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New Douglas County Corrections Director 
Wants Programming for Every Prisoner
By Mel Beckman, Editor of the Nebraska Criminal Justice Review. The 
following article is based on a Nov. 28th interview with Mr. Robert Patton, 
the new Director of the Douglas County Dept, of Corrections. Mr. Patton 
began his job with Douglas County on September 19th of this year, almost 
immediately after retiring from a twenty year career with the Arizona Dept, of 
Corrections.

In county jails throughout the country, the prevailing 
wisdom is that most jail sentences are too short to provide much 
programming that would be useful to the prisoners. Douglas 
County’s new Corrections Director sees that attitude as a recipe 
for recidivism and he professes to have the energy and ideas to 
keep prisoners busy doing something to improve themselves, 
whether they are in for a few days or for months. For him, pro
gramming begins with such simple things as expecting prison
ers to get out of bed, clean their cells and go to breakfast.

When asked about his transition from prison admini
stration to administration of a large county jail, Patton stated 
that the hardest part has been the need to plan programming for 
short term inmates, since previously, the programs he planned 
were for months and years. Nevertheless, he sees that as his 
personal agenda. He says the programming need not cost a lot, 
and much of it can be found by inviting organizations and insti
tutions in the community to provide it without charge. The 
Creighton University Nursing Program, for example, will be 
providing wellness classes for County prisoners at the Day Re
porting Center without charge. Patton stated that part of his 
task is also to ensure that programming which a prisoner be
gins in the jail will be continued in some way in the commu
nity.

Patton sees providing programs in jail as something 
owed to taxpayers. Studies show that the overall recidivism 
rate for jails is about 67%, and he sees such statistics as intoler
able. Providing programming has been shown to be more ef
fective than not providing it and it ought to be done. Prisoners 
must be given the tools to rehabilitate themselves.

The most important component of jail programming 
and something which is essential to getting a job, Patton says, is 
the G.E.D. It has been offered at the Corrections Center, but 
lack of space has been a problem. The gym will now be used, 
if needed, to provide additional space for education.

In response to a question about Douglas County’s 
community corrections programs (pre-trial release, day report
ing, work release and house arrest), Patton stated that work will 
begin in January to convert the former National Park Service 
building at 17th and Jackson into a new Douglas County Com
munity Corrections Center. Work is expected to be completed

in January of 2007. When that is 
finished, the capacity of Douglas 
County’s community corrections 
programs will be doubled, from 100 
to 200 persons. The Department 
will also be able to include more 
kinds of prisoners in the commu
nity programs because the new fa
cility will only be one block away 
from the jail instead of four miles 
and back up resources will be close 
at hand.

On other topics, Patton said he is very pleased with the 
privatized medical system at the jail. He feels Correctional 
Medical Services, Inc. gives great service to the prisoners, and 
at a reasonable cost. The Department is in the third year of a 
contract with that company. The video visiting system in the 
jail is also working well. Prisoners’ family members and others 
can now visit for an hour instead of a half hour and visits can 
take place from 8:00 a.m. to 9:00 p.m. Inmates from other 
agencies are also housed at the Douglas County Corrections 
Center, including 169 from the U.S. Marshals’ Service. Doug
las County receives an average of $74.50 per day for prisoners 
sent by other agencies. As of Nov. 27th, a total of 236 prison
ers from other agencies were at the Corrections Center, out of a 
total population of 1082.

A Disturbing Meth Report Should Move 
The Legislature Toward Extra Funding 
For Community Corrections
By John Krejci, Emeritus Prof, of Sociology & Social Work. 402-466-8460.

Chairman Kermit Brashear chided the Community 
Corrections Council saying, “Now is the time for action, not 
talk. If we do not succeed, the alternative to a successful com
mitment to community corrections in Nebraska is horrendous.” 
He was alluding to the spectre of building another major prison 
in the State due to overcrowding.

To achieve the goal of a viable community corrections 
initiative in Nebraska, Brashear has called for two more meet
ings of the Council in December. These meetings will hammer 
out the community corrections needs that the Legislature will 
be challenged to fund. Funding is what was lacking in the two 
previous unsuccessful attempts at community corrections in 
Nebraska over the past 15 years.

A report on the Meth Study done by UNO was the 
highlight of the Dec. 2nd meeting and should provide strong 
impetus to move funding for community corrections along.

(Continued on page 1 1)

Robert C. Patton 
Corrections Director
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Tecumseh: Is It “Deja vu” All Over 
Again?
By John Krejci, Emeritus Prof, of Sociology & Social Work.. 402-466-8460.

In late October, in just a few days, inmates at Tecum
seh super-max prison collected over 450 signatures on a peti
tion listing their grievances. This represented 52% of the total 
population and over 75% of the general population. The large 
number of signatures is significant in itself, i.e., there appar
ently is a high level of discontent. To an outsider, the com
plaints seem minor: limited hours use of the day room, com
plaints about food and food service, and several matters of hy
giene. However, a prison is a pressure cooker and what might 
appear to be a minor problem has a greater impact in a closed 
environment.

What struck me most was not only the unprecedented 
number of signatures and support of the grievances, but the 
perception by inmates of a lack of respect by staff, and blatant 
racist attitudes and discrimination by some staff. One issue is 
rural white guards, with little experience or training in diversity, 
supervising mostly urban minority inmates. What is even more 
troubling was the response of Warden Fred Britten when asked 
about this. He was quoted {Lincoln Journal Star, 11/15/05) as 
saying, “From my perspective, that was always an invalid con
cern. I grew up in a small town. Does that mean I’m going to 
have a problem with diversity?”

This motivated me to write him a personal letter say
ing, “On the contrary, it does.” (i.e., you’re going to have a 
problem with diversity) It isn’t that you or your staff is racist. 
It is simply the fact that when one grows up without experienc
ing racial diversity, one is not skilled at interracial relations. It 
is fortunate that this time the inmates chose a non-violent 
method of airing their grievances.”

I did not receive a direct reply from Warden Britten, 
but he did respond to the Lincoln Journal Star’s statement that 
(his written response) said little about the inmates’ concerns 
over what they described as “racist staff.” (12/12) Britten 
again stated, “Absolutely, we looked at it. We saw no validity 
to the issue.” The Omaha World Herald quoted him as saying, 
“the complaint that the staff are blatantly rude, disrespectful 
and racist (was) not valid.” From my perspective and that of 
other community persons with many years experience in diver
sity and race relations, Warden Britten’s stance is an example 
of “DENIAL.” An unwillingness to face up to an obvious 
problem. Think of an unreformed alcoholic. No change is pos
sible until the problem is faced.

