with major mental illness, the 
Department has begun to formalize and expand social work 
services. This article will detail the changes that have occurred 
and the direction for social work services within NDCS.

The social work department is part of Behavioral 
Health in NDCS. In an effort to continue to integrate the ser
vices that this encompasses and expand the continuum of care, 
Dr. Cameron White, Behavioral Health Administrator, has 
spearheaded the development of social work as a discrete disci
pline within Behavioral Health. Social Work Services, as part 
of the continuum of care, focuses on discharge planning. The 
intent is to reduce recidivism in the highest risk populations by 
helping to connect these inmates with the most appropriate 
community resources prior to discharge. Inmates with major 
mental illnesses along with discharging felons who have 
chronic medical conditions are being targeted for social work 
intervention. These concepts are stated in the mission state
ment of Social Work Services:

The mission of Social Work Services is to provide 
comprehensive and integrated discharge and aftercare 
planning as part of the continuum of care provided by Be
havioral Health Services. We seek to address the needs of 
primarily high risk and high needs inmates with the goal of 
reducing recidivism by connecting inmates to community 
resources and supports that will help them maintain stable 
lives in the communities in which they reside.

Starting in 2007, NDCS hired two social workers un
der the Residential Substance Abuse Treatment (RSAT) grant. 
The social workers who work under this grant specifically pro
vide discharge planning services to inmates who are in, or who 
have completed, residential substance abuse treatment in one of 
the department’s substance abuse treatment programs. Cur
rently, one of the social workers provides services to inmates in 
the Residential Treatment Community (RTC) program at the 
Nebraska State Penitentiary (NSP).

(Continued on page two)

The Legislature and Pardons Board 
turn deaf ears to teens sentenced to 
life in prison
By Mel Beckman, Coordinator, Nebraska Coalition for the Fair Sen
tencing of Youth

The Nebraska legislative session just ended could have 
been the one in which the senators followed the lead of the U.S. 
Supreme Court in recognizing that youth are different than 
adults. They could have approved LB 202 (amended into LB 
251) and directed the Pardons Board to give a sentence commu
tation hearing to teen lifers after 20 years of incarceration. 
They could have sent a message to the Board that young , irre
sponsible offenders may well have reformed in prison after a 
long period, and should be considered for clemency. But they 
did not, and so, as in the past, even those convicted and sen
tenced to life for crimes committed while children have no as
surance that they will ever have a commutation hearing.

Nor have teen lifers fared any better with the Nebraska 
Board of Pardons (composed of Governor Heineman, Secretary 
of State Gale and Attorney General Bruning). Joe McDonald, a 
man who has been in prison for 31 years since his sentencing as 
a teen in 1975, was granted a commutation hearing this Spring 
but was denied a commutation. The tearful testimony of a fam
ily member of the victim, 31 years after the offense, moved the 
Board to reverse what appeared to be the direction they were 
taking in the hearing.

Despite the above disappointments, the Nebraska Coa
lition for the Fair Sentencing of Youth will continue to work for 
better legislation for teens who commit a murder, and for rea
sonable use of clemency by the Board of Pardons in the cases 
of those already sentenced to life terms. A list of the senators 
and their votes on LB 202 is printed below. A petition/letter to 
the Board of Pardons will be found on page 11 of this issue. 
Please use these to express your convictions to the senators and 
to the Board of Pardons.

Voting for LB 202 (251) 18
Senators Ashford, Avery, Campbell, Coash, Conrad, Cook, Council, 
Dubas, Haar, K., Krist, Lathrop, Lautenbaugh, Louden, Mello, Nord- 
quist, Price, Smith, Wallman

Voting against LB 202 (251) 24
Adams, Bloomfield, Brasch, Carlson, Cornett, Fischer, Flood, Fulton, 
Hadley, Hansen, Harms, Heidemann, Howard, Karpisek, Langemeier, 
McCoy, Nelson, Pahls, Pankonin, Pirsch, Schilz, Schumacher, Sulli
van, Utter

Excused and not voting 7
Christensen, Gloor, Harr, B., Janssen, Larson, McGill, Wightman



Social Work Services (Continued from page 1)

The other social worker works with the inmates in the 
Omaha Correctional Center’s (OCC) Substance Abuse Unit 
(SAU). Inmates in these programs meet with the social worker 
either by referral from their primary Chemical Dependency 
Counselor, or they are screened for discharge planning by the 
social worker. The social worker assesses the discharge needs 
of the inmates and then provides information to the inmate and/ 
or helps to coordinate services in the community on a case-by
case basis.

Another social work position was added in July of 
2008. This social worker specifically assists the inmates in the 
Mental Health Unit (MHU) at the Lincoln Correctional Center 
(LCC). The inmates in this program have been screened for 
and have been determined to have a major mental illness. The 
social worker in this program specifically works to arrange af
tercare services for these inmates at the time of discharge or 
parole. The services arranged include, but are not limited to 
medication management, securing housing (such as in an as
sisted living facility), case management and securing financial 
resources such as Social Security Disability Income (SSDI) or 
Medicaid.

In 2010, two more social work positions were added. 
The first one was for a social work supervisor to help determine 
and establish consistent policies and to expand social work ser
vices to other high risk inmates who are not in the programs 
noted above. The second social worker who was hired has been 
primarily working with inmates at the women’s correctional 
facility in York Nebraska, but also works with inmates at the 
Tecumseh State Correctional Institution and with inmates who 
are not in RTC at the Nebraska State Penitentiary. Social work 
services are also provided to non-SAU inmates at OCC and to 
inmates at the Community Corrections Centers in Omaha and 
Lincoln. Inmates who receive the services of these social work
ers are screened by staff for having special discharge needs.

All of the social workers employed by NDCS are Mas
ter’s level social workers who are either licensed or provision
ally licensed and actively working toward full licensure. Cur
rently, all of the social workers have had training in the SOAR 
(SSI/SSDI Outreach, Access and Recovery) initiative which 
was developed with the assistance of the Substance Abuse and 
Mental Health Services Administration (SAMHSA) to help 
secure Social Security benefits for qualified individuals. The 
two day training involved collaboration between Social Secu
rity and community agencies. People who apply using the 
SOAR method are more likely to get approved for benefits. 
Inmates discharging from prison are at an increased risk of 
homelessness. It is the intent of the SOAR process to help ad
dress this problem by providing people with disabilities the 
financial means to access housing.

In the year since social work has been a discrete ser
vice within NDCS, some challenges have become apparent. 
One challenge is in getting inmates who have a major mental 
illness and poor insight into their disorders to follow through 
with the community services that are arranged for them. This is 
particularly true when the inmate discharges directly from cor

rections without the benefit of being on parole. It is well 
known that people with major mental illness tend to function 
better in structured supervised settings. Often an inmate with a 
mental illness that is stable within the correctional system will 
decompensate once released to the community if they don’t 
have sufficient supports in place. For this reason, it is prefer
able for these inmates to be released on parole to help provide 
some oversight with the transition process.

Currently, we are finding that many community ser
vices are being cut back and providers have waiting lists for 
services. It can take four or more months to get an appointment 
for outpatient medication management, for example. In addi
tion, there is a tendency for providers of community services to 
be reluctant to provide services to ex-felons due to the precon
ception of dangerousness.

In addition to the populations previously discussed, the 
social workers have been utilized by the medical staff in NDCS 
to help arrange financial assistance and follow-up medical care 
for inmates who are discharging and have chronic medical con
ditions. This has included helping make arrangements for com
munity services for inmates who are currently receiving hospice 
care. With an aging inmate population, it is expected that there 
will be an increase in the medical needs that social work will 
need to address in the future.

In summary, NDCS recognizes the value of having 
social work services to help address the issues that contribute to 
recidivism with high risk/high needs inmates. It is the goal of 
Social Work Services to secure resources and provide informa
tion to this population as they leave the correctional system to 
help them maintain stable lives within their communities. So
cial work is a growth area in the field of corrections and contin
ued expansion of the services provided is anticipated as allowed 
by budgetary constraints. As the supervisor for social work in 
NDCS, I am excited by the possibilities that are being provided 
and look forward to continuing to develop this area of behav
ioral health care.
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Hearing the Cries
FAITH AND CRIMINAL JUSTICE
A new study document by the Evangelical Lutheran Church 
in America (ELCA)
By Mike Lindgren, NCJR Advisory Committee Member

Currently, the ELCA does not have a comprehensive 
teaching and social policy document on criminal justice. The 
Death Penalty (1991) social statement deals with only one im
portant area of the system. The social message Community 
Violence (1994) adds further, but still limited, reflection on the 
system as a whole. Neither of these two documents provides a 
framework for approaching the wide-ranging and complex is
sues associated with criminal justice. In response to concerns 
raised by numerous synods, the 2007 Churchwide Assembly 
authorized development of a comprehensive social statement on 
criminal justice for consideration at the 2013 Churchwide As
sembly.

The purpose of this study is to inform, challenge and 
guide the church in action. The study addresses the needs and 
concerns of victims, the accused, the offenders, their families 
and communities, and those who work in the criminal justice 
system. It considers the human impact of crime (chapter 1); the 
three areas of the criminal justice system: law enforcement 
(chapter 2), the judicial system (chapter 3), corrections (chapter 
4); and life after crime for all stakeholders (chapter 5).

The study is a very easy read of only sixty-two pages 
filled with stories, scripture, reflections, and data in all the areas 
covered. The ELCA’s interest in criminal justice is based on its 
long-held concern for: the dignity of all; just and fair laws; the 
common good; the protection of the innocent; justice in matters 
of crime and punishment; the support of those who live their 
callings in assuring justice; the care of those who suffer the 
effects of crime; and the restoration of those who commit 
crimes. This study engages these issues as it seeks to assist the 
church in thinking about both criminal justice in our society and 
the church’s ministry with victims, the accused, offenders, 
families and communities, and those who work in the criminal 
justice system.

The complete document can be accessed via the inter
net at www.elca.org/What-We-Believe/Social-lssues/Social - 
Statemcnts-in-Process/Criminal-Justice/Studv-Document.aspx. 
After reading the document, your feedback would be appreci
ated. The Response Form for the Study on Criminal Justice is 
located at the back. The deadline for response is October 15, 
2011.

Remember, “as people bearing God’s image, we are 
connected to others and the world around us. We are connected 
to victims of crime, even when their pain frightens us.” (p. 19) 
We all have some connection to the criminal justice system. 
Some of the suggestions for how faith communities can be 
healing communities for those connected with the criminal jus
tice system are:

Be a praying community -  Pray for everyone touched by
crime.

Be an informed community -  Learn about the criminal
justice system through studies such as this one.

Be a safe community -  Encourage people harmed by 
crime to tell their stories at their pace.

Be a visiting community -  Visit people who are incarcer
ated and help their family members and friends visit 
them too.

Be a remembering community -  Speak openly about 
those harmed or lost to crime.

Be a welcoming community -  Warmly welcome victims, 
the accused, the formerly incarcerated, their families 
and communities, and those who work in the criminal 
justice system into your congregation.

Be a resourceful community -  Learn about what is avail
able in the community to help victims of crime and 
proactively connect victims with those resources.

Be a mentoring community -  Seek training in mentoring 
to walk with those just released from prison and help 
them re-establish their lives in the community.

Be a first-responder community -  Establish practical 
protocols for helping victims with daily life in the tu
multuous days immediately after a crime.

Be an empowering community -  Convey a consistent 
message to victims of crime that crime, even when 
minor, is unacceptable.

I encourage you to take some time and read through 
this study and spend some time reflecting on what steps you can 
do to embrace or implement these and additional suggestions 
that arise once this study is completed. I am excited the ELCA 
is looking into these concerns and issues and how their church 
communities can get more involved. Remember, the deadline 
to complete the survey and participate in the study is October 
15, 2011. Pull up the study yourself today!

The “FREED FOR LIFE” 2011 Campaign 
Nebraska Synod, Evangelical Lutheran Church 

in America
Benefit Dinner, Sunday, Nov. 13, 2011
6-8 p.m. at Sheridan Lutheran Church in Lincoln. $25 per per
son/ $200 for 7 plus one inmate. Donations can be sent to: 
Nebraska Synod, ELCA, 4980 S 118 St., Suite D, Omaha NE 
68137-2220

The 2011 Campaign supports:

Followers of Christ Prison Ministry, reaching out to help prisoners 
in the Nebraska State Penitentiary system know the transformational 
love of Jesus Christ.

FEAST (Friends, Eating and Serving, Singing, Studying Together) 
Reintegrating inmates into society through a Christian fellowship 
with a goal to help them become self-sufficient through a responsible 
Christian example.

Bridges to Hope providing access to clothing and furniture neces
sary for setting up an independent household after incarceration. Job 
readiness, mentoring and coaching are an important part of reentry 
and part of this program.

Muriel’s Fund In memory of his wife, Muriel, Pastor Bud Christen
son started an endowment fund to continue the work she did with 
prisoners being released

The above information was excerpted from: www.freedforlife.org

http://www.freedforlife.org


Nebraska and Pennsylvania youth spend life in prison, without 
hope of release: 27 in Nebraska 450 in Pennsylvania

Pennsylvania locks away too many ju- 
veniles forever
They are not adults, and should less frequently be 
treated as though they are
By Professor Jeffrey James Shook, University of Pittsburgh’s 
School of Social Work (jes98@pitt.edu) Reprinted from the May 22, 
2011 Pittsburgh Post-Gazette, with the permission of the author. 
Professor Shook is also a member of the Pennsylvania Coalition 
for the Fair Sentencing of Youth

Almost exactly one year ago, the United States Su- 
preme Court ruled that it was cruel and unusual punishment to 
sentence a juvenile to life in prison without the opportunity for 
parole for a non-homicide offense. The case, Graham v. Flor- 
ida, built upon a Supreme Court ruling five years earlier that 
abolished the death penalty for young people.

The court's decisions relied on psychological and neu
roscience research on adolescent development that affirmed that 
juveniles have a less developed sense of responsibility than 
adults, are more susceptible to outside influences, including 
peers, and that their character is not fully formed. Based on 
these findings, the court held that juveniles are not as deserving 
of the most severe punishments as adults because they are less 
culpable and have greater capacity to change.

Although Graham v. Florida pertained only to non- 
homicide offenses, the reasoning behind the decision has great 
relevance to other serious juvenile crimes and for Pennsylvania, 
in particular, where more than 450 individuals now serve life- 
without-parole sentences for crimes committed under the age of 
18. That number is nearly 20 percent of the nationwide total, 
placing Pennsylvania at the top of all states for life-without- 
parole sentences for crimes committed by those under 18 and 
for crimes committed while under the age of 15.

Approximately one third of the juveniles serving life- 
without-parole sentences in Pennsylvania were convicted of 
second-degree murder, meaning that many of them did not kill 
someone themselves but were involved in a felony in which a 
murder occurred. More than half are now over the age of 35, an 
age at which the risk of recidivism is very low.

Under Pennsylvania law, anyone charged with murder 
is automatically excluded from juvenile court jurisdiction, re
gardless of age. A juvenile may request a hearing to show why 
it is in the public interest for his or her case to be heard in juve
nile court. If the request is denied, as it often is, the juvenile is 
tried in criminal court and, if convicted of first- or second- 
degree murder, faces the mandatory sentence of life without the 
opportunity for parole.

These policies are problematic for a number of rea
sons.

The lack of a minimum age for sending a juvenile to 
criminal court and the mandatory nature of the sentence ne
glects fundamental differences between juveniles and adults or 
even between young children and teenagers. And because 
there's no alternative to what may be deemed a lenient sentence

in juvenile court (release at age 21) and a harsh sentence in 
criminal court (life without parole), the judicial system cannot 
find a middle ground and deliver a sentence that reflects both 
the developmental status of the juvenile and the interests of the 
public in ensuring that he or she has been rehabilitated.

In affirming the differences in the maturity, responsi
bility and malleability of children and adults, the Supreme 
Court upheld the cornerstone of the juvenile justice system, the 
logic of which is inherent in almost all aspects of life — includ
ing other areas of the legal system — which holds that young 
people are not full citizens but possess fewer rights than adults 
and are subject to an array of regulations that denote this dimin
ished standing.

It is essential that Pennsylvania reform its juvenile 
justice policies to reflect these differences. Young people who 
are convicted of murder should be punished, to be sure, but the 
amount of punishment must reflect their level of culpability and 
potential for change.

Reforms should begin by establishing a minimum age 
for transfer to the criminal court, as many states have, and by 
creating a sentencing system in which juveniles serve a mini
mum number of years before becoming eligible for parole.

These reforms would begin to take into account the 
developmental status of young people and provide what the 
Supreme Court called "a meaningful opportunity for release."

Juvenile life imprisonment without pa
role (JLWOP): Cruel and unusual 
Punishment in Nebraska ?
By Shakur Abdullah, an inmate serving life imprisonment without 
parole at the Omaha Correctional Center. Part 1

What constitutes cruel and unusual punishment? Is it 
cruel and unusual punishment for juveniles (those under eight
een years old during the commission of their crime) to be sen
tenced to life without the possibility of parole (JLWOP)? This 
question has been answered by the U.S. Supreme Court. The 
court determined that in non-homicide cases, JLWOP sentences 
are in violation of the Eighth Amendment of the U.S. Constitu
tion. Graham v. Florida. 130 S.Ct. 2011 (2010).

What’s of interest in Graham is how what the major
ity’s decision (five to four) is premised upon. Graham’s new 
precedent is grounded directly in another case decided by the 
U.S. Supreme Court that involved a juvenile death penalty case 
out of Missouri five years earlier. Roper v. Simmons, 543* 
U.S. 551.125 S.Ct. 1183.161 L.Ed.2d 1 (20051.

Roper held that the Eighth Amendment to the U.S. 
Constitution prohibits imposition of the death penalty for 
crimes committed when the juvenile was under eighteen years 
of age. Juvenile offenders could not reliably be classified 
among the worst offenders because they are less mature and
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responsible than adults and act more recklessly. They are more 
susceptible to negative influences and pressures. A juvenile’s 
character is not as well formed as an adult’s character. Roper, 
tupra, 543 U.S. at pp. 568-575.

The U.S. Supreme Court has decided that it violates 
the Eighth Amendment to subject juveniles to the death penalty 
and life without parole in non-homicide cases. The question the 
court has yet to address is the question of JLWOP sentences for 
homicide. Does life without parole in those instances violate 
the Eighth Amendment?

Obviously, the issue of homicide is highly charged and 
emotional. The issue becomes a bit more complicated when a 
juvenile is the perpetrator. It seems impossible for some people 
to view the issue detached of emotion or at least with some 
logic and reason. Such seemed to be the case with some oppo
sition to LB 202, sponsored by Omaha State Senator Brenda 
Council. LB 202 was later amended into LB 251. The bill (LB 
251) would have allowed juveniles serving a life sentence to 
seek a sentence commutation via the Nebraska Board of Par
dons, a process that already exists. The bill failed to advance 
from general file on a vote of 18 for, 24 against, and 7 not vot
ing.

Omaha State Senator Gwen Howard opposed the bill, 
saying “redemption is in the eye of the beholder.” “Someone 
that commits cold blooded murder, no matter how old they are, 
should be facing the consequences,” Howard said. “When a 
family can petition us to get [the victim] back, that is when I 
will support this bill.”

Norfolk State Senator Mike Flood also opposed the 
bill. He questioned whether it would be constitutional to pro
vide guidelines for the parole board to follow. “I think that 
what [the bill] is asking us to do elevates a part of our system 
that is designed as a check and balance and takes it to a place 
where you are ignoring juries’ [decisions],” Flood said.

Both state and federal legislators decide what age limit 
is placed upon a juvenile’s activity. Take your pick, the list is 
full of rights and privileges that state and federal legislators 
have decided to preclude from juveniles exercising, e.g., voting, 
military service, eligibility to become a state or federal legisla
tor, driving, alcohol possession/consumption, jury service, mar
riage (without parental consent), entering into a contract 
(without parental consent), tobacco possession/consumption, 
possession of pornography, etc... All these rights and privi
leges have a wide ranging cut off or age limit specifying when a 
juvenile is allowed to exercise them.

The one bright line of distinction for all these rights 
and privileges, i.e., when they can be exercised, is premised 
upon the fact that juveniles are simply too immature to be 
trusted with engaging in adult activities. Homicide should be 
viewed the same way. LB 251 proposed severe consequences 
for juveniles who commit homicide—20 years of incarceration 
before being eligible to seek a sentence commutation. Eligibil
ity for commutation or parole isn’t an absolute right nor would 
it be guaranteed.

Under the scheme proposed by LB 251, even if a life

sentence were commuted to a term of years via the Board of 
Pardons, it would still ultimately fall to the Board of Parole to 
parole or not parole the person. The Legislature’s reluctance to 
set a parole eligibility for juvenile lifers appears to be purely 
political. How can the Legislature set an eligibility date for 
every other criminal offense in the state but not do so for juve
nile lifers? There is certainly nothing in the Constitution that 
prevents the Legislature from doing so. In fact, the very consti
tutional authority that authorizes the Legislature to create any 
eligibility date for any criminal offense, only and specifically 
treats treason and cases of impeachment as being devoid of 
parole eligibility. Nebraska Constitution, Article 4, § 13.

To be continued in the September issue

Policy statement of the 
American Academy of Child 
and Adolescent Psychiatry

Juvenile Life Without Parole: Review of 
Sentences—April 2011
To be reviewed 2015, by the Juvenile Justice Reform Committee

There are currently over 2500 people serving life 
without parole for crimes committed as juveniles. In 2010, the 
Supreme Court declared such sentences to be unconstitutional 
for crimes other than homicide. As a result, at least 125 of 
these individuals will soon have their sentences reviewed. 
Juvenile offenders serving life without parole should have an 
initial review of their sentences within five years of sentencing 
or by age 25, whichever comes first. As maturation and reha
bilitation are ongoing processes, subsequent reviews should 
occur no less than every three years. Research demonstrates 
that brain development continues throughout adolescence and 
into early adulthood. The frontal lobes, which are critical for 
mature reasoning and impulse control, are among the last areas 
of the brain to mature. They are not fully developed until the 
early to mid-20’s.

Any sentence review must include a review of educa
tional and court documents as well as a comprehensive mental 
health evaluation, conducted by a child mental health profes
sional, such as a child and adolescent psychiatrist. The mental 
health evaluation must include a family interview, prenatal 
history, developmental history, medical history, academic his
tory, legal history, history of mental health interventions, his
tory of treatment for substance use, social history and a psy
chological evaluation.

The Nebraska Coalition for the 
Fair Sentencing of Youth

Working to end extreme sentences 
for children and youth

www.juvenilejusticenebraska. net 402-558-2085

http://www.juvenilejusticenebraska


L E T T E R S

Maturing in prison
I am 21 1/2 years old and have been doing some sort of time 

since I was 12. I would like to comment on the article “Youth 
mature to responsible adulthood during years in prison,” by 
Damon Picotte 54675 (NCJR, March 2011).

I am currently incarcerated for three counts of robbery and 
one count of use of a weapon to commit a felony. I was ar
rested and charged as an adult when I was 17. When I first 
went to the Department of Correctional Services on my 18th 
birthday, I had this mindset of “fight, fight,” act “hard” and the 
like. But I soon found out that that type of reasoning was not 
only unacceptable but would cause me more trouble than I 
wanted. During this time, I have matured a lot.

I’ve personally met many men who have spent many years 
behind bars for that one mistake they made when they were 
young, immature youth. These same people are the ones who 
approached me to give me wisdom and a needful reality check. 
The common thread in all these conversations was that, though 
they were young and made a horrible mistake, they will die 
within the confines of these walls. They also say they are tired 
of seeing more and more “youngsters” throwing away their 
lives when they have their whole life spread before them.

I just find it enlightening that people who have nothing in 
common with me (besides incarceration) would go out of their 
way to try to help me and others in my peer-group realize that 
this is only a fleeting moment in our lives and we have the 
choice to take the opportunities provided here for our improve
ment or continue down the road towards life in prison or death.

Now why would they do this? It is my personal opinion that 
these guys see themselves in me and others like me and they 
feel that by helping us to keep our freedom and be successful in 
life, they are freeing themselves inside their souls. That, to me, 
shows real change and real maturation. If it weren’t for these 
guys I would be serving a full ten years instead of jamming out 
next year. But I do believe that the men I’m speaking of have 
shown the ultimate level of maturity.

Matthew Freeto 68350
Tecumseh State Correctional Institution

Differentiate between sex offenders
I’m writing today on the subject of “sex offenders.” The 

message I have is that not all sex offenders are predators, nor 
are they out to victimize children.

Believe it or not, there are sex offenders who engaged in the 
services of a prostitute or were themselves a prostitute. There 
is the sex offender who met someone while drinking in a bar, 
was shown a fake I.D. showing age 21. There are others who 
engaged in sexual relations with their school sweetheart and 
both were underage or only a year or two apart and planned to 
be together the rest of their lives, and such.

I think the State could save a lot of resources and money if 
they would focus on the sexual predators and let the rest go 
about their lives after they serve their sentences. It isn’t those 
individuals whom we need to monitor. Those who go out of 
their way to hunt down their victims are the ones who need to 
be monitored and restricted.

I think mottoes like “no more victims” should be directed at 
predators, not those who simply break a law against prostitu

tion. Let’s get tough on predators, not all sex offenders. A 
crime committed by an adolescent should not receive as strin
gent of a sentence as one committed by an adult. Children 
should not have to register as sex offenders unless they used 
violence to engage in non-consensual sex. Almost everyone 
has experimented as a teenager. Now that we’re adults, we 
need to treat youth with the understanding we ourselves re
ceived.

Danny Ball 61451 
Lincoln Correctional Center

More external and better internal oversight
There are failing prisons and jails across this country, but the 

American public is also failing us. Readers must remember that 
many of the biggest so-called prison problems are created out
side the gates of any correctional facility.

Corrections administrators have obligations. In Tecumseh 
State Correctional Institution there are stark differences and a 
dehumanizing disconnection between the people who are incar
cerated and the men and women sworn to protect and supervise 
us. These differences involve race, culture, class, gender, and 
the difference between rural and urban America. I think the 
best corrections leaders are developing cultural competence 
within their institutions, but unless that practice spreads, Amer
ica’s prisons and jails will do more harm than good.

What happens inside jails and prisons does not stay inside 
jails and prisons. It comes home with us after we are released, 
and with corrections officers at the end of each day’s shift. 
When people live and work in facilities that are unsafe, un
healthy, unproductive or inhumane, they carry the effects home 
with them.

I think we should create safe and productive confinement 
because it influences the safety, health and prosperity of us all. 
Some of us confined in jails and prisons have committed seri
ous and violent crimes. They can legitimately deprive us of 
liberty, but they cannot allow anyone who is incarcerated to be 
victimized by other inmates, abused by officers, or neglected by 
doctors. They must remember that prisons and jails are part of 
the justice system, not apart from it.

To succeed, jail and prison administrators everywhere must 
confront prisoner rape, gang violence, the use of excessive 
force by officers, contagious diseases, a lack of reliable data, 
and a host of other problems. Solving these problems takes 
dedication and dollars.

Most correctional facilities are surrounded by more than 
physical walls; we are walled off from external monitoring and 
public scrutiny to a degree inconsistent with the responsibility 
of public institutions. All public institutions, from hospitals to 
schools, need and benefit from strong oversight. Prisons and 
jails should be no exception.

Internal oversight depends on listening to us who are incar
cerated and to the officers who work the tiers and pods. No 
Director, Warden or Shift Commander alone can know all that 
he or she needs to know. In Tecumseh State Correctional Insti
tution, there are inadequate, sometimes wholly meaningless 
systems for receiving and responding to our grievances and 
reports by staff, about misconduct, and there are failures to 
safeguard from retaliation those of us who speak out. Correc
tions administrators must encourage us and the staff to voice 
our concerns and then protect us. There must be public demand 
for more and better information about the health and safety of 
our correctional facilities.



We cannot hold corrections administrators accountable for 
the safety of us and staff, and for public safety, if we do not 
provide the resources necessary to effectively manage our fa
cilities.

Opportunities for the public (external oversight) to visit fa
cilities serves an educational purpose. Visitors can witness and 
sense the strictures of prison life for us who are incarcerated, 
and the pressures on staff. I ask that you—judges, prominent 
bankers, school teachers, politicians, academics, and inmate 
advocates—take the time to visit, if you really want to know 
what is happening in our prisons and jails. Independent inspec
tion which is coming from outside the institution can provide a 
credible voice to give some political space for changing pris
ons. Campaign for prison reform.

Michael Ellington 67175
Tecumseh State Correctional Institution

Condemning someone to die
They both work in crime and punishment. They both issue 

orders that they expect to be carried out. They both wear nice 
clothes, drive nice cars and live in nice homes. They both have 
people who work under them, who report to them. Oh yeah, 
and they both can condemn a person to death.

If a person does something to violate one of their laws and it 
warrants them to be brought before them, they decide their fate. 
If one of their laws involves the taking of a human life, they 
have a panel of members of an inner sanctum to decide whether 
or not that person should be put to death. If the vote is yes, they 
issue the order or contract for that person to be put to death. So 
who are they, you ask? One is a judge and one is a mafia boss.

A mafia boss’s next in charge gathers the facts about a com
plaint against someone and decides if it is serious enough to put 
that person to death or not. If all the members in the “family” 
decide death, then the boss issues an order for someone to put 
that person to death.

It’s like a judge who has his prosecutor gather facts on a 
complaint and decides if its serious enough to put that person to 
death or not. The family, or in this case “jury” all vote and if 
the votes are yes, then the judge issues an order for that person 
to be put to death.

The question is, which one is right in God’s eyes? I say, 
neither! Killing is wrong, no matter who commits it or orders it.

Our Bible, the book of books that our laws originated from, 
clearly states, “Thou shalt not kill another.” That’s God’s law 
for all of us. It doesn’t mean its okay for a judge or a mafia 
boss. I believe this especially when there is an alternative in 
place, a choice. Is something right because mankind says it’s 
alright? If so, then why abide by any of the commandments of 
God? When did we become so arrogant?

Edward Lee 34830
Tecumseh State Correctional Institution

Family and Friends of Inmates, Nebraska
For spouses, parents, siblings and friends of people who are in 
prison or jail. Members discuss the problems arising when a 
family member goes to prison and work to change policies and 
laws which affect prisoners adversely. Meetings on the 4th 
Saturday of each month, 9:00 a.m. at the North Christ Child 
Center, 2111 Emmet St. in Omaha. For more information: 
402-558-2085.

A walk through the Nebraska court 
System...(for those who haven’t been there)
Editor’s Note: The information below is from the website of the 
Nebraska Supreme Court: www.supremecourt.ne.gov

County Courts
County courts handle misdemeanor cases; traffic and 

municipal ordinance violations; preliminary hearings in felony 
cases; civil cases involving $51,000 and less; small claims 
cases; some divorce cases; probate, guardianship, conservator- 
ship, and adoption proceedings; and juvenile matters.

Preliminary hearings are used in county court to deter
mine whether there is enough evidence to establish probable 
cause in a felony case. If it appears the crime charged has been 
committed and there is probable cause to believe that the person 
charged with committing the crime is responsible, the defendant 
will be bound over to stand trial in district court.

District Courts
Although the district courts have concurrent jurisdic

tion with county courts, they primarily hear all felony criminal 
cases, equity cases, and civil cases involving more than 
$51,000. District courts also function as appellate courts in 
deciding appeals from certain types of county court cases.

Court of Appeals
The Court of Appeals consists of six judges appointed 

by the Governor, from lists submitted by judicial nominating 
commissions. From the six judges, a chief judge is selected to 
serve a 2-year renewable term. The Court of Appeals’ primary 
courtroom is in the State Capitol in Lincoln, but for the conven
ience of citizens, it travels to other Nebraska cities to hear ap
peals.

The appeal process requires all cases (except cases in 
which a sentence of death or life imprisonment is imposed, and 
cases involving the constitutionality of a statute) to be appealed 
to the Court of Appeals rather than to the Supreme Court. After 
a case has been decided by the Court of Appeals and one of the 
parties involved is not satisfied with the ruling, a petition for 
further review may be filed. The Supreme Court has the discre
tionary power to grant or deny the petition. If the petition is 
denied, the Court of Appeals’ ruling stands as the final deci
sion.

Supreme Court
The Supreme Court consists o f  a Chief Justice and six 

associate justices.
The Court’s basic responsibilities are to hear appeals 

and provide administrative leadership for the state’s judicial 
system. The Supreme Court also hears all appellate cases re
garding the death penalty, the sentence of life imprisonment 
and constitutional questions. Besides appeals, the Supreme 
Court handles the admission of attorneys to the State Bar 
Assoc, and attorney discipline.

http://www.supremecourt.ne.gov


Hammers and Saws Pass from Bar 
None to Prairie Gold Housing
By John Krejci, Emeritus Professor of Sociology and Social Work

Last week, I received an invitation from someone in the 
Ombudsman’s office saying there was an informational gather
ing at a former Nebraska Legislator’s home, chaired by a volun
teer, who has been in both the private and governmental hous
ing industry for many years. This public-private collaboration 
working for low income families and helping inmates peaked 
my interest!

Prairie Gold Homes, Inc. (PGH) is a “new Lincoln-based 
non-profit organization...whose purpose is to help grow the 
state’s supply of new affordable housing through an innovative 
training program” for inmates from the Nebraska Department 
of Corrections. The invitation stated that the “job training pro
gram assists inmates in gaining skills in the construction indus
try while building energy efficient modular housing.” The idea 
is that the program will increase inmate skills, enhance their 
employability, reduce recidivism upon release and thereby save 
money and make the community safer.

For those of us working to increase and strengthen programs 
for inmates upon release, this is attractive. The ancestor of 
Prairie Gold Homes, Bar None Housing, was quite similar in its 
goals, having built over 50 modular homes for rural Nebraska 
communities. However, the housing crash of 2008 caused cut
backs in funding sources, lessened demand for new homes, and 
slowed every sector of the economy to a crawl. The added di
mension of PGH has modified the goals of Bar None by adding 
a more intense training program to better inmates’ chances of 
employment. Bar Non graduates boasted a 3% recidivism rate 
compared to 25% of the general population. Granted the par
ticipants are willing, low risk inmates with a GED, but this is 
still an impressive outcome. Additionally, PGH has modified 
the previous policy of limiting their modular homes to rural 
communities only. Now the homes can be delivered to any 
community in the state, regardless of size. In fact, one home 
was recently delivered to a site in Lincoln.

Now one would think that this idea is a no-brainer: it helps 
rural communities, low income families, inmates, even finan
cial institutions. Where is the problem? Start with governmen
tal and financial bureaucracies, add private builders who don’t 
like the competition, and mix in the glut of houses on the mar
ket. Then bake this with the scarcity of money and you have a 
challenge.

However, Prairie Gold Homes is meeting the challenge with 
a high quality volunteer board, from housing specialists, the 
private sector, government, financial people, and advocates for 
inmates. PGH has already secured some small grants from lo
cal foundations and is cooperating with a light construction 
training company so the participants receive 80 hours of class
room training as well as on the job experience and receive a 
certificate of completion to aid them in their job search.

If you are interested in learning more about Prairie Gold 
Homes, check out their excellent website: 
www.PrairieGoldHomes.org. Bob Peterson is the Executive

Director and can be reached at 402-434-3904. If your organiza
tion or church is interested in learning more about PGH and 
getting involved, I believe that Bob would come out and share 
his power-point presentation with you. I know I plan to keep in 
touch so our aftercare (post-incarceration) groups can collabo
rate with this promising project.

We all need some “feel good” news in these times of war, 
fire, flood, civil unrest, and budget deficits. Let’s quit thinking 
about the latest disaster brought by the news media to increase 
our fear and depression. For me, action dispels despair.

Prairie Gold Work Crew

Elimination of Community Corrections 
Council is blow to dialogue among 
state agencies
By John Krejci

The passage of LB 390, which eliminated the Community 
Corrections Council (CCC), apparently by a back room process 
late in the legislative session, will substantially lessen dialogue 
among state agencies. The fact is that LB 390 passed and we 
will have to live with that.

What have we lost? The CCC provided a channel for proba
tion to talk to judges, law enforcement to learn from human 
services, county prosecutors to interact with parole, and all to 
dialogue with legislators. Last year, the Governor cut off the 
head of the Council when he did not reappoint Kermit Brashear 
to the Council. This year, he buried the body by eliminating the 
entire council. The hope is that the offspring of the Council— 
the diversion of over 300 non-violent drug offenders, their su
pervision and treatment, the innovative program evaluation, and 
most significantly, the money needed to continue these pro
grams -will go on.

The good news is that State Probation vowed continuing 
support for all of the programs. Director Ellen Brokofsky as
sured me that they were committed to the programs. Probation 
and corrections have signed an agreement of cooperation with 
the intention of institutionalizing the relationship. I have no 
doubt of probation’s and corrections’ commitment. I wonder 
about their ability to influence the legislature in these lean

http://www.PrairieGoldHomes.org


times. Time will tell. Was this just a “restructuring” or a rein
ing in of one of the most cost-effective, humane initiatives in 
state government? We hope it was the former.

No other council members were available for comment, per
haps not wanting to offend the Governor. The remaining two- 
person staff and support person will continue program evalua
tion, working under the Crime Commission. Loss of the Coun
cil will reduce dialogue to informal contact, a pale substitute for 
the lively interchanges between heads of agencies, human ser
vices and legislators. In my article in the March, 2011 Ne
braska Criminal Justice Review, I quoted Judge Iconogle, a 
long-time member of the council and supporter of community 
corrections. He recalled the times before LB 42, the bill that set 
up the CCC: “There was no coordination between branches, 
hence no collaboration, no money, and nothing was accom
plished.” We hope this is not the case this time.

As this article was going to press, I received a call from 
Senator Brad Ashford, Chair of the Judiciary Committee, who 
graciously shared some of his thoughts and knowledge regard
ing LB 390. After all, he introduced the bill on behalf of the 
Governor and “navigated” it through the Legislature. He 
probably would not appreciate my labeling it a “back room 
deal.” (I stand by my claim. No substantive debate in the Leg
islature and a 47-0 vote!) And, although the initiative came 
from the Governor, Senator Ashford takes responsibility for the 
outcome.

At the Judiciary Committee hearing back in February, after 
my testimony, I quipped that I didn’t think he really wanted this 
bill to pass. I appreciate his assurances that the programs will 
continue. He is correct that probation and corrections support 
community corrections. The word he used for LB 390 was 
“restructuring” community corrections. (Lawyers are really 
good with words.) He did admit that the Judiciary Committee 
would need to monitor community corrections and make sure 
the money is there and is maintained.

Although I remain convinced that the elimination of the 
Community Corrections Council is a “bad idea” (see NCJR, 
March, 2011), I would like to say a word of thanks to all the 
Council members: heads of agencies, legislators, judges, and 
leaders in human services, who so graciously gave me their 
time, attention, insights and good will. My seven-year relation
ship with the Council has been both a learning experience and a 
pleasure. I’ll miss that but will continue to advocate for com
munity corrections in Nebraska.

NEWS and HAPPENINGS

California Senate Bill 9 advances...possible 
second chance for 275 teen lifers

According to an Associated Press article published in 
The Sacramento Bee, June 1st, SB 9 was passed 21-16. The bill 
would allow judges to reduce sentences to 25 years-to-life for 
juveniles sentenced to life in prison without the possibility of 
parole. It now goes to the Assembly.

The last word on Nebraska sex offender leg
islation may still in the future

During the closing weeks of the first session of the 
Legislature, the Judiciary Committee held a hearing on com
plaints about Nebraska’s sex offender registration and notifica
tion laws and about amendments proposed to address problems 
that stem from them. Considerable debate was generated and, 
in the end, the Legislature decided to authorize the Judiciary 
Committee to conduct an interim study of the issues involved.

Legislative Resolution 254
Purpose: The purpose of this resolution is to study the Adam 
Walsh Child Protection and Safety Act o f2006, Nebraska’s Sex 
Offender Registration Act, and the recent changes to Nebraska 
statutes contained in Laws 2009, LB 285. The study shall in
clude, but not be limited to, the following issues:

1) A review of which state statutes trigger sex offender registration 
requirements;

2) A review of which state statutes do not pertain to children specifi
cally or to specific sex crimes;

3) A review of the cost to the State of Nebraska and Nebraska’s 
counties to comply with sex offender-related requirements;

4) A review of how often registrants are contacted by law enforce
ment and whether such contacts are entered into a law enforce
ment computer system so that other law enforcement agencies are 
aware of such contacts;

5) A review of whether the manner in which a change in information 
is required to be reported is beneficial to the state and whether 
such manner is a hardship on those required to register and leads 
to more frequent legal contacts and incarceration;

6) A review of the number of registrants that are recommitted to 
incarceration or detention because of criminal law violations;

7) A review of the financial effects of a state being deemed noncom- 
pliant; and

8) A review of whether the state is best served by the current 
“offense based” registry requirements or whether state should 
revert back to an “assessment based” registry for purposes of 
public safety

Limitation on post-conviction actions
Legislative Bill 137 passed with 45 votes, creating a 

statute of limitations on post-conviction actions. Such actions 
will now be limited to one year after the date of conviction. An 
article addressing the new statute of limitations in more detail 
will be included in the September issue of the NCJR.

Furniture drive and “Chill-n-Grill” event
Bridges to Hope, a local Lincoln non-profit which as

sists men and women released from prison, is hosting a furni
ture drive on Sunday, July 17, 2011, to increase public aware
ness about re-entry after incarceration. After the drive there 
will be a “Grill-n-chill” from 6-8 p.m. at the Bridges to Hope 
warehouse, 3107 South 6th Street, Suite 107. A free will dona
tion will be collected.

Household furniture and money will be collected from 
12 to 6 p.m. at South Street Plaza, 1624 South Street in Lincoln.

Bridges to Hope ha a 4800 square foot warehouse with 
all the essentials to restart after incarceration; sofas, beds, 
kitchen items, clothing and hygiene products. Information: 
Julia Stroebel, 402-420-5696. juliab2h@windstream.net. See 
also: http://www.bridgestohopene.org.

mailto:juliab2h@windstream.net
http://www.bridgestohopene.org


American Bar Association urges Fed
eral Government and states toward 
more use of clemency
Editor's Note: The material on this page is reprinted from the Sep
tember, 2004 issue o f  the Nebraska Criminal Justice Review. The 
recommendations o f  the Bar Association approved in their August 9- 
10, 2004 meeting remain relevant today, in light o f the Nebraska 
Legislature's defeat o f  LB 202. LB 202 (amended into LB 251) 
would have directed the Nebraska Pardons Board to grant a commu
tation hearing to teen lifers after they have served 20 years o f  incar
ceration.

These proposals resulted from one o f  the several reports o f  
the Justice Kennedy Commission on matters relating to reform o f the 
criminal justice system.

Proposals adopted by the ABA 
House of Delegates 

August, 2004
Resolved, that the American Bar Association urges states, 
territories, and the federal government to establish standards 
and provide an accessible process by which prisoners may re
quest a reduction of sentence in exceptional circumstances, both 
medical and non-medical, arising after imposition of sentence, 
including but not limited to old age, disability, changes in the 
law, exigent family circumstances, heroic acts, or extraordinary 
suffering; and to ensure that there are procedures in place to 
assist prisoners who are unable to advocate for themselves.

Further Resolved, that the American Bar Association urges 
expanded use of the procedure for sentence reduction for fed
eral prisoners for “extraordinary and compelling reasons” pur
suant to 18 U.S.C. §3582©(l)(A)(i) and that:

(1) the Department of Justice ensure that full and fair consid
eration is given to prisoner requests for sentence reduction, 
including the implementation of procedures to assist pris
oners who are unable to advocate for themselves; and

(2) the United States Sentencing Commission promulgate pol
icy guidance for sentencing courts and the Bureau of Pris
ons in considering petitions for sentence reduction, which 
will incorporate a broad range of medical and non-medical 
circumstances.

Further Resolved that the American Bar Association urges 
states, territories and the federal government to expand the use 
of executive clemency and:

(1) establish standards governing applications for executive 
clemency, including both commutation of sentence and 
pardon; and

(2) specify the procedures that an individual must follow in 
order to apply for clemency and ensure that they are rea
sonably accessible to all persons.

Further Resolved, that the American Bar Association urges 
states, territories and the federal government to establish an 
accessible process by which offenders who have served their 
sentences may request pardon, restoration of legal rights and

privileges, including voting rights, and relief from other collat
eral disabilities.

Further Resolved, that the American Bar Association urge 
bar associations to establish programs to encourage and train 
lawyers to assist prisoners in applying for pardon, restoration of 
legal rights and privileges, relief from other collateral sanctions, 
and reduction of sentence.

Quotations from the Justice Kennedy 
Commission Report

Justice Kennedy observed (at the 2003 meeting o f the 
ABA) that the legal profession has an “obsessive focus” on 
the process fo r  determining guilt or innocence, to the exclu
sion o f what happens after a conviction has become final and 
the prisoner is taken away. When a mandatory sentence has 
been imposed, the law may provide no mechanism for a mid
course correction, years down the rode when the prisoner's 
circumstances (or society's values) may have changed. To 
address this shortcoming in the legal system, Justice Kennedy 
asked the ABA “to consider a recommendation to reinvigorate 
the pardon process at the state and federal levels. ” Noting 
that the pardon process in recent years seems to have been 
“drained o f its moral force,” and that pardon grants have 
become “infrequent, ” he remarked memorably that “[a] peo
ple confident in its laws and institutions should not be 
ashamed o f mercy. ”

...the fundamental question for the Commission was 
whether the criminal justice system in the United States would 
be improved if  it included some opportunity to re-examine 
sentences years after they are imposed, not only fo r errors in 
their original imposition, but in light o f intervening develop
ments in a prisoner's situation. In a word, should there be 
some readily available mechanism by which a court or execu
tive agency could review a prisoner's situation, perhaps years 
after the sentence was imposed, to determine whether it war
rants a gesture o f forgiveness or mercy.

Our conclusion is that such a mechanism is desirable 
in a comprehensive criminal justice system. In the movement 
toward “truth in sentencing” and the elimination o f disparity, 
American criminal justice has gravitated toward ever-longer 
sentences. The practical absence o f post-sentence review in 
many jurisdictions presents a risk that, as Justice Kennedy 
noted, some people will serve sentences that are too long and 
be denied a second chance that would benefit both them and 
the community.

In the states, the practice o f pardoning varies so 
widely that it is difficult to accurately offer many generaliza
tions. However, two things appear to be true: 1) in almost 
every jurisdiction the instance o f pardoning decreased mark-i 
edly after 1990; and 2) the vitality o f  the pardon power in a 
particular state jurisdiction varies, depending upon the extent 
to which its decision-maker is insulated from politics.

Read the entire excellent report of the Justice Kennedy 
Commission at: http://www.abanet.org/leadership/ 

2004/annual/dailviournal/121C.doc

http://www.abanet.org/leadership/


SIGN -  ON LETTER to the NEBRASKA 
BOARD OF PARDONS

Governor Heineman, Secretary of State Gale, and Attorney General Jon Brun- 
ing:

A year ago this month the Supreme Court ruled that in some cases sentencing youth to life without possibility of 
parole constituted cruel and unusual punishment. The decision was based on the fact that youth are both less responsi
ble for their crimes and more capable of change and reform than adults, due to their incomplete brain development. 
Across the nation, states have been examining their structures for both sentencing and pardoning juvenile offenders to 
make sure that they properly take age into account.

Juveniles tried and sentenced as adults for crimes committed as children deserve a chance to show how they 
have changed and matured. While youth should be held accountable for their crimes, we believe offenders who commit 
crimes as juveniles and can safely re-enter society should be offered that chance.

The Nebraska Board of Pardons must better accommodate the differences of those convicted for crimes com
mitted as juveniles, especially those facing life sentences. We ask you to implement the following reforms:

• Guarantee a commutation hearing for those who committed crimes as 
juveniles - no later than 20 years after incarceration; and

• Consider the age and maturity of the offender 
at the time of offense when debating commutation.

We urge you to honor the differences between youth and adults at all hearings for individuals serving life sen
tences for offenses committed as youth.

Signature________________________________ Printed: Last Name____________________First Name

Address_____________________________________________ E-M ail___

Signature________________________________ Printed: Last Name____________________First Name

Address_____________________________________________ E-Mail___________

Signature Printed: Last Name First Name

Address E-Mail

Signature Printed: Last Name First Name

Address E-Mail

Signature________________________________ Printed: Last Name____________________First Name

Address_________________________________ ___  E-Mail ____

Please sign, and circulate this letter to obtain additional signatures. Return the signatures to the 
Nebraska Coalition for the Fair Sentencing of Youth, 3636 Lafayette Avenue,

Omaha, NE 68131. One may also sign on at www.juvenilejusticenebraska.com
May, 2011

n

http://www.juvenilejusticenebraska.com
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C.O.S.A. Nebraska News
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Circles of Support and Accountability for sex offenders 
are being organized in Nebraska. Their purpose is to in
crease public safety by assisting individuals who have been 
convicted o f a sex offense. COSA Nebraska believes that the 
danger they present to the community in some cases can best 
be addressed by providing them treatment while in prison and 
a circle of trained and helpful community volunteers who will 
befriend them when they return from prison. The community 
volunteers model good adult behavior for the offender, assist 
with practical needs and hold him/her accountable to not re
offend.

The first training course for volunteers who will serve in the 
circles is underway. Another course will be offered later this 
year or early next year. Please consider training 
for this important work and serve in a circle during 2012.

For more information, Website: www.cosanebraska.org 
Phone: 402-558-2085 E-Mail: coordinator@cosanebraska.org

Nebraska Criminal Justice Review 
Advisory Meetings

Next meeting: August 10, 2011 
Holy Family Church,

18th and Izard St, Omaha 
10:00 a.m.

Discuss criminal justice issues and topics for 
inclusion in the June issue of the newsletter. 

Advisory meetings are open to all who 
would like to provide input.

Some e-mail subscribers deleted
About fifty e-mail addresses were accidentally lost recently. If you hear of 
someone who did not receive this copy of the NCJR by e-mail attachment, 
please ask him to contact the editor at 402-558-2085 or: melbeckman@cox.net, 
to be put back on the mailing list.

Subscriptions/Donations

The Nebraska Criminal Justice Review is a 
free publication, but contributions to Holy 
Family Church to help with its costs are en
couraged and needed. Contributions are tax- 
deductible. A $10.00 contribution per year is 
suggested. To request a subscription, mail to: 
NCJR,
c/o Holy Family Church
1715 Izard St., Omaha, NE 68102

Electronic Subscriptions: Request e-mail 
delivery of the NCJR by sending an e-mail to 
melbeckman@cox.net.
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