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Nebraska Department of Correc
tional Services Substance Abuse 
Treatment Programs: An Overview
By Nicole Lockhart, LADC, LMHP, Chemical Dependency 
Counselor Supervisor at the Omaha Correctional Center, 
and
Rick McNeese, Plt.D., Behavioral Health Assistant Adminis
trator -  Substance Abuse Services, Nebraska State Peniten
tiary, Residential Treatment Community

Introduction:
Substance Abuse Treatment Services offered in the 

Nebraska Department of Correctional Service’s (NDCS) Divi
sion of Behavioral Health continues to expand the quality and 
quantity of treatment for individuals. The following article 
highlights the many exciting developments that meet the needs 
of those persons who are incarcerated.

In 2007, 1705 males and 310 females entered NDCS. 
Overall, 87.7% of males and 80.6% of females needed treat
ment for chemical dependency using validated testing and com
munity standards to determine treatment needs. Of these 720 
males (42.2%) and 119 females (38.4%) were in need of long 
term residential treatment. In addition, 776 males (45.5%) and 
132 females (42.6%) were in need of intensive outpatient treat
ment. Finally 8% of males and 19% of females were found to 
need no treatment. The remaining individuals refused to be 
assessed. These numbers are consistent with past percentages 
and continue to support the need for extensive substance abuse 
treatment programs within NDCS as well as increased aware
ness and earlier treatment in the community that would prevent 
or at least minimize such large numbers of individuals and 
families so severely affected by the disease of addiction.

Chemical Dependency treatment programs exist in all 
NDCS institutions because of the high rate of chemical depend
ency and because this is one of the problems associated with 
recidivism and getting re-incarcerated. Consequently, Dr. 
McNeese currently oversees eight supervisors who have re
sponsibility for daily operation and success of all treatment 
programs. Those programs have 46 counselors and are admin
istratively supported by 6 support staff.

Expansion News
The need for additional residential treatment beds has 

been apparent the past few years, with long waiting lists and 
difficulty getting treatment to all inmates who wanted it. The 
State Legislature in 2007 authorized a significant budget in
crease to add an additional 28 staff and 180 beds to the existing 
240 beds (a 75% increase). The goals are to eliminate the long 
waiting lists (Continued on page two)

LB 843: End death in prison for chil
dren and youth under 18 years old? 
State’s lawmakers to decide.
By Mel Beckman, Editor, Nebraska Criminal Justice Review

Nebraska has 24. The United States has 2,381. The 
rest of the world has none. These figures refer to the number of 
persons currently serving life without parole sentences for 
crimes they committed when they were children or teens under 
age 18. In Nebraska, their range in age at the time of their 
crimes was from 13 to 17. Some have been in prison for more 
than thirty years.

LB 843, introduced by Senator Dwite Pedersen, and 
co-introduced by ten other senators, is currently awaiting ad
vancement in the Judiciary Committee. It is Senator Pedersen’s 
priority bill for this session. It would provide parole eligibility 
after 20 years of incarceration for child murderers who are un
der sixteen years old at the time of their crime and after 25 
years for sixteen and seventeen year old youth. It would not 
guarantee parole. The Parole Board would decide that.

At the February 20th Judiciary Committee hearing, 
supporting testimony was given by Voices for Children in Ne
braska, the League of Women Voters, the Nebraska Conference 
of Catholic Bishops, ACLU of Nebraska, Family and Friends of 
Inmates, Omaha, and the Nebraska Association of Social Work
ers. Family members of two victims of the youth murderers 
spoke in opposition.

The stark disparity between what Nebraska and most 
states in the U.S. do and what the rest of the world does not do 
in regard to juvenile life without parole is very relevant to the 
upcoming debate. And senators should carefully consider the 
fundamental differences between children and adults in regard 
to their maturity, culpability for wrong doing and capacity to 
change and return to society as responsible persons.

Express your views on LB 843.
Write or call your senator. See page 12 for 

help with names and addresses

Human Rights Watch urges 
adoption of Nebraska’s LB 843 

(see page six)
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Substance abuse programs (cont. from page i)
and provide treatment earlier in incarceration. In turn, inmates 
can be paroled as early as possible and move into the commu
nity corrections centers so they can get to work detail and work 
release and get more financially set for re-entry. This plan will 
also add Licensed Mental Health Counselors to the residential 
programs so that we can address the increasing need for co
occurring disorder treatment. The expansion will include an 
additional 100 beds at RTC, 72 beds at OCC-SAU, and 8 beds 
at NCCW-SAU. This expansion has already begun at RTC and 
will start in July 2008 at OCC and NCCW and be completed in 
2009. In addition, recent approval has been received for adding 
16 residential treatment beds at TSCI.

This significant expansion will bring the number of 
long term residential treatment beds for substance abuse from 
its current 244 to 440 beds! Few other state correctional sys
tems in the United States have the capacity to treat a full 10% 
of its entire incarcerated population in long term residential 
treatment! The expansion funding has also made several posi
tions possible that will increase the number of inmates treated 
with intensive but not residential treatment. They will also pro
vide additional continued care support for inmates who have 
completed treatment but need the support while they remain for 
crimes with longer sentences.

At the same time, the Legislature authorized approxi
mately $200,000 annually to help inmates obtain substance 
abuse treatment services while at the community corrections 
centers. This is a very exciting piece for many reasons. It will 
provide more treatment, strengthen ties with community sub
stance abuse providers, allows inmates to move back into the 
communities with various needs addressed and support systems 
in place, and also allows them the opportunity to save their 
money to assist them and
their families getting back We want to see waiting lists 
on their feet. Since ad- g0 away, inmates get treat- 
dressing employment bar- m en t as early as possible, 
riers and providing con- , , . .  ̂ '
tinued care for substance and back into the community
abuse treatment are us quickly as possible
among the largest predic
tors for successful re-integration into the community and reduc
tions in recidivism, this is viewed as a very positive project.

Both of these expansion initiatives have been under
taken at a time when additional treatment options are being 
made available in the communities because of work by the Ne
braska Crime Commission. In the future there will be even 
more treatment options as we determine the most effective level 
and location for treatment, not all of which has to be conducted 
behind bars while incarcerated.

All of these expansion efforts are intended to address 
the significant problem of chemical dependency while also of
fering inmates the highest level of treatment at the lowest level 
of custody. We want to see waiting lists go away, inmates get 
treatment as early as possible, and back into the community as 
quickly as possible to support family reunification, employment 
opportunities, and the well being of the inmate. The ultimate 
goal is to help those who have become disenfranchised with

society become enfranchised and productive members of 
families and society.

Reentry Services by Social Workers
For the first time, we now have two Licensed 

Clinical Social Workers assisting residentially treated in
mates from RTC, NCCW-SAU, and OCC-SAU with suc
cessful transitions to the community. The social workers 
develop contacts with community resources that assist with 
their release planning. They assess the individual needs and 
help make a seamless re-entry into the community. The 
services offered include setting up substance abuse contin
ued care, medical appointments and medications, Health 
and Human Services contacts, educational programs and 
transitional living and mentoring assistance. So far, 188 
individuals (27 women and 161 men) have been assisted in 
this new venture.

Work Ethic Camp
There have been many exciting changes at the 

Work Ethic Camp in McCook during the past year, as well. 
This includes the addition of a short-term residential sub
stance abuse program within that facility to meet the re
quirements of LB-83. Eligible inmates are being screened 
by case-management staff to determine if they meet the 
requirements for this form of a more short term residential 
treatment. This is a welcome addition to NDCS’s array of 
treatment services.

Training
Exciting plans are also in the development stage 

for upcoming regional conferences for NDCS substance 
abuse and mental health staff, community providers, and 
parole and probation officers. Three nationally recognized 
treatment experts, Delbert Boone, Michael Johnson, and 
Khalil Osiris will not only be conducting two day trainings 
for counselors but they will also spend two days each mak
ing presentations to inmates at all the institutions. Their 
topics will be the psychology of addiction, criminal think
ing, and the effects of incarceration on re-entry. These are 
dynamic speakers who have made some of the best recog
nized treatment videos used across the nation. The train
ings and inmate presentations are in May, June, and Octo
ber.

Another enhancement this past year is the imple
mentation of additional quarterly staff trainings. With the 
cooperation of the Lincoln Medical Education Partnership 
(LMEP) Training Addiction Professionals (TAP) office, 
the staff receives 3 hours of CEU’s for the presentations. 
Examples of topics include addictive thinking, multicul
tural awareness, motivational interviewing, motivation 
enhancement in groups, dealing with resistance, and devel
opment of resistance. This training insures consistent 
training in the most current and effective counseling meth
ods.

Other trainings include the Matrix Model Profes
sional Development Course and the Nebraska Psychologi
cal Association’s training on Substance Abuse Disorders: 
Evidence-Based Practice and Supervision Skills by Dennis 
McChargue, Ph.D. and John Herdman, Ph.D., LADC.
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Research and Development
NDCS has a partnership with Texas Christian Univer

sity’s (TCU) Institute of Behavioral Research (IBR). The IBR 
has conducted drug treatment research for over 30 years and is 
one of the few nationally and internationally recognized re
search centers. This partnership has enabled NDCS to assist the 
development and testing of treatment materials that specifically 
target the incarcerated population, thus insuring the most effec
tive treatment possible. Inmates in the re-entry phase of the 
residential treatment programs at the Omaha Correctional Cen
ter (OCC), Nebraska State Penitentiary (NSP) and the Tecum
seh State Correctional Institution (TSCI) have all participated in 
the research and were consistently enthusiastic about the treat
ment concepts and materials as well as the opportunity to help 
guide the development of treatment materials that will be used 
nationwide. In addition, many counselors were trained in these 
new methods. As a consequence, we have incorporated the 
Motivation module into several classes and other uses as a vali
dated method of enhancing motivation for treatment. NDCS 
has also signed on as a partner with TCU-IBR for the next 
phase of the NIDA funded research and development.
Methamphetamine Initiative

A grant has been recently submitted that will signifi
cantly assist the development of methamphetamine treatment 
tools and assessment of its affects on individuals through a bat
tery of tests that can monitor treatment progress. While treat
ment of methamphetamine is similar to that of all chemical ad
dictions, there are some differences and NDCS is attempting to 
insure optimum treatment of this common and extremely dam
aging addiction. If obtained, the grant will help NDCS adopt 
the latest in methamphetamine treatment methods into its cur
rent programs.

Quality Assurance
Administratively and in an effort to maintain high 

standards in the area of behavioral health, an internal audit of 
all NDCS substance abuse treatment programs has been imple
mented and with the exception of the Work Ethic Camp (WEC) 
completed. This will be an annual process to assess documenta
tion of treatment, gain additional consistency in all institutions, 
and insure a high level of integrity and professionalism within 
the programs.
Communicating with Our Partners

Finally, the Substance Abuse Administration has 
worked closely with the Board of Parole and the State Ombuds
man’s Office to ensure treatment and address inmates concerns. 
Regular meetings with these offices have helped establish 
working relationships and communication intended to rapidly 
resolve problems for individuals and address more general con
cerns about treatment programs and issues.
Conclusion

As you can see, this is an exciting time for the substance 
abuse treatment programs within NDCS. There are many opportunities 
for growth to meet the needs of more individuals who are under our 
care, assist them getting back on track, successfully reunifying with 
families and communities with tools to reduce relapse and re
cidivism. All of this has been accomplished with carefully developed 
budgets with minimal impact and the guarantee that this action saves 
millions of dollars and avoids the need to construct yet another prison 
far into the future. This is teamwork at its best, truly making a differ
ence in the lives of thousands of people and families in multiple ways.

Update on abolition of the death penalty
By John Krejci, Emeritus Professor of Sociology and Social 
Work. Pit. 402-466-8460

Wouldn't it be sweet if  as a tribute to Senator Cham
bers, the Nebraska Legislature would vote to pass LB 1063 and 
thus abolish the death penalty in Nebraska? It would be even 
more gratifying if the vote was a genuine belief of the Senators 
that the death penalty was inhumane as well as impracti
cal. Unfortunately, there is every likelihood that Governor 
Heineman will veto the bill. He still claims, despite evidence to 
the contrary, that the death penalty is a deterrent. He seems to 
be unaware that the huge costs of the death penalty run contrary 
to his fiscal conservatism. All agree, including death penalty 
supporter Kirk Brown of the Attorney General's office, that the 
death penalty is extremely expensive.

But there is still hope. Recently a gubernatorial veto 
on another issue was overidden. And this week three of the 
Governor's anti-immigration bills were killed by the Judiciary 
Committee, despite his "dog and pony show" of state agency 
heads testifying to support them. The Legislature has shown 
that they have a will of their own and will not be intimidated by 
the Governor. Further good news is that since Nebraska cur
rently has no means to cany out a death sentence, in practice, 
we actually have no death penalty. As most know, lethal injec
tion is currently under review by the U.S. Supreme Court and 
may well be found to be cruel and unusual punishment. The 
question in Nebraska is: Can Senator Chambers field the 30 
votes to oven'ide a veto, in the event that LB 1053 passes?

Nationally, as well as locally, the tide is turning 
against the death penalty. New Jersey repealed their death pen
alty, New York now has no one on death row. California is 
becoming painfully aware of the multi-million dollars they are 
spending in legal appeals on their inmates on death row. Cur
rently polls, even those in Nebraska, show a majority of people 
prefer a life without parole sentence to the death penalty. The 
vote to advance the abolition bill out of the Judiciary Commit
tee was 6-1 — almost unanimous. International opinion contin
ues to be more critical of the aberrant U.S. policy of the state 
killing of our citizens. A final sign of hope is that no legislation 
authorizing lethal injection in Nebraska has been introduced at 
this session of the Unicameral. This is not to say that someone, 
at the behest of the Governor, might try to amend lethal injec
tion into an existing bill during this session.

Dick Hargesheimer, a long-time abolition advocate, 
recently wrote, "In Nebraska, and elsewhere, citizens and legis
lators are coming to recognize that the death penalty is unfairly 
applied, (i.e., falls on the heads of minorities and poor peo
ple) costly to administer (expends millions in legal fees) and 
ineffective in deterring violent crimes." It is time for Nebraska 
to move with the tides of humane reform and abolish the death 
penalty."

If. at the time you are reading this, the abolition bill is 
still in play, call the Governor asking him not to veto the 
bill. Or if he already has, call your Senator and ask him/her to 
vote to override the veto, if for no other reason than to give a 
fitting tribute to Senator Chambers. Or, in the case of some 
recalcitrant lawmakers, as a symbolic vote of gratitude that 
Senator Chambers is leaving the Unicameral and will finally 
cease to influence — and at times frustrate — them.
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Sex offender registration and notification 
changes put off for the time being
By Shannon Black, Clinical Director of the Nebraska State 
Patrol Sex Offender Registry.

In July 2006, President Bush signed into law the Fed
eral Sex Offender Registration and Notification Act (SORNA) 
which is title I of legislation more commonly referred to as the 
Adam Walsh Act (AWA). This legislation sets minimum stan
dards for states regarding the registration and notification of 
convicted sex offenders. To avoid the loss of federal funding, 
states must comply with the legislation on or before July 2009. 
Nebraska’s current law will have to be modified for the state to 
be in compliance.

Currently, individuals convicted on or after January 1,
1997 or who complete a sentence on or after that date for a reg
istration offense must register for either 10 years from the end 
of the sentence or for life. With the SORNA, the date of con
viction is irrelevant as the legislation makes registration retro
active for all sex offense convictions. The only determination 
is whether or not the registration time for the convicted offense 
may have expired. Under the SORNA, registrants will register 
for 15 years, 25 years or lifetime based on the convicted of
fense. Those individuals convicted of an offense that is NOT 
punishable by more than 1 year imprisonment will have to reg
ister for 15 years. Individuals convicted of offenses that are 
punishable by more than 1 year will be subject to a 25 year reg
istration period. If a registrant has a prior sex offense convic
tion or was convicted of an aggravated offense, he or she will 
be subject to lifetime registration.

Currently, the Nebraska State Patrol completes an an
nual verification by mail unless the registrant has been identi
fied as a sexually violent predator for which verifications are 
done quarterly. The SORNA requires registrants to appear in 
person for address verification and to do so based on registra
tion length, i.e. Annually for 15 year registrants, every 6 
months for 25 year registrants and every 3 months for lifetime 
registrants. Individuals required to register must provide 
additional information and keep it current throughout the regis
tration period. This includes all employment information, 
school attendance, internet addresses and identifiers, travel and 
immigration documents etc. Registrants must report changes 
within 3 working days versus the current 5 working day allow
ance. All registry information must be forwarded to a National 
Sex Offender Registry.

The Nebraska State Patrol completes a risk assessment 
to determine to whom notification on registered sex offenders is 
shared. There is no risk assessment requirement under the 
SORNA. The SORNA act requires notification on all 25 year 
and lifetime registrants. It does allow states the option of dis
seminating information to the public on 15 year registrants or 
sharing that information with law enforcement only. It requires 
certain types of agencies be allowed access to registry databases 
to complete confidential employment background checks.

At this time, the Nebraska Unicameral has chosen not 
to enact this legislation. As noted above, the potential loss of 
federal funding would not be an issue until at least July 2009. 
The full Adam Walsh Child Protection and Safety Act of 2006 can be 
accessed at http://www.govtrack.us/'congress/bill.xpd?bill=h 109-4472

Lancaster County Jail: Will the vote be 
“yes” or “yes?”
By John Krejci, Emeritus Professor of Sociology and Social 
Work. Ph. 402-466-8460

The latest chapter of the new Lancaster jail project 
revealed that the jail may now cost only $54 million or $65 
million not $94 million. The Commissioners aren’t sure of the 
cost. The County does not have the authority to borrow so 
much money and their bill to extend their credit limit to 20 
years is stalled in the Legislature. So now they are submitting 
the project to a vote of the people. Their view of democracy 
isn’t a choice on whether to build this unnecessary jail but a 
choice between one of two financing options.

They are aware that the citizens are smart enough not 
to go into so much debt in a time of recession. Some months 
ago, I asked them and all of us to "think outside the box" and 
consider less costly community corrections alternatives like 
work release, electronic monitoring, house arrest, speedier 
bonding out, and other community corrections alterna
tives. The truth of the matter is we don’t need a jail, it will cost 
too much and a time of recession is not a good time to incur 
massive debt.

To their credit the Commissioners have recently in
creased the Community Corrections budget. After some hag
gling, they finally approved $40,000 for more electronic moni
tors. Our judges seem to have embraced the concept of com
munity corrections and are sentencing accordingly, thus lessen
ing the numbers in our jail. However, the County Board is not 
convinced that this is an effective way to deal with non-violent 
criminals. They are convinced that a jail is the way to go even 
though it is apparent to those who are knowledgeable about 
corrections that jails for sure do not work.

Let’s cut to the chase. Here are the top ten reasons to 
not build a new county7 jail:

1. There are cheaper and more effective community correction alter
natives.
2. Jails are costly to build and even more costly to operate. (Expect 
to pay up to $20 million a year for 20 years = $400,000,000)
3. In May, our choice as voters on the jail issue is "Yes” or “Yes.” to 
one of two hare-brained financing schemes.
4. Warren Buffet says we are in a recession. Not a good time to 
increase taxes and go into debt. And for up to 26 years?
5. Plans for the jail are still vague and uncertain, and will themselves 
cost over $4 million.
6. So far stakeholders input has been minimal. I have heard com
plaints from Sheriff Wagner, Chief Casady, Public Defender Kief, and 
Country Prosecutor Gary Lacey.
7. County jail inmates aren't, for the most part, dangerous. We're 
more mad at them than afraid. They need drug and mental health 
counseling, not incarceration.
8. The money could be better used for other more important needs 
like education, health and mental health care, parks and roads.
9. It's just a bad idea! Build them and they will come — and we will 
foot the bill.
10. And finally, the Commissioners are rushing into the project as 
though their very life and re-election depended on it.

One board member is seeking re-election to "see the 
jail project through." He has been a prime mover on the

( Co n t i n u e d  on page 5)
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issue. Fortunately a candidate has arisen to challenge this 
Board member. She has some serious questions about the new 
jail and w'ould focus some critical light on the jail and the need 
for treatment of addiction and mental illness rather than sterile 
punishment. We'll be watching what the voters think of her 
alternatives.

1 continue to encourage you to tell the Commissioners 
"Whoa!" (In one board members' case, "Go!") Community 
corrections can save us millions. Stay tuned for future develop
ments.

Are there alternative programs for per
sons serving long-term and life sentences?
By Teela A. Mickles, Founder/CEO, Compassion In Action 
Inc., and a member of the NCJR Advisory Committee.

For 26 years and counting Compassion in Action, Inc. 
(CIA) has had an expressed and interactive interest in the prison 
population. It has been the foundation for our development. 
CIA is a faith based, non-profit organization that works with 
incarcerated women, their children, and the caregivers of their 
children. We also provide Pre-Release Education and Reentry 
Preparation for both men and women through the Nebraska 
Department of Correctional Services’ Reentry Program.

as human beings, and their potential to make a positive contri
bution to the community during their sentence been explored?

For those of you who will read this article and know 
someone who has been locked up for a long time, have you ever 
thought about the time they serve? Perhaps you are one of 
those individuals and you feel there is little reason to have an 
opinion or to aspire to anything regarding your future. Could 
there be a program, a project involvement or a service that you 
could provide during your time behind the wall? Is there a gift, 
talent, ability or personal attribute that you believe, could make 
a positive contribution to the very society that you have been 
separated from? Would such a program, project or service assist 
you by providing an avenue to be productive and at the same 
time give you a sense of purpose? If there are alternative pro
grams and services for persons serving long term or life sen
tences, what would they look like?

You are the expert now. The information you provide 
regarding this subject would be very valuable. Your comments, 
suggestions and feedback are welcomed and we look forward to 
hearing from you. Please address your responses to the Ne
braska Criminal Justice Review c/o Floly Family Church, 1715 
Izard Street, Omaha, NE 68102 with reference to: “Alternative 
programs for long term or life sentence servers.”

During these years of operation, we have learned much 
from the people we serve. However, the most valuable infor
mation, which is the core of this organization, remains the 
same. Each individual person living on the planet Earth is im
portant in some way and valuable to God, Who created us. 
With that truth as a core value for the services provided to the 
prison population, we ask, “Are there alternative programs for 
those serving long-term and life sentences?”

This concern began to surface through community 
involvement and interaction with churches, individuals and 
different entities, who value 
the prison population and Each individual person 

living on planet Earth is 
important in some way 
and valuable to God

strive to find ways to accom
modate their needs. Currently, 
locally and abroad, the major 
focus for incarcerated indi
viduals is reentry and transition from prison back into society. 
Programs and services that address this area are concerned for 
the families involved; how incarceration has affected children 
left behind; how individuals will be able to function in a society 
that has alienated them; their effect on the economy and a well- 
spring of other social concerns.

Those serving shorter sentences and those close to 
release are considered for programs and services for the pur
pose of assisting their successful re-establishment back into the 
community, Each success story resulting from community in
volvement, spiritual empowerment and the commitment of the 
person receiving support, is cause for celebration.

However, what about the many individuals who are 
incarcerated for long periods of time? Are they given any con
sideration for rehabilitation or self improvement? Considering 
the cost to keep these persons in state residency, has their value

Nebraska compliance with Adam Walsh 
sex offender registration requirements 
questioned in the Judiciary Committee
By Mel Beckman, Editor, Nebraska Criminal Justice Review.

At the January 30, 2008 hearing of the Judiciary Committee, 
testimony was given in support of LB 957 by Mr. Corey O’Brien, a 
prosecutor in the Nebraska Attorney General’s Office and by Colonel 
Bryan Tuma, Superintendent of the Nebraska State Safety Patrol. The 
bill would bring Nebraska’s sex offender registration and public notifi
cation provisions in line with the new Federal Adam Walsh require
ments. (see article by Dr. Shannon Black on page four of this issue).

No one spoke in opposition to the bill but, thanks to Senator 
Chambers’ questioning of the proponents, it quickly became clear that 
the bill would not have been offered were it not for a “hammer,” the 
Federal Government’s threat to withdraw a portion of Nebraska’s 
share of Byrne Justice Assistance funds in case of non-compliance.

Nebraska’s current sex offender registration and classifica
tion system is based on estimation of risk to re-offend, whereas the 
Adam Walsh provisions are based on the crime committed and all sex 
offenders would go into a national database. Senator Chambers asked 
Mr. O’Brien, “This legislation would require people labeled sex of
fenders to be registered even though they are not dangerous. Isn’t that 
true?” Mr. O’Brien replied, “That is absolutely correct.”

Senator Chambers then replied, “So it is not really good 
public policy that a legislature might enact on its own, because Ne
braska has not chosen to do that, and I’m not aware of other states that 
have chosen on their own to do it. Consequently, certain lunkheads in 
Congress did it and they knew that there are some legislatures with 
legislators who have some principles and would not put that kind of— 
how can I say this—primitive language in the statute books, so they 
used the hammer of saying if you don’t do this lunk-headed thing that 
we require, we’re going to take some money from you.”
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Should children and young teens be sentenced to life 
in prison without hope of a second chance?

Human Rights Watch urges adoption 
of Nebraska’s LB 843
The following letter was sent to the Chairman and members o f  Ne
braska's Judiciary Committee by Carol Chodroff, Advocacy Director 
o f the U.S. Program o f Human Rights Watch.

“Human Rights Watch urges Nebraska’s Judiciary Commit
tee to vote in favor of Legislative Bill 843, which will abolish the sen
tence of life without parole for children1 in your state. We oppose life 
without parole for juveniles because it is cruel, inappropriate 
(particularly so given recent scientific research), and a violation o f . 
International law.

Human Rights Watch has been analyzing the issue of life 
without parole sentences for children since 2004. In the past four 
years, our research has culminated in three publications: The Rest of 
Their Lives: Life Without Parole for Child Offenders in the United 
States (a 2005 report on juveniles sentenced to life without parole 
throughout the United States); Thrown Away (a 2005 report on life 
without parole for juveniles in Colorado); and, When 1 Die They'll 
Send Me Home (a 2008 report on life without parole for juveniles in 
California). Based on our research, we urge the Committee to vote in 
favor of Legislative Bill 843 for three main reasons:

First, in Roper v. Simmons, 543 U.S. 551, 561 (2005), the US 
Supreme Court found that the differences between juveniles and adults 
render suspect any conclusion that a juvenile falls among the worst 
offenders. Neuroscience reveals the process of cognitive brain devel
opment, including the formation of impulse control and decision
making skills, continues into early adulthood—well beyond age 18. 
The fact that juveniles are still developing their identity and ability to 
think and plan ahead means that even a heinous crime committed by a 
juvenile is not “evidence of an irretrievably depraved character.”-

The sentence of life without parole was created for the worst 
criminal offenders, who are deemed to have no possibility of reform. 
While the crimes they commit cause undeniable suffering, juvenile 
offenders are not the “worst of the worst.”

Moreover, Human Rights Watch estimates that 59% of the 
youth serving life without parole in the United States received this 
sentence for their very first offense—they had no juvenile or adult 
criminal record whatsoever prior to the offense that resulted in their 
life sentence. We also estimate that 26% of the youth serving the sen
tence of life without parole in the United States received it for aiding 
and abetting or felony murder.

prohibition that is universally applied outside of the United States. The 
United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child (CRC) explicitly 
addresses the contradiction between the particular rights and needs of 
children and life without parole sentences.- Underpinning several of 
the treaty’s provisions is the fundamental recognition of the child’s 
potential for rehabilitation. Recognizing the unacceptability of sen
tences that negate the potential of children to make changes for better 
over time, Article 37(a) of the CRC flatly prohibits sentencing 
children to life without the possibility of parole.-

Third, we are deeply concerned that racial discrimination 
enters into the determination of which youth serve life without possi
bility of parole sentences, and which youth enjoy the possibility of 
release. Nationwide, African-American youth serve life without parole 
sentences at a rate that is ten times higher than that of Caucasian 
youth.1 In Nebraska, racial disparities in sentencing practices raise 
serious concerns: African-American youth arrested for murder are 
sentenced to life without parole at a rate that is 1.23 times higher than 
it is for Caucasian youth arrested for murder.

Children can and do commit terrible crimes. When they do, 
they should be held accountable and face appropriate consequences. 
Children are different from adults, however, and the punishment im
posed for their offenses should reflect their age and level of develop
ment. At a minimum, laws should preserve the opportunity for parole 
for juvenile offenders, and the ability to review whether someone sen
tenced to life in prison as a child has been rehabilitated.

For the foregoing reasons, Human Rights Watch urges Ne
braska to take the opportunity to make its laws more just and eliminate

1. The terms “children” and “juveniles” in this letter refer to anyone who 
was below the age of 18 at the time of the offense.

2. Id. at 570.
3. Convention on the rights of the child (CRC), adopted November 20, 1989, 

entered into force September 2, 1990, available at: http://www2.ohchr.org/ 
english/1 aw/ crc. htm.

4. Although the United States has not ratified the Convention on the Rights 
of the Child, it is a signatory. As such, it has the obligation to refrain 
from actions which would defeat the treaty’s object and purpose.

5. The Rest o f Their Lives: Life Without Parole for Child Offenders in the 
United States, p.39 (2005).

The merits of LB 843
By Shakur Abdullah 30012, Omaha Correctional Center. Mr. 
Shakur is one of 24 persons in Nebraska who have received 
life to life sentences for crimes committed before age 18.

Second, the United States is the world’s worst human rights 
violator in terms of sentencing youthful offenders to life without pa
role. There are currently 2,381 persons serving the sentence of juvenile 
life without parole in the United States; as of February 2008, to our 
knowledge, not a single youth is serving this sentence anywhere else in 
the rest of the world.

International human rights law prohibits life without parole 
sentences for those who commit their crimes before the age of 18, a

On February 20, 2008, the Nebraska Legislature’s Judiciary 
Committee heard arguments from proponents and opponents of LB 
843. The bill was introduced by Senator Dwite Pedersen and co
introduced by Senators Burling, Chambers, Kruse, Nantkes, Preister, 
Synowiecki, Schimek, Rogert, Raikes and Aguilar.

The opponents of LB 843, especially the families and friends i 
of the victims, have a right to their position. They have suffered a 
tremendous loss that cannot be cured with only an “I’m sorry” from

(Continued on page seven)
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perpetrator(s). It is not the attempt of LB 843 to diminish the loss of 
the families or the actions of the perpetrator(s). The victims’ families 
and friends deserve our deepest condolences and empathy, tempered 
with the respectful understanding that their view is not the only one.

What is LB 843?
In pertinent part, it clarifies constitutional law, N.R.S. # 28- 

105.01(1) (Reissue 2006), as it relates to parole. Section 3 would read:
(^Notwithstanding any other provision o f law, any person 

convicted o f  a Class I or Class IA felony, who, at the time o f the com
mission o f the crime, was at least sixteen years o f  age but under 
eighteen years o f  age, shall be sentenced to fifty years to life impris
onment. (2) Notwithstanding any other provision o f  law, any person 
convicted o f  a Class I or Class IA felony, who, at the time o f the com
mission o f the crime, was under sixteen years o f  age, shall be sen
tenced to forty years to life imprisonment. (3) Notwithstanding any 
other provision o f law, the minimum sentence o f any person con
victed o f a Class IB felony, who, at the time o f  the commission o f the 
crime, was under eighteen years o f age, shall not exceed forty years 
imprisonment.

In essence, what LB 843 seeks to do is prevent minors 
(persons under 18 years of age) from being subject to a sentence of life 
imprisonment without possibility of parole. Under current Nebraska 
law, the maximum penalty for minors sentenced for Class IA (1st de
gree murder) and Class IB (2nd degree murder) felonies is life impris
onment. N.R.S. # 28-105(1) (Reissue 2006). LB 843 would create a 
50 years to life sentence for persons under 18 to 16 years old (Class 
IA) -  parole eligible in 25 years. It would create a 40 years to life 
sentence for persons under 16 (Class IA) -  parole eligible in 20 years. 
It would create a maximum sentence of 40 years for persons under 18 
(Class IB) -  parole eligible in 20 years.

would affect only 24 lifers. Senator Pedersen also added that parole 
eligibility doesn’t mean that parole will be automatic. The Board of 
Parole has the authority to decide if parole is granted. In some cases 
parole is granted and in other cases parole is not granted. Parole eligi
bility is the singular goal that LB 843 seeks to establish because it is 
consistent with the constitutional authority in Art. 4, #13.

Why Juveniles?
Although mandated by the U.S. Supreme Court, Nebraska 

has failed to provide convicted juveniles the opportunities to fully 
develop a mature understanding of their own humanity. Instead, many 
youth lose their remaining childhood after being exposed to the harsh 
and criminal environments of adult prison. The most obvious indicator 
of this inadequacy is the use of life without parole (LWOP) sentences 
in criminal courts.

In 2005, 21 youth offenders were serving life without parole 
sentences in Nebraska. (The Rest of Their Lives: Life without Parole 
for Child Offenders in the United States. USA: 2005, Human Rights 
Watch/Amnesty International, http://hdrw.org/reports/2005/usl005.) 
Relative to its youth population, in 2005, Nebraska had the 9th highest 
rate of youth offenders serving life without parole (The Rest of Their 
Lives) . According to a 2007 report by the Nebraska Criominal Jus
tice Review, 30 prisoners currently in Nebraska’s prisons were admit
ted when they were 18 or younger and serving 1st degree life sen
tences, most for 1st degree murder. (Nebraska Criminal Justice Re
view, September 2007, cs002.archomaha.org/files.) Of these 30, one 
was admitted to prison at age 14; two at age 15; two at age 16; thirteen 
at age 17; and twelve at age 18 (Spare Some Change: an account of the 
Nebraska Juvenile Justice and children’s behavioral health care sys
tem, p. 18, 2007, Voices for Children in Nebraska,
www.voicesforchildren.com.)

Are the goals of LB 843 new?
The goals of LB 843 aren’t new. The Legislature may legis

late upon any subject not inhibited by the constitution. State ex rel., 
Stenberg v. Moore. 249 Neb. 589, 595, 544 DNW2d 344, 349 (1996).
In this instance, the Legislature is authorized to legislate upon the right 
of parole via the Nebraska Constitution. Article 4, #13.

The Legislature has routinely defined parole eligibility for 
criminal offenses. The authority to do so stems from the Nebraska 
Constitution. LB 843’s attempt to define parole eligibility for a Class 
IA offense is no different than any other criminal offense for which the 
Legislature has created an eligibility date. Eligibility isn’t a guarantee 
of or to an actual parole—its just being eligible for parole.

Parole authority in its current form in the Nebraska Constitu
tion dates back to 1920. It remains intact today. Parole is a right cre
ated through the people and established in the constitution as Article 4, 
#13. The Legislature can’t create a constitutional right. Only the will 
of the people can do that, through the ballot. It is an unreasonable 
interpretation to think the people would create a constitutional right 
only to allow the Legislature to dismiss that right or take it away.

The most sensible reading of Art. 4, #13 is that the Legisla
ture can create a mechanism for parole eligibility through statutes—as 
it has done for all criminal offenses. N.R.S. #83-1, 107 and 83-1, 110 
(Reissue 2006). This is exactly what LB 843 seeks to do. History 
shows that lifers have been paroled in the past via Art. 4, #13 author
ity. See Parole Eligibility For Lifers? http://www.nebraskapen.org/ 
Parole/ParoleLifers.html and Lifer Commute & Parole list available 
from the Board of Pardons upon request.

Ultimately, all LB 843 seeks to do is create a parole eligibil
ity for a narrowly defined class of lifers, those under eighteen years of 
age at the time of their offense. According to testimony by Senator 
Dwite Pedersen during the Judiciary Committee hearing, LB 843

The current societal mantra, “adult crime, adult time,” is 
catchy. But is it reasonable for society to conduct its business with 
juveniles based on a jingle? I think not. The nation and state of Ne
braska have established numerous age restrictive activities, rights and 
privileges that target juveniles. Nebraska has a separate juvenile court 
system authorized via the constitution, Article 5, #27. Marriage under 
age nineteen years doesn’t make a juvenile the age of majority. N.R.S. 
#43-2101 (Reissue 2006). Here’s a short list of age restricted activi
ties for juveniles in Nebraska:

Age Activity
21 Consumption/purchase of alcohol 
19 Candidate for elective office 
19 Parental consent for marriage
19 Credentials under uniform Credential Act
18 Elector/voter Art. 6, # 1 and
19 Adult defined
17 Parental liability for minor’s theft # 25-21,

# 53-103(22)
# 32-602 (2) 
#42-105 
#38-129 
#32-110
# 28-807(1) 

194 (iii)(3)(8)

It seems reasonable that, because juveniles in Nebraska 
aren’t legally defined as adults until 18, don’t reach the age of majority 
until 19, can’t drink until 21—they shouldn’t be subject to adult penal
ties. N.R.S. # 43-245(1) (Reissue 2006). Nebraska obviously recog
nizes that juveniles aren’t adults and shouldn’t be entrusted with adult 
rights and privileges due to their lack of psychological development 
and maturity. See Spare Some Change, pp 14-15, 2007.

When juveniles engage in adult activities like drinking alco
hol, using drugs, having sex, etc..., why aren’t they emancipated? 
Because in spite of the adult activity, it’s recognized and understood 
that the juvenile is still not an adult. This thought process seems to 
disengage when a juvenile commits a violent crime. Adult crime— 
adult time.
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Merits of LB 843 (Continued from page seven) 

Juveniles tried as adults
Of the thirty people admitted to the Nebraska Department of 

Correctional Services (NDCS) under the age of nineteen for 1 st degree 
murder, as of August 20, 2007, a disproportionate number are black, 
male, poor and sentenced in Douglas County. What does trying a ju
venile as an adult actually accomplish? Of course, the perfunctory 
answer is, protection of the public from further harm. If this is the 
only goal accomplished, the exact same goal can be accomplished 
through the juvenile court system via juvenile facilities (Kearney, Ge
neva, etc.). These juvenile facilities are designed for the rehabilitation 
of juveniles where adult facilities are not. Why aren’t these available 
alternatives to trying a juvenile as an adult utilized more, especially 
with violent offenses? The truth is, not even the trying and conviction 
of a juvenile as an adult elevates the juvenile to the age of majority.

When admitted to NDCS, either at the Nebraska Youth Cor
rectional Facility (NCYF) or one of the many other adult facilities, the 
juvenile will still be treated as a juvenile as a matter of law. The juve
nile will not be allowed to possess tobacco or adult material, in addi
tion to all the other age restricted activities defined by law. When 
juveniles are sent to the NCYF, its only until they turn eighteen. Prior 
to age eighteen, it’s the view of the NDCS as too dangerous to place 
juveniles with adults. Tried as adults but can’t be housed with them 
until at least eighteen—there are few exceptions. Again, if it’s only a 
warehousing goal accomplished with trying juveniles as adults, that 
can be achieved with meaningful rehabilitation in juvenile facilities 
designed for that purpose.

What statement does any society make by trying, convicting 
and sentencing its juveniles as adults? It is an unfounded argument to 
suggest that these juveniles, tried as adults, represent the worst, most 
incorrigible, most hardened, most hopeless and most irredeemable 
individuals society has to offer. This is clearly not supported by the 
facts. In fact, in many instances, juveniles tried as adults are first time 
offenders. This doesn’t diminish the severity of some of the offenses 
committed by juveniles. However, some contrast must be drawn in 
these cases because in every other instance, except violent offenses, 
society always makes some distinction between juveniles and adults. 
Is society so ill-equipped to make an effort to correct and salvage its 
juveniles that it’s simply easier, convenient and politically correct to 
write these juveniles off as not worth the effort?

There is no question that juveniles are different than adults. 
Society emphasizes that with every opportunity except when imposing 
a life sentence. There are some noted exceptions. Some states have 
chosen not to impose life sentences without parole on juveniles (see 
NCJR, Sept, and Dec. 2007, cs002.archomaha). This is partly in ac
cordance with Article 37(a) of the United Nations Convention on the 
Rights of the Child (CRC), which prohibits LWOP for juveniles under 
eighteen years old, with changing legal decisions and with the reality 
that such treatment of juveniles is ethically, morally and internationally 
repugnant.

In terms of the ultimate penalty—the death penalty, the treat
ment of juveniles has changed. Gone are the days when a juvenile 
under eighteen years old at the time of the offense, can be subject to 
the death penalty Roper v. Simmons, 125 S.Ct. 1183, 543 U.S. 551 
[2005]). Nebraska had it right long before the U.S. Supreme Court did 
(N.R.S. #28-105.01 Reissue 2006).

Is LB 843 Constitutional?
Yes, if passed, LB 843 would be constitutional. Nor could it 

be viewed as special legislation. Juveniles have already been the sub
ject of all sorts of laws that only apply to their class (drinking, driving, 
smoking, death penalty, etc.) Why would LB 843 be viewed any dif
ferently than all the other laws specifically directed at juveniles?

In the past, lifers have been paroled without commutation or 
without any particular statutory authority that defined a time for eligi
bility. See Lifer Commute and Parole list available from the Board 
of Pardons. The only authorization needed then, is the same authority i 
that exists today, i.e., Article 4, #13. LB 843 would simply define a ' 
parole eligibility date for lifers who were under eighteen years old at 
the time of their offense. According to the constitution, the Board of 
Parole is authorized to grant paroles after conviction and judge
ment, under such conditions as may be prescribed by law, for any 
offenses committed against the criminal laws of this state except 
treason and cases of impeachment. (Article 4, #13), see also “The 
Meaning of Life,” http://www.nebraskapen.org/Parole/Life.html and 
“Parole Eligibility for Lifers?,” http://www.nebraskapen.org/Parole/ 
ParoleLifer.html.

What’s the next step?
Why should juveniles sentenced to life under the same cir

cumstances that prevent them from being subject to the death penalty 
be allowed to suffer the same fate through attrition? It seems the next 
logical step and extension of current state, federal and international 
law respecting juveniles is LB 843.

State law regarding juvenile life 
without Parole in the United States

The following information is from “Sentencing our Children to Die in 
Prison, ” Center for Law and Global Justice, University of San Francisco 
School of Law, November, 2007. www.usfca.edu/law/home/ 
CenterforLawandGlobalJustice.

States prohibiting life without parole (LWOP) for juve
niles:
Alaska, Colorado, Kansas, Kentucky (Kentucky’s law is now 
uncertain as the only cases of juvenile LWOP are being chal
lenged in the courts as unconstitutional), New Mexico, Ore
gon, and the District of Columbia.

States with no children known to be serving LWOP:
Maine, New Jersey, New York, Utah, Vermont.

States allowing LWOP with various age limits:

Age 16 and above: Indiana-

Age 15 and above: Louisiana, Washington.

Age 14 and above: Alabama, Arizona, Arkansas, California, 
Connecticut, Iowa, Massachusetts, Minnesota, New Jersey, 
North Dakota, Ohio, Utah, Virginia.

Age 13 and above; Georgia, Hawaii, Illinois, Mississippi, 
New Hampshire, North Carolina, Oklahoma, Wyoming.

Age 12 and above; Missouri, Montana.

Age 10 and above: So. Dakota, Texas, Vermont, Wisconsin.

Age 8 and above: Nevada.

States that could apply LWOP at any age:
Delaware, Florida, Idaho, Maine, Maryland, Michigan, 
NEBRASKA (Ed., emphasis added), New York, Pennsyl
vania, Rhode Island, South Carolina, Tennessee, W. Virginia.
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Crimes differ. Lifers are not all the same. 
Custody promotions should be possible.
By Todd Cook 47656, Nebraska State Penitentiary.

This article is about a classification system which 
would allow inmates convicted of first degree murder to earn 
their way through the system and become productive members 
of society. Society has been led to believe that every person 
doing a life sentence is the same. Yet, there are very few 
crimes that are exactly the same. With this in mind, why is 
every person serving a life sentence treated as if they commit
ted the exact same crime with the exact same circumstances? 
Each crime may contain certain elements, but the persons are 
different and their involvement in the crime is different.

If a person has committed a crime that shocks the 
senses because of its depravity, that person should be punished 
more harshly than a person who has committed a crime which 
does not cause such shock. For example, a 40 year old man 
commits a premeditated, tortuous murder and receives a life 
sentence. A 20 year old kid breaks into a house where a 
woman with a heart condition lives alone. The elderly woman 
has a heart attack from fright. The intruder steals $50 and runs 
out. He also receives a life sentence.

These are very different people. They have both com
mitted a crime but I think most people 
would agree that a 40 year old man should 
be more responsible than a 20 year old kid.
In the first example, the killing was inten
tional and premeditated. The kid in the 
second example didn’t lay a hand on the 
woman or expect a result that is remotely 
close to what occurred. Do you think both 
of these men should serve the same amount 
of time? If you don’t, then you must agree 
that the current system in Nebraska needs 
to be revised.

Under Nebraska policy, a person 
serving a life sentence may not be pro
moted to minimum custody until they re
ceive a commutation. There has not been a 
commutation in Nebraska since 1990. This 
means that an individual serving a life sen
tence cannot earn his way through the sys
tem or prove through good behavior, reha
bilitation and programming that he is no 
longer a threat to society.

life have come to prison as youth and have grown into mature, 
responsible adults. They should be given a chance to prove that 
these changes are real and that they can function in the commu
nity. This classification system will provide a safe and effec
tive selection process and enable the Department of Correc
tional Services to choose the best candidates, according to a 
comprehensive point system.

As you can see from the illustration, the person who 
has committed his crime later in life and in a premeditated fash
ion will need to do more time than anyone else to earn points. 
In addition, he will need to do more programming than most 
inmates to obtain enough points to be eligible for a custody 
promotion. This system is not designed to promote every per
son serving a life sentence. It is set up to ensure that the people 
who deserve to be promoted are granted that privilege.

In conclusion, I believe society would be better served 
by a correctional system that promotes change and encourages 
progressive rehabilitation from every inmate. Nebraska has 
allowed an entire group of inmates to become stagnant. Reha
bilitation opportunities have been placed on a priority basis, i.e., 
if an inmate is not within 5 years of their parole date, they are 
not eligible to enroll. That criteria has been placed on drug 
treatment, mental health, college and vocational training. 
Where does that leave a person serving a sentence that does not 
have a parole eligibility date? Without hope.

LIFE SENTENCE CLASSIFICATION SYSTEM

RISK FACTOR

1. SEVERITY OF CRIME

2. AGE: COMMISSION 
OF OFFENSE

3. INVOLVEMENT

4. TIME SERVED ON 
SENTENCE

5. PROGRAMMING
(Add one point for each 
class not on this list)

CRITERIA

Intentional/ premeditated = 0
Intentional/ intoxication = 1
Accidental/ no intoxication = 2
Accidental/ intoxication = 3

19 or younger = 6
20-27 = 4
28-38 = 2
39 or older = 0

Principal = 1
Present/ participated = 2
Present/ minor participation^ = 3
Present/ no participation = 4
Not present = 5

10 years or less = 0
11 years to 20 years = 2
21 years to 30 years = 4
More than 30 years = 6

Anger management = 1
Drug treatment = 1
Behavior modification = 1
Victim Impact = 1
G.E.D. (completed inside) = 1
College (each class) = 1

CUSTODY (1-8) Maximum (13-18) Minimum
RATINGS: (9-12) Medium (19 or more) Community
.........................  ■ ....................................................  ...................

SCORE

For many years prior to 1990, 
there were commutations, furlough oppor
tunities and custody promotions for in
mates serving life. There was also a lot of 
success among this group of inmates. 
Those days have passed. A new era has 
emerged which does not allow for a person 
to change and become a productive mem
ber of society.

The proposed “Life Sentence 
Classification System” would grant new 
hope to a group of inmates who have com
pletely lost hope. Many inmates serving
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L E T T E R S

Inmates doing time on old crimes
The Legislature should require life sentences to be 

commuted to a term of years if the inmate has done good with 
his or her life in prison for twenty or so years. The Board of 
Pardons is made up of three people—the Governor, Attorney 
General and Secretary of State. All are elected positions. 
Hence, their actions are subject to the politics of getting elected 
and re-elected. Society needs to forgive; politicians should not 
be on a parole or commutations committee. Mental health pro
viders and people who see the inmates each and every day 
should be. I think it is time that Human Rights Watch and Am
nesty International take a look at all of the people doing life in 
Nebraska’s prisons and the Legislature take a look at commuta
tion of sentences for inmates doing time on old crime.

Larry Young 38644
Tecumseh State Correctional Institution

LB 843 should be supported
I am writing concerning LB 843. (Ed.—abolition of 

life sentences for juveniles) I am not personally affected by this 
bill but during the seven years I’ve been incarcerated I have 
come to know some of those who will be. I have lived next to 
some of them and I have lived with some of them. What I dis
covered was that they were very good people. They were hon
est, polite, and caring individuals. Not one of them displayed 
any anger or violent tendencies. These are people that a person 
would want as neighbors; helpful, friendly, and considerate of 
others. If you live with somebody for years, in a room the size 
of most bathrooms, you get to know that person on a deep and 
personal level. There are no secrets that can be kept hidden and 
no facades that can be kept in place. I have seen and heard the 
sincere remorse that they feel about their victims. Please give 
these individuals an opportunity to prove their worth.

Dave Lubash 55656 
Omaha Correctional Center

The time is now to abolish the death penalty in Nebraska
The death penalty, contrary to recent claims by Gover

nor Heineman, no longer finds support among a majority of 
Nebraskans. A 2007 poll found that 51% of Nebraskans favor 
life without parole as an alternative to the death penalty, while 
only 41% oppose such a policy. This shift may be linked to 
growing evidence about the failure of the death penalty on 
many fronts: it is applied in discriminatory ways, it is costly, it 
fails to deter crime, and innocent people have been killed.

A 2001 study by David Baldus found that the death 
penalty is applied in Nebraska in ways that vary according to 
location within the state and that discriminate on the basis of 
socioeconomic status. Moreover, only a small proportion of 
those eligible are tried in a death penalty trial—who receives 
life in prison and who gets the death penalty in Nebraska, ac
cording to the study, “approximates the outcome of a coin 
toss.”

The death penalty is costly and fails to deter crime; 
such cases cost from two to six times more than non-capital 
cases, resulting in the diversion of millions of dollars that could 
be used for other needed services in the state. Moreover, ac
cording to FBI data, states with the death penalty generally

have higher crime rates than those without the death penalty.
It is a fact that innocent people have been imprisoned 

and executed. In fact, since 1973, 127 people have been re
leased from death row in the United States with evidence of 
their innocence, as calculated by the Death Penalty Information 
Center. Others who were later found to be innocent have been 
executed. Execution is not reversible.

Family members of murder victims in Nebraska sup
port abolition. Police officers in Nebraska support abolition. A 
majority of Nebraskans support life without parole instead of 
the death penalty. LB 1063, a bill to abolish the death penalty, 
will soon be debated on the floor of the Unicameral. The tide is 
turning—the time is now to abolish the death penalty in Ne
braska.

Lisa Rehwaldt-Alexander

“Thank you” from Advocates for Justice
Advocates for Justice, Inc. would like to thank every

one who wrote in response to our request for stories from Te
cumseh State Correctional Institution. A report based on infor
mation received has been distributed to Nebraska state senators. 
The report will also be distributed to other appropriate entities.

If there are other individuals incarcerated at Tecumseh 
who would still like to share their stories, we are still accepting 
contributions. We would appreciate hearing from everyone 
who has something to share.

We would also like to issue our request for stories to 
individuals who are incarcerated in the other Nebraska state 
correctional facilities. As stated in our original announcement, 
“Advocates for Justice wants to hear your stories about your 
experiences at Nebraska state correctional institutions. The 
good and the bad, the beautiful and the ugly, compliments and 
concerns, anything and everything.”

Cindy Riekenberg, Coordinator 
P.O.Box 511 Beatrice, NE 68310 
402-223-0786 or advjustice@yahoo.com

Latino/ Spanish-speaking inmates petition the Ne
braska Department of Correctional Services
Editor: The information below is from a copy sent to the NCJR..

Forty one Spanish-speaking inmates who are on depor
tation status at the Nebraska State Penitentiary signed the peti
tion dated February 29, 2008. It asserts that the inmates are 
forced to take English as a second language and then sign up 
for GED, “even though it will not benefit these inmates since 
they are being deported.” Further, “they are required by their 
Case Managers and the Dept, of Corrections to take these pro
grams or they will not be recommended for parole and they will 
end up doing their complete sentences, past their parole eligibil
ity dates.” The petition states that some inmates feel obligated, 
for fear of punishment or reprisal, to take ESL class when there 
is no way that they will ever be able to master the English lan
guage to the point of being able to be enrolled in a GED study 
classroom. The discussion between inmates and case managers 
is said to become heated, to the point of yelling.

The inmates end by saying that all they want is to be 
treated equally and to be deported back to their home countries 
instead of being made to attend programs that have no benefit, 
at the expense of U.S. and Nebraska tax-payers.
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“Justice for Victims. Justice for All” - the theme of the 4th 
Annual Crime Victims’ Rights Week Conference, April 16-18, 
2008, to be held at the downtown Double Tree Hotel, 1600 
Dodge Street in Omaha. This year’s conference will focus on, 
“Responding to Victims of Campus Violence.” Registration fee 
is $30, which includes conference materials and 1 year mem
bership to the Nebraska Coalition for Victims of Crime. Regis
tration forms to Gage County Victim Assistance, Beatrice Po
lice Dept., Attn. Kerri, 201 N. 5th St., Beatrice NE 68310. 
Phone: 402-228-5270.

The annual cost of incarceration in Nebraska prisons, per 
offender (Source: Nebraska Department of Correctional Services)

Prison FY 03 FY 07
Comm. Corrections Center, Lincoln 15,887 15,796
Comm. Corrections Center, Omaha 14,449 17,734
Diagnostic and Evaluation Center, Lincoln 25,989 30,067
Lincoln Correctional Center 31,602 36,385
Nebr. Corr. Center for Women, York 23,395 31,476
Nebr. Corr. Youth Facility, Omaha 59,846 54,822
Nebr. State Penitentiary, Lincoln 28,515 31,036
Omaha Correctional Center 21,600 26,421
Tecumseh State Correctional Institution 30,016 34,463
Work Ethic Camp, McCook 14,871 21,247

Parole cost per offender 2,728 3,008

DNA testing helps free the innocent According to a Febru
ary 19, 2008 story in USA Today, there have been 213 post- 

conviction DNA exonerations in the United States. Texas has 
the most (30), followed by Illinois (27), New York (23), Florida 
(10), Louisiana (10), and Virginia (10).

Families of the incarcerated are invited to tell their stories
Advocates for Justice would like to know how incarceration of 
a family member has impacted your life. Write to: Advocates 
for Justice, P.O. Box 511, Beatrice, NE 68310. Phone: 402-223- 
0786. E-mail, advjustice@yahoo.com

Family and Friends of Inmates, Lincoln The Lincoln Fam
ily & Friends of Inmates group normally meets on the third 
Tuesday of each month, from 7 to 8 p.m. at the F Street Recrea
tion Center, 1225 F Street in Lincoln. Call Rett at 477-8568 or 
488-7349 to confirm date, time and place.

Family and Friends of Inmates, Omaha The Omaha sup
port and advocacy group meets on the 4th Saturday of each 
month (except) December, from 9 a.m. to 11 a.m., at Catholic 
Charities’ St. Martin de Porres Center, 2417 Burdette Street in 
Omaha. (The March meeting will be on April 29) In the Fall 
of 2007, the group urged Nebraska legislators to create new 
legislation to abolish life without parole sentences for children 
and youth under age 18. Since then, FFI Omaha has been ac
tively supporting the bill which was introduced by Senator 
Dwite Pedersen to accomplish that purpose. Letters and infor
mation about the bill are being sent to a number of churches in 
each of the state’s legislative districts. More recently, FFI 
Omaha has been working with a UNO Advanced Social Work 
class to bring together organizations which provide services to 
inmates in one way or another, (see ad on this page)

Bridging Prison and 
Communities

A networking forum for representatives of organizations 
offering services to inmates and their families, while in prison 

or after their release

April 12,2008
First Christian Church 

6630 Dodge Street, Omaha 
8:30 a.m. to 1:00 p.m.

Sponsored by Family & Friends of Inmates, Omaha, in collaboration 
with students in UNO Social Work Class 8560 Advanced Community 

Practice, and with the help of a grant from the Jimmy and Rosalyn 
Carter Foundation.

The goal of the forum is to promote collaboration among the 
participants, now and in the future.

Guest Speaker: Robert Houston
Director, Nebraska Department of 

Correctional Services

Facilitator: Mary Lee Brock
Director, Concord Mediation Center

8:00-8:45 A.M. 
9:45-9:00 A.M. 
9:00-10:00 A.M. 
10:15-12:15 P.M. 
12:15-12:45 P.M. 
12:45-1:00 P.M.

Agenda
Registration & continental breakfast 
Welcome: Mary Lee Brock 
Guest speaker: Robert Houston 
Networking Dialogue 
Lunch
Closing and evaluation

Pre-registration is required. Food and materials are provided. 
RSVP by March 28th to 

rberendsen@mail.unomaha.edu
Give program or organization affiliation, address, phone num

ber and names of attendees.

The Nebraska Criminal 
Justice Review needs

2008 Budget

your help!
$3430 has been raised so far

$10,000 -

to cover our expenses during 
2008. A total of $10,000 is

$8,000 -

needed. Thank you to those 
who have donated. Contribu
tions to Holy Family for the

$6,000 -

newsletter are tax-deductible. 
Send to:

$4,000 -

Holy Family Church 
1715 Izard Street 

Omaha, NE 68102

$2,000 -
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Nebraska’s 
legislative 

session 
ends on 
April 17

Have you 
contacted 

your 
senator?

Do you want CHANGE? The Legislature is where it 
can happen. Contact your state senator about issues 
that are important to you. It’s easy!

1. Find the name of your senator online by going to “Project Vote Smart,” at 
www.vote-smart.org. Input your address , and the senator’s name will appear.

2. If you are contacting by regular mail, address the letter to your senator at: 
P.O. Box 94604, Lincoln NE 68509.

3. If you are contacting by e-mail, enter the first letter of the senator’s first 
name, followed by the last name, followed by @leg.ne.gov, as in this example: 
dpreister@leg.ne.gov

The NCJR needs your help!
The survival of the Nebraska Criminal Justice Review depends on the 
donations o f those who read it and appreciate it. If you are one who 
appreciates it, please consider a contribution of $10 or more to help 
keep a good thing going. Please review our mission statement which 
appears elsewhere on this page. NCJR budget information for 2008 is 
on page 11.

CONTRIBUTION FORM
Name________________________________
Add ress_______________________________

City___________________State__________
Zip Code_____________________
Phone ( )___________________
E-mail_______________________________

Suggested contribution: $10 per year.
Subscriptions are free, but contributions to Holy Family 
Church to help with costs are encouraged and needed. 
Contributions are tax-deductible.

Mail To: NCJR c/o Holy Family Church 
1715 Izard St., Omaha, NE 68102

Electronic Subscription: Request e-mail delivery of the 
NCJR by sending an e-mail to mgbeckman@hotmail.com.
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