We live in the United States; we have a long history of 
prejudice, discrimination and racism. For anyone to deny that 
racism does not exist or permeate all our institutions is totally 
unsupportable. And to deny that publicly as Britten did shows 
great insensitivity. (Today, most people are more subtle in their 
denials.) If Mr. Britten and the Dept, of Correctional Services 
does not face the problems of diversity and racism at Tecum
seh, they will not deal with it. It will remain an unhealed 
wound that will fester and break out again and again.

Warden Britten should not be personally blamed for

the problem. The United States is shot through with racist atti
tudes and actions. One only has to look at the recent events in 
New Orleans after the hurricane. White privilege is the rule of 
the land. My African-American friends tell me that when they 
awaken each day, they are keenly aware that the color of their ( 
skin will cause them pain and suffering. It is so discouraging 
that so many white people just “DON’T GET IT.”

Inmates write to the Nebraska Criminal Justice Re
view. A recent one stated, “At TSCI, straight up prejudiced 
staff are getting away with racism and other acts of harassment, 
retaliation and discrimination against people of color. The 
grievance procedure is a joke and the bad seeds understand this. 
It’s sad how these bad seeds are given free reign to basically 
terrorize us.” Senator Dwite Pedersen has piles of letters from 
inmates complaining of racism and mistreatment. Ombudsman 
Eskridge attempted to point out that diversity was a problem at 
Tecumseh, but Warden Britten summarily dismissed the obser
vation.

What should we make of this? Britten’s reponse re
futed the substance of the inmates’ complaints, except for some 
promised changes in day room hours. It may be well to recall 
that a similar petition was circulated at Tecumseh in the Spring 
of 2004. The inmates followed the approved process, but noth
ing came of it. It was shortly after that when a wave of violent 
incidents occurred and a three-month lockdown was enforced. 
As Senator Pedersen said, the Dept, was telling the inmates at 
that time, “We run this place. We are in control.” Are we be
ginning the cycle all over again? Pedersen suggested that the 
Department would better serve the State and the inmates by 
engaging the inmates in dialogue and treating them as working1 
partners. Perhaps the new administration will listen and take a 
different approach.

In June of 2004 I wrote an article in NCJR (Problems 
at Nebraska’s Super Max Prison” (6/2004) commenting on the 
violence and consequent lockdown. In this piece I made sev
eral recommendations, several of which are still quite valid:

• “First, and foremost, ADMIT THE GRAVITY OF THE 
PROBLEM. TSCI is a powder keg. Maybe super-max 
prisons are not manageable in a humane fashion. In any 
case, the problem is systemic and should not be minimized 
as isolated incidents involving only a few.

• Improve communications, especially going up from below. 
Listen to inmates. Often they know more about what is 
happening than anyone.

• Discipline or fire the staff who are harassing the inmates, 
and more importantly, their supervisors who let it happen.

• Improve training and make the real life operation of the 
institution correlate with the ideals and practices taught in 
staff training.

• If the problems cannot be solved and Tecumseh cannot be 
made humane, SHUT IT DOWN AND TURN IT INTO 
SOMETHING ELSE.

In fairness to the Department, there are some signs of I 
change. There have been personnel changes at Tecumseh. 
Dominic Witherspoon, an African-American, has been ap
pointed Assoc. Warden at Tecumseh. His presence as adminis-
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trator and in the yard cannot help but be noted with satisfaction 
by the minority inmates. Efforts are being made to increase the 
number of jobs at TSCI. And the Department acknowledged 
that more training in diversity is desirable for TSCI staff.

The Department seems more open to communica
tion—two way, open dialogue. Director Houston met with Om
budsman Eskridge and discussed the issues. In response to a 
letter I sent Director Houston commenting on the problems, he 
arranged a meeting with him and his staff. I invited Afro- 
American, community activist Lela Shanks to join me at the 
meeting. A two hour dialogue ensued. We felt that Direcctor 
Houston and his staff listened to us and our analysis of the is
sues, particularly diversity and racial tensions. However, it 
would be presumptuous to say that the Department has come to 
grips with the issues of diversity and race that exist at TSCI. I 
am not convinced that they “GET IT.” Only time will tell.

The problems of race and diversity must be addressed 
or we’ll go through this process again...and again. It will be 
“deja vu” all over again! Hopefully without the recurrence of 
violence.

Restorative Justice Takes Center 
Stage, Twice
By John Krejci, Emeritus Prof, of Sociology and Social Work. 402-466-8460.

Larry Wayne, Asst. Dir. Of the Nebraska Dept, of 
Correctional Services, said it well: Don’t blame the Nebraska 
Dept, of Corrections for all the problems of Nebraska’s prison 

.system, particularly over-crowding and the misuse of solitary 
confinement. Don’t blame the Legislature. Don’t blame the 
police or the courts. If you want change, the community, the 
citizens of Nebraska, have to become knowledgeable, start car
ing, and begin organizing and acting for change. Although 
each has a stake, crime is not a cop, court, or corrections prob
lem, nor the sole responsibility of the Legislature. It is our 
problem. Until we accept responsibility and do something, 
nothing will change.

Wayne was addressing one of the public forums spon
sored by the Lincoln Unitarian Church in October. He went on 
to say that, whereas violent crime is at a twenty year low, the 
rate of incarceration is at an all time high. He asked, “What is 
wrong with this picture?”

The goal of the forums was to inform the citizens of 
Nebraska about Nebraska prisons. Topics included: Life Be
hind Bars; Women and the Criminal Justice System; Prisons 
and Race; The Nebraska Criminal Justice System, and, last but 
hopefully not least, Restorative Justice and Community Correc
tions Initiatives in Nebraska.

The second major event was the Conference on Re
storative Justice, sponsored by the Nebraska Correctional Asso
ciation and the Omaha Restorative Justice Coalition. Restora
tive justice is a philosophy that proposes a rehabilitative alter
native to the punitive approach to corrections. Restorative jus

tice includes not just the offender but the victim and the com
munity. It recognizes the damage to the community by the of
fender. (Think of the effect of a stone hurled into placid water 
and the waves that permeate the whole pond.) Restorative jus
tice includes both the victim who seeks justice and sometimes

recompense, and the community which seeks equilibrium.

The theme of the conference was “Balancing Justice, 
Accountability and Responsibility.” It featured Audrey Kelley 
Brown, five of whose family were murdered in Sutherland, 
Nebraska is 1975. In her book, Alive...But Alone, and in her 
presentation, she described the murders and how she dealt with 
the loss and eventually forgave the assailant. This was made 
more difficult because he was tried twice and finally found in
nocent of the crimes due to insanity. He is presently at the Lin
coln Regional Center. Although her approach was not one of 
restorative justice, she convincingly conveyed the suffering she 
experienced in losing her whole family in one night. She told 
how she has drawn on her faith to cope with the grief and even
tually to forgive the murderer, although she still fears him.

Day one of the conference featured workshops on re
storative justice principles, restorative justice in schools, youth 
and mental health courts, and the community.

Day two was highlighted by restorative justice veteran 
Kay Pranis, who described the accountability dimension of re
storative justice, i.e., that offenders must take responsibility and 
seek to repair the damage they have done by showing remorse 
and apologizing. She emphasized that relationships are more 
powerful than force. Things work better when all parties are 
respected. She then led an extended discussion of restorative 
justice programs in Nebraska, allowing participants to describe 
programs. A few examples were: community corrections, drug 
courts, victim-witness programs, juvenile and young adult 
courts, system of restitution and fines, and the Community Jus
tice Center. These examples highlighted the fact that restora
tive justice can be done piecemeal in isolated programs with 
individuals.

Day two also featured Nebraska Dept, of Correctional 
Services Director Bob Houston and Douglas County Prosecutor 
Stu Doman. Houston addressed solitary confinement and over
crowding in Nebraska prisons. Doman spoke of the successes 
of the Douglas County Drug Court. They then conducted an 
extensive question and answer session. This writer asked if 
restorative justice is so important, why is it so difficult to get it 
funded and why is it not an integral part of the whole system. 
Restorative justice has been around for some time, but the phi
losophy and its social and economic benefits are still not widely 
understood. Both Doman and Houston showed empathy in 
their responses, acknowledged the problem, and predicted slow 
progress.

Despite limitations, both programs were encouraging. 
They were an example of what Larry Wayne counseled, i.e., 
until the community is aware of the problems and the high cost 
of excessive incarceration, nothing will be done. In conclusion, 
I would like to offer a word of commendation to the Nebraska 
Correctional Association, and particularly Cathy Waller- 
Borovac, for organizing the two-day conference, and to the 
Social Action Committee of Lincoln Unitarian Church, particu
larly Mark Weddleton, for their series. The community needs 
more education and action in restorative justice and community 
corrections, and events like these contribute to that end.
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State is Challenged to Enact New Sex Offender Legislation in 2006
Ed. Note: Reacting to Iowa legislation, South Sioux City, Papillion, Ashland, Springfield and Gretna have recently restricted residency of 
sex offenders to a distance o f2000feet away from schools and day cares. Other towns and cities in the state are asking for state level legisla
tion to make residency restrictions uniform around the state. At least one state senator intends to introduce such legislation. Meanwhile, 
many experts on sex offender management and treatment strongly discourage such legislation, saying, among other things, that it will destabi
lize the living and work situation of sex offenders and actually make re-offending more likely. The materials presented on pages 4-6 of this 
issue are offered to help readers be more aware o f the complexity of the issues involved and prepare themselves to take part in the discussion. 
See also on page 11, reference to an important 2001 report on sex offender management and a new educational organization.

Ten Things You Should Know About Sex 
Offenders and Treatment
A publication of the Association for the Treatment of Sexual Abusers
(ATSA). Address: 4900 SW Griffith Drive #274, Beaverton OR 97005. Ph.
503-643-1023. www.atsa.com. Reprinted with permission.

1. Over 95% of convicted sex offenders eventually return to 
the community. Treatment improves the chance for suc
cessful reintegration.

2. Most sexual offenders assault victims whom they know. 
Children are most likely to be assaulted by members of 
their family, followed by acquaintances (e.g., neighbors, 
family friends); adults are most likely to be assaulted by a 
current or former husband, a cohabitating partner or a date.

3. Sexual perpetrators represent an extremely diverse group 
of offenders in educational, income and racial background, 
as well as personality and coping skills. Assessment re
sults often uncover unique patterns of deficits and 
strengths. Treatment and supervision must be tailored to 
the unique characteristics and needs of the offender.

4. Treatment has a substantially better chance of working if 
the offender takes responsibility for his past and future 
actions.

5. Fewer than 5% of sex offenders suffer from a psychotic 
mental illness. Current sexual offender treatment uses cog
nitive-behavioral techniques to teach the offender to con
trol his thoughts and behaviors to prevent future offending.

6. Many treatment providers use a relapse prevention ap
proach that assumes the escalation prior to the offense is 
relatively unique to, and consistent for, each offender. This 
pattern of escalation (often called a crime cycle) can be 
used to monitor the offender’s level of risk at any point in 
time. This allows the offender and sometimes those treat
ing and monitoring him to take action, when necessary, to 
prevent new offenses when re-offense risk is high.

7. Sex offenders vary widely in their risk to re-offend. Esti
mates suggest that 40% - 45% of untreated sexual offend
ers will sexually re-offend in their lifetime. These rates are 
considerably lower than rates of re-offense for other types 
of violent offenders.

8. Research has shown that well-designed sex offender treat
ment can reduce the recidivism of sexual offenders.

9. Lifestyle circumstances can affect the chances of new of
fenses. Stable housing and employment, healthy social and 
leisure activities, a vigilant and pro-social support system, 
and ongoing treatment are all important to ensure success.

10. Despite its effectiveness, treatment is only one component 
of an effective strategy to protect the community from sex 
offenders. Monitoring and support by community correc
tions agents, other professionals, the offender’s social sup
port system, and the entire community play a crucial role.

Nebraska’s Sex Offender Registry
The following is testimony before the Nebraska Legislature’s Judiciary Com
mittee, given on November 17, 2005 by Dr. Shannon Black, Clinical Director 
of the Nebraska State Patrol Sex Offender Registry and a licensed psycholo
gist. She testified on LR 181 and LR 219.

Since the Sex Offender Registration Act went into 
effect on January 1, 1997, 3036 sex offenders have been regis
tered. Of those, 892 are now inactive due to death, moving out 
of state, a determination that they are not required to register or 
expiration of the registration time. As of November 4, 2005, 
there were 2144 active sex offender registrants in Nebraska. Of 
those, 351 had notification out as Level 1, 622 were level 2 and 
909 were level 3.

As you are aware, information on level 1 offenders is 
released to law enforcement, while level 2 information is re
leased to schools, licensed daycares, youth and religious organi
zations and as of September of this year to healthcare agencies 
who provide services to vulnerable adults and children. Level 3 
information is provided to those previously identified agencies 
as well as the media.

We currently provide notification to over 6300 agen
cies across the state. In addition to this active notification, gov
ernmental agencies may run a confidential background check 
against the entire registry database for employment, certifica
tion, licensure or volunteer purposes while health care facilities 
may do the same for employment checks only. Of the active 
registrants almost 48% live in Douglas/Sarpy and Lancaster 
counties.

Offenders are tracked in a couple different ways. 
Once a person registers, they must notify the county sheriff in 
the county where they reside of any changes in residence, em
ployment, volunteer or student status at a post-secondary insti
tution within 5 working days. If they are not identified as a 
sexually violent predator by the sentencing court, they must 
verify their address annually. This is done by mailing a letter to 
the registrant at the last reported address during the anniversary 
month when they originally registered. Three attempts are 
made to contact the person by mail. If they fail to respond to 
this mailing, they are marked non-compliant and an investiga
tion will commence. If the court deems a person a sexually 
violent predator, the address verification is completed quarterly. 
Only 11 registrants are currently deemed as sexually violent 
predators.

Currently, the non-compliance rate of sex offenders in 
Nebraska is 6.4%. This includes 14 people who have failed to 
register and 124 people who have not notified the sheriff of a 
new address or not responded to the address verification. There
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are several reasons that this may happen, e.g. the person is de
ceased and no one has notified the Patrol, the person has moved 
to another state but did not notify the sheriff he was moving and 
the new state did not communicate that information to the Pa
trol, the person has been deported, or the person is simply 
choosing not to comply with the requirements. The non- 
compliant cases are assigned to 2 Patrol investigators. The Pa
trol also works with local law enforcement agencies, especially 
in Douglas County. Some local agencies such as Adams 
County have gone the extra step to complete periodic and per
sonal verifications of a registrant’s reported address.

One issue that needs to be addressed is the homeless or 
transient registrant. At this time, there is nothing in statute to 
address those individuals who do not have a “temporary domi
cile” address to report or to which address verification could be 
sent. Some states require these individuals to report to the 
county sheriff on a monthly or biweekly basis to verify their 
whereabouts.

Other states have utilized various methods of dealing 
with sex offender issues i.e., Nevada requires lifetime supervi
sion of sex offenders, Connecticut has community notification 
of all sex offenders, Colorado utilizes polygraphs for parolees 
or probationers. Obviously, some states are utilizing various 
GPS systems for certain offenders. To this point, there is little 
information on the impact of GPS tracking with sex offenders.

Research conducted in the development of the Ne
braska Sex Offender Risk Assessment Instrument did find that 
sex offenders in the research sample were less likely to have re
offended while they were under supervision than when they 
were not. There are currently 221 registered sex offenders on 
probation, 21 parolees and 25 under some type of federal super
vision. This only accounts for 12% of the registered offenders. 
Of the 267 registrants on supervision, only 18% have had noti
fication done as high risk offenders. The majority (56%) have 
had notification done as low or moderate risk with the remain
der still in the assessment process.

An interesting side note to the assessment process is 
the breakdown of the victims. Of the 2754 assessments done 
by the Patrol since the inception of the registry, 909 offenders’ 
victims were family members, 1430 offenders’ victims were 
acquaintances, and 314 offenders’ victims were strangers.

Banish or Include Sex Offenders? Some 
Communities Choose to Include Them
By Mel Beckman, Editor of the Nebraska Criminal Justice Review. The 
following article is based on information contained in the sources cited below.

In describing the public feeling toward sex offenders 
in this country one would need to use words like “afraid,” 
“despise,” “avoid,” and “incarcerate,” The public wants sex 
offenders to be incarcerated in most cases and, when released, 
to be monitored closely. The public also wants to be informed 
about where they are living so they can be avoided. Most re
cently, the public has begun to ask lawmakers to make it illegal 
for sex offenders to live within 2000 feet of schools and day 
care centers. Exclusion of sex offenders has reached a new

level with the addition of such residency restrictions. And 
all sexual offenders, whatever their crime or present danger 
to the public, are still lumped together under the same la
bel.

A Canadian Model
In complete contrast to the above picture is an 

approach to sex offenders that some communities in Can
ada and England have adopted. In those communities, in
clusion of sex offenders is accomplished through “circles 
of support and accountability.”

The circle is a group of four to seven volunteers 
who are willing to adopt a sex offender and help reintegrate 
him into the larger community. They provide the friend
ship and practical helps that a sex offender needs to begin 
to achieve a renewed self-respect and a feeling of still be
ing part of the community. But at the same time, the circle 
of volunteers calls the offender to task whenever they see 
signs that the offender is doing something which could lead 
to a re-offense. Thus, the volunteers also constitute a circle 
of accountability for the offender. The circles are victim- 
oriented in so far as their goal is to prevent more victimiza
tion. Circle volunteers in Canada are professionally sup
ported and work in conjunction with community agencies, 
treatment providers like psychologists, sometimes parole or 
probation officers, the police, and the courts.

Circles of support and accountability (CoSA) be
gan eleven years ago in Hamilton, Ontario, in a small 
church basement. A Mennonite pastor gathered some 
members of his community to provide support for a sex 
offender who was about to be released from custody. The 
sex offender was looked after and became part of a small 
community, while being monitored more closely than any 
police service could achieve. And for the first time in his 
life he made real friends. The offender has now been in the 
community for 11 years with no more offending.

Today, there is a CoSA project in every major city 
in Canada, according to an article by Andrew McWhinnie, 
M.A. and Robin J. Wilson, Ph.D., C.Psych., entitled 
“Courageous Communities: Circles of Support and Ac
countability with Individuals Who Have Committed Sexual 
Offenses.” (Published on “EForum” in 2005 by the Interna
tional Institute for Restorative Practices. ) Available on 
line at www.realjustice.org/library/cosa.html.
More information about Circles of Support and Account
ability can be found on the website of Correctional Service 
Canada, at www.csc-scc.gc.ca/text/prgrm /chap/ 
cosa_pamphlet_e.shtml.

Thames Valley Model
In Canada, Circles developed as a community 

response to perceived fears held by particular communi
ties. In England, the reverse was true. Circles began as a 
series of pilot projects funded by the Home Office. The 
circles were to support the statutory agencies in the suc
cessful management of high-risk sex offenders living in the 
community.
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Parliament’s Sexual Offences Act of 2003 helped cre
ate a context in which both public and professional can work in 
partnership. The Thames Valley Circles of Support and Ac
countability Project is an example of this.

The Project is run by Quaker Peace and Social Wit
ness, in partnership with Thames Valley Police, Thames Valley 
Probation and the Thames Valley, Hampshire and Isle of Wight 
Prison Area.

Circles of Support and Accountability in the Thames 
Valley first became operational in April, 2002. Since then, 
fifteen Circles have been established in the Thames Valley and 
have worked with a total of twenty high-risk sex offenders. 
Expected rates of recidivism have been reduced amongst that 
group, with only three men having been recalled by the authori
ties. Those recalls were not perceived as failures in that the 
recalls were facilitated by information passed to the statutory 
agencies by Circle volunteers. The Circles held them account
able.

specially trained and experienced to treat patients who have 
demonstrated a pattern of deviant sexual behavior. The key 
interventions used over a period of 18-24 months of intensive 
treatment include biological interventions such as hormonal, 
therapy, psychological interventions such as cognitive behav-f 
ioral sex offender group therapy, relapse prevention group ther
apy, and psychosocial intervention such as group anger man
agement treatment.

Patients are continuously monitored and progress is 
rated by the entire treatment team on goal attainment scales. A 
level system is utilized to provide feedback to patients on their 
progress, and patients are given specific feedback at regular 
intervals. As patients move up in the level system, they are 
given more privileges and responsibilities. When they advance 
to the top level and have satisfactorily achieved the treatment 
goals necessary to reduce their risk of re-offense, they are ready 
to enter the transition phase of treatment. Also, the time in this 
treatment program counts as time served in the Department of 
Corrections.

The Thames Valley Project recently released a report 
following its third successful year of operation. It is entitled, 
“Circles of Support and Accountability in the Thames Valley: 
The First Three Years, April 2002 to March 2005.” It is avail
able on line at: www.quaker.org.uk/shared_asp_files/ 
u p l o a d e d f i l e s / 8 2 f 7 1 8 a 7 - 9 3 4 4 - 4 a 5 c - a 4 a 7 -  
4b053ff2239_circlesofsupport-first3yrs.pdf.

The Sex Offender Treatment Program at 
the Lincoln Regional Center
The following testimony was presented to the Nebraska Legislature’s Judici
ary Committee on Nov. 17, 2005, by Mr. Bill Gibson, Chief Executive Officer 
of the Lincoln Regional Center and Hastings Regional Center of the Health 
and Human Services System.

The Sex Offender Program
The Sex Offender Program, which is part of the Foren

sic Mental Health Services at the Lincoln Regional Center 
(LRC) provides effective, comprehensive treatment along a 
continuum of care which has demonstrated a recidivism rate of 
under, approximately, 10% for the last decade. Specifically, 
over the last 3 years, 29 sex offenders have been discharged 
from LRC and 3 have re-offended.

Programming is individualized to the unique needs of 
the population served; thus, inpatient services are available for 
both adult males who are average above intellectual functioning 
in the Cognitive Behavior Change program, and low intellectual 
functioning in the Life Skills Program. (64 beds/ 100% occu
pancy/ length of stay— 1.5 to 2 years) Additionally, a new pro
gram for female sex offenders opened in 2002 (5 beds/ occu
pancy 4/ length of stay— 12 months) and a transition program 
opened in 2001 (16 beds/ occupancy 13/ length of stay -3-6 
months). Finally, aftercare services are offered to provide long
term support for former patients who are living in the commu
nity.

Transition Program
Patients in the transition program are those on parole, commit
ted or voluntary by a guardian. If they have to finish their sen
tence with the Department of Corrections after completing their 
treatment program in HHSS, they cannot attend this program

In October 2001, a 16 bed residential unit was added 
to the Sex Offender Program to fill a key gap in the continuum 
of care philosophy incorporated by the program. Over the past 
9 months there have been 24 admissions to the unit, and there/ 
are currently 13 beds occupied. The transition unit allows pa
tients to gradually reintegrate into the community while provid
ing therapeutic support and monitoring. Patients are assisted in 
finding appropriate employment, and establishing support net
works such as group organizations, church, family, and peer 
relationships. When sufficient stability is maintained and sup
port networks are established, patients are assisted in finding 
suitable living arrangements and a discharge from the Health 
and Human Services System occurs. Close working relation
ship with the parole board, probation department, and local 
mental health boards have been established and are vital to the 
success of this phase of treatment.

Aftercare Program
Once discharged into the community by HHSS, pa

tients return to weekly aftercare groups to continue receiving 
support for an indefinite period of time. Groups are offered on 
Saturdays and evenings to accommodate work schedules. 43 
aftercare patients attend weekly aftercare groups. All patients 
who complete treatment at the Regional Center are eligible to 
attend aftercare group.

Center for Sex Offender Management
A project of the Office of Justice Programs 

In the U.S. Dept, of Justice

To download some very helpful publications, go to the 
Center’s website: www.csom.org/pubs/pubs.htmlInpatient treatment provided to sex offenders utilizes a 

treatment team approach, delivered by a multidisciplinary staff
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Constitutionally, Can Nebraska Have 
a Sentence of Life Without Parole?
By Mel Beckman, Editor, Nebraska Criminal Justice Review

In a 2002 special session of the Nebraska Legislature, 
lawmakers changed the minimum penalty for first-degree mur
der to “life in prison without parole.” Subsequently, a Ne
braska inmate, Louis Conover of Hastings, was convicted of 
two counts of first-degree murder and was sentenced to two life 
sentences without parole under the new law. He challenged the 
new law and the Nebraska Supreme Court overturned the legis
lation on Sept. 30, 2005, because it was not permissible for the 
Legislature to act on a matter which was not part of the purpose 
for which the Governor called the special session. The Su
preme Court did not rule at this time on whether the legislature 
could enact a law creating a sentence of “life without parole.” 
Two inmates at the Nebraska State Penitentiary, Daniel Meis 
and Steven Jacob, are raising that issue in a lawsuit they have 
filed in District Court in Lincoln. The issue is also the subject 
of the following “open letter” by the inmates.

An Open Letter to Senator Chris Beutler (and the State Legisla
ture) (Edited for length)

“We direct this letter to you because you were the author 
of the amendment to LB 1 in the Legislature’s third special session 
in 2002, which added the words “without parole” to the penalty for 
Class 1A felonies such as first degree murder. The Nebraska Su
preme Court recently decided in State v. Conover, S-04-0576, that 
the Legislature’s implementation of the penalty of “life imprison
ment without parole” was unauthorized by the Governor’s call for 
that special session, and was, therefore, unconstitutionally imple
mented. However, the Nebraska Supreme Court did not address 
whether the Nebraska Constitution’s Article IV, Section 13 pro
hibits the Legislature from implementing any penalty “without 
parole” at any time.”

“We are curious as to whether your reaction (or the reac
tion of the Legislature) to the Conover decision will be to simply 
attempt to re-implement the penalty of “life imprisonment without 
parole” in the next regular session of the Legislature in January. 
If that is your intention, there are a couple of things we think you 
should consider before doing so. “

“We and the appellant in State v. Conover, in response to 
the Attorney General’s claim that “life imprisonment” for first 
degree murder has always been “without parole” eligibility, ar
gued to the Nebraska Supreme Court that Article IV, Section 13 
reads: Said Board (of Parole), or a majority thereof, shall have 
power to grant paroles after conviction and judgment, 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. This provision of the State Constitution limits the 
powers of the Legislature. The definition of the word “conditions” 
does not allow the Legislature to create “restrictions” or 
“limitations” that result in eliminating the Board of Parole’s con
stitutionally granted power.”

“We believe that if you or the Legislature want to imple
ment a penalty of “life without parole,” then the people of the 
State of Nebraska will first have to amend their State Constitu
tion.”

Robert Kortus, Staff Attorney with the Nebraska Pub
lic Advocacy Commission was Mr. Conover’s attorney in his

challenge to the 2002 legislation. The following are excerpts 
from Mr. Kortus’ written arguments:

“Though the parole power has shifted from the Governor 
alone, to the Board of Pardons, to the Board of Parole, it has con
sistently stayed within the executive branch. This is important 
because the separation of powers clause specifies that the powers 
of our state’s government: are divided into three distinct depart
ments, the legislative, executive and judicial, and no person or col
lection o f persons being one o f these departments, shall exercise 
any power properly belonging to either of the others, except as here
inafter expressly directed or permitted. ”

“It is clear that the power to parole has been a power 
reserved to the executive throughout history. It is also clear that 
the various forms of the Constitution have consistently allowed for 
the exercise of this power for any cases, except in cases of treason 
and impeachment. However, it is also evident that the current 
article IV, section 13 intermingles the branches of government to 
some extent by allowing the legislative body to set “conditions” for 
parole eligibility. The question then is: if the Legislature removes 
parole eligibility for an entire class of people, are they setting a 
condition or are they usurping the power of the executive? The 
appellant asserts firmly that the Legislature has overstepped its 
bounds.”

“Under the parameters set by the Nebraska Constitution, 
a person convicted of first degree murder and sentenced to life 
imprisonment must receive a parole eligible sentence. Whether as 
a matter of policy or practice, that individual might actually be 
paroled, is irrelevant. Such a person must be parole eligible at the 
time of “conviction and judgment,” because the power given to the 
Board of Parole by article IV, section 13 to consider parole is ex
plicitly vested at that time: Said board, or a majority thereof, shall 
have power to grant paroles after conviction and judgment. It is not 
constitutional for the Legislature to add a “condition” that a per
son may not be eligible for parole unless an act of grace (clemency) 
is achieved.”

“...Nebraska’s statutes have not always required the service of a 
minimum sentence as a condition for parole eligibility. At differ
ent points in this State’s history a person could be eligible for pa
role in spite of a sentence of life imprisonment, and without the 
Board of Pardons commuting the sentence to a term of years.”

Confirmation exists that at least one inmate under life 
sentence in Nebraska was paroled before his sentence was 
commuted to a term of years. A letter dated April 11, 2002 
from Jeannene Douglass, Records Mgr.II for the Dept, of Cor
rectional Services, and addressed to Mr. Virgil Jacob of Lin
coln, contained the following information:

“Clarence Tvrz was sentenced in Saline County District Court on 
November 20, 1950 to a life sentence for 1st degree murder. He 
was paroled on Oct. 17, 1968. On Dec. 21, 1976 the Nebraska 
Board of Pardons met and commuted the life sentence to a term of 
45 years with “immediate” discharge off parole.”

After the Supreme Court decision was handed down, 
the Omaha World Herald, in an October 1, 2005 article entitled 
“Ruling has no impact on murder sentences,” quoted Attorney 
Robert Kortus as saying “There’s a fight yet to be fought on 
whether Nebraska’s parole-eligibility statutes are constitu
tional” In response to an inquiry from NCJR, Senator Chris 
Beutler’s office stated that he does not intend to introduce any 
legislation relating to life without parole sentences.
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L E T T E R S

“Buffer” zones won’t help
Crimes against juveniles are abhorrent and horrendous, 

and I’m ashamed that I am responsible for committing a crime 
against a minor. It’s also unfortunate that the media (who want 
ratings and subscribers), politicians (who want votes), and men
tal health or special interest agencies (who want funding), 
would use those crimes to irresponsibly create fear and hysteria 
in and around our communities. Creating a 2000 foot “buffer” 
zone from sex offenders will have little, if any, impact, and may 
very well be unconstitutional.

Any sex crime is one too many, but to vilify and make 
monsters of all persons who committed such an offense for the 
rest of their lives serves no purpose whatsoever. Those who are 
inclined to commit a “high profile” type of crime generally 
don’t do it in their own back yard. Buffer zones don’t restrict 
crime. They only restrict where someone can live.

Gary VanNatter
Lincoln Correctional Center

Arbitrary Authority?
I am a prisoner at the state pen in Lincoln. I have been 

here for nearly 35 years. On the afternoon of Friday, August 
12th of this year, I was notified that I had a visit. When I ar
rived in the visiting room, a friend of mine, Jesse, was there. 
He told me that I had a another visitor but that she had been 
denied entrance because the material of her blouse had been 
deemed by the pass clerk to be “too sheer” and that she would- 
not be able to wear the sweater she had on into the visiting 
room because it was against regulations for sweaters to be 
worn. This other visitor, whom Jesse had driven here, was my 
mother, Vera Rice, who is 88 years old and has been coming 
down to visit during this whole time of my confinement. To the 
best of my recollection, she had never before been denied a 
visit with me due to any alleged violation of the prison dress 
code for visitors, or for any other reason, as I recall.

After my friend informed me of this situation, I spoke 
with three prison guards individually, over the course of about a 
half hour, in an effort to get my mother let in to visit me. The 
last one I spoke with told me he would talk to the pass clerk, 
who had apparently made the decision to deny my mother, as 
well as to a sergeant. He returned some minutes later to inform 
me that my mother would not be allowed into the visiting room 
because she wasn’t dressed appropriately and that, since other 
visitors had been denied due to violations of the dress code, it 
wouldn't’ be fair for an exception to be made for my mother. I 
did all the talking I could to convince this guard that what was 
going on wasn’t right and that I should be able to see my 
mother. But I could see my words were not being heard.

Before Jesse left, I asked him to get in contact with the 
office of State Senator Ernie Chambers as soon as possible 
after the conclusion of our visit. Later that afternoon, after I’d 
gotten back to the cellhouse, I was informed that someone from 
the State Ombudsman’s Office had called and left a message 
for me to return his call. I wasn’t able to get through to the 
office until the following Monday, at which time, I learned that 
the Ombudsman’s office had been in touch with a member(s) of 
the prison administration, as well as a person in the administra
tion of the Department of Corrections. I was informed that a

letter from the prison or the Department of Corrections would 
be sent to my mother, giving her assurances that the August 
12th incident would not be repeated. Within about a week, 
such a letter was sent to my mother. It was very complimentary 
toward her and did give the assurances. However, the letter 
offered no explanation as to how, specifically, her blouse had 
been in violation of the dress code, when a rule had been con
jured up that made sweaters inappropriate clothing, and it ad
mitted no wrong-doing or unreasonableness on the part of the 
pass clerk and/or her supervisor; and the letter offered no apol
ogy. Moreover, the letter stated that the dress rule had been 
equally applied to my mother and that no change in policy 
would be made. Since then, I have been able to visit with my 
mother and, fortunately, she had no difficulty getting in.

But while I’m happy that I’ve been able to see my 
mother since this incident, I cannot let the matter drop. My 
mother told me that, not only did she look carefully at her 
blouse and could not see through it, she was wearing a t-shirt 
and bra under the blouse. She also said to me that she’d worn 
the same blouse on prior occasions. I must also mention that, 
because the visiting room is sometimes uncomfortably cool and 
my mother gets cold somewhat easily, she has often worn a 
sweater here. So I have questions. What kind of person uses 
her position of authority to determine that an 88-year-old 
woman, who has been coming into the prison, without diffi
culty, for nearly 35 years, is, all of a sudden, wearing objection
able clothes? What type and volume of rules make it possible 
for a prison employee to have the supposed “justification” to 
make such a decision? And, lastly, what could possibly be go
ing on in the minds of prison administrators who would review 
an incident such as this and see no need for a change in policy?

Yes, I am glad to have visited my mother. But how do 
I know that there won’t be a next time? Just as importantly, if 
not more so, is the fact that, if the prison rules, and the amount 
of authority given to employees to be arbitrary and capricious, 
is such that my mother can be denied a visit, any other prison
ers’ loved ones can be treated the same way.

Wopashitwe Mondo Eyen we Langa 
Nebraska State Penitentiary

What happened to lifer programs?
Years ago, before the 1990’s, Nebraska and other 

states spent millions on a task force to see what class of offend
ers would make the best parolees. The answer came back, 1st 
degree murderers. They hardly ever repeated a crime, and if 
they did, it most likely wasn’t murder.

Ex-Governor Charlie Thone, Jim Exon, Robert Kerry 
and Kay Orr all used parole and commutation programs for 1st 
degree lifers when they were in office. I can not think of one 
lifer who has come back into the prison system for 1st degree 
murder. That must mean the program works pretty good. Ne
braska has not used its parole or commutation programs since 
the early 90’s. Now Nebraska is over-flowing with aging guys 
doing life. Medical bills on them are rising each year. The 
average cost for housing an inmate 60 and older is around 
$75,000 a year.

When I came into the system in 1985, lifers were do
ing around 18 years on the average and then they would get 
commuted or paroled. A few years later the Parole Board 
adopted a policy that lifers do 30 years. We have at least ten
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men that’s over 30 years in this system and the Board still 
won’t parole or commute them because of political pressures 
from the top. I’m not saying parole all 1st degree lifers. I’m 
saying if a man comes in here, does 20 years, has no major mis
conduct reports, and does some programming with positive 
results, then give him a chance to better himself on the outside.

Nebraska needs to use the programs that are available 
to them and quit costing the taxpayers more money just because 
some politician wants to further his political career. Attorney 
General Jon Bruning has more or less stated that in the newspa
pers recently.

Clayton Kern
Nebraska State Penitentiary

NCJR appreciated
The Nebraska Criminal Justice Review newsletter is 

by far the most informative, insightful, and objective newsletter 
of its kind. Editor Mel Beckman and members of Holy Family 
Church (and many others) are to be commended for the service 
NCJR offers the people of Nebraska. NCJR not only creates 
accountability but also provokes and generates the needed sense 
of responsibility so that readers “want to” see progress as well 
as get involved to be part of the solution.

Johnny Woodruff
Community Corrections Center, Omaha

Paradigm Shift
The age of 55 has been gradually accepted as the start

ing point for defining “older” prisoners. Correctional special
ists also agree that prisoners appear to age 7 to 10 years faster 
than their “normal” chronological age would suggest, due to the 
high stress of prison regimes that feature inactivity and little 
exercise, along with unbalanced high-starch diets that combine 
to reduce life expectancy.

As sentences get longer and “politicized” parole/ 
pardon boards refuse to give long-time prisoners a chance to 
redeem themselves, prisons are seeing an increasing number of 
older men and women living in cells well beyond the time when 
they pose any significant risk to anybody, and well beyond any 
reasonable punishment for their acts decades earlier.

According to the Department of Justice, prisons and 
jails are now housing twice the number of elderly prisoners 
than they were just ten years ago. Statistics compiled by the 
American Civil Liberties Union indicate that only one percent 
of all serious crimes are committed by people over the age of 
60.

As David Rothenberg, founder of the Fortune Society, 
a non-profit community-based organization dedicated to edu
cating the public about prisons and criminal justice issues, has 
said, “A person is more than the worst thing he ever did.” Poli
ticians and parole/pardon boards should look carefully at those 
aging in prison and see who could be released to the community 
without undue risk and at enormous savings in human suffering 
and in dollars spent for incarceration that simply is not neces
sary anymore to achieve justice or community safety.

David Ditter,
Tecumseh State Correctional Institution

Societal Outcast
A societal outcast 

Therefore I’ll be
Just lock me up 

And throw away the key
Forget about being here 

Forget about being free
Thirty to sixty years 

I never thought it could be 
Watch thy soul 

As it withers into despair
Trying hard to liberate thyself 

As my shadow disappears 
Ignore my remorse 

And condemn my tears
Never mind that I’m human 

To justify why I’m here
Label me as a criminal 

A threat to society
So when I try to speak 

I will have no credibility 
So as an outcast 

Therefore I’m proud to be
For they can take my freedom 

But not my dignity 
Tyler Keup
Lincoln Correctional Center

Department of Correctional Services Will Start 
Family Orientation Meetings in February, 2006.

Family members of first time inmates committed to 
the Department of Corrections will soon be offered a chance to 
meet with staff of the Diagnostic and Evaluation Center, have a 
video tour of the facility and have their questions answered. 
The sessions will be conducted in the Lincoln Correctional 
Center visiting room on the first and third Tuesday of each 
month, in the evening. (The Diagnostic and Evaluation Center 
is on the same grounds and is the facility where all new inmates 
enter the Nebraska Correctional System). It is hoped that the 
sessions in this pilot program will be mutually beneficial to the 
Department and to the families.

Family & Friends of Inmates to Host Dialogue 
Sessions with D.C.S. in 2006

At its Nov. 26th meeting, Family & Friends of In
mates, Omaha, met with Corrections Director Robert Houston 
and Asst. Director Larry Wayne to discuss the possibility of 
instituting periodic dialogue sessions—perhaps twice a year— 
on topics of major interest to families whose loved ones have 
been in the correctional system for awhile. FFI’s proposal was 
accepted and some initial agreements were reached. In 2006, 
one session will be held in Omaha and one in Lincoln. Family 
& Friends of Inmates hopes to form a statewide organization in 
the next year or two and additional sites for the dialogue ses
sions will then be likely. Each session will likely be limited to 
one or two topics and FFI will be primarily responsible for 
physical arrangements and advertising, with some help with 
advertising from the Department. To contact FFI, Omaha, call 
402-558-2085, or mgbeckman@excite.com.
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More Fines and a Felony Conviction 
for Prostitutes? Wrong Approach!
By Kristen Houser. Ms. Houser has been working in the field of sexual vio
lence since 1992. She provides public speaking, training and consulting 
services on issues related to sexual violence through her company, Moxie 
Resources LLC.. She took part in the 2000-2001 Nebraska Governor’s Work
ing Group on the Management of Sex Offenders. Ms. Houser can be reached 
at khouser3@coxnet

Several weeks ago the Omaha City Council voted to 
increase fines for both prostitutes and johns who are arrested 
more than once. The City Council has now voted to support a 
measure proposed by Sen. Synowiecki (District 7) which would 
make a third arrest a felony. These measures are intended to 
deter johns from soliciting and prostitutes from prostituting. 
Unfortunately they are unlikely to succeed. Instead it is likely 
they will create barriers to prostitutes being able to “get out of 
the game,” and will increase the need to spend tax dollars on 
court costs and incarceration.

Prostitution is not merely a “nuisance” crime, a 
“victimless crime,” or even “the oldest profession” (farming is). 
It isn’t a “profession” at all. Universities, trade and vocational 
schools do not offer training for prostitution. Rape and sexual 
abuse are the training provided to people in prostitution - in 
childhood and repeatedly thereafter. Feminist author Andrea 
Dworkin rightly said that “incest is boot camp for prostitu
tion.” Prostitution does not lead to powerful or respectful posi
tions. Prostitutes are powerless as individuals, and confined to 
an underclass as a group.

For neighborhoods, prostitution diminishes the quality 
of life, poses moral and safety concerns, creates traffic conges
tion and unsanitary litter such as used condoms and hypodermic 
needles, and decreases property values. “Johns” (the men who 
solicit and purchase humans for sex acts) sexually harass and 
solicit all women in the neighborhood, not just the ones who are 
prostituting.

Prostitution is not normal, inevitable, expected, or a 
simple solution to the (mythical) insatiable sexual appetites of 
men. Usually, adults are willing to have sex if they are treated 
well, asked permission, and think it will be a mutually satisfy
ing encounter. People don’t purchase other people because 
they want sharing, respectful sex. They do it because they do 
not want to be nice, sharing or ask permission. Johns exploit the 
vulnerability and desperation of people and think that the 
money (or drugs, ride, food, shelter) they provide makes it OK. 
The reality is that some of them rape, beat, or torture prosti
tutes, as do the pimps/boyfriends/drug dealers who control 
them. It has been estimated that women in prostitution are raped 
between 13 and 30 times per year; other serious physical as
saults are common as well.

Prostitution is intractably linked to many serious social 
problems including poverty and homelessness; illegal drug use 
and trade; sexual, physical and emotional abuse which begins in 
childhood and is continually perpetrated against people while 
they are being prostituted; trafficking in persons; gang activity; 
mental illness, and a score of health problems including HIV/ 
AIDS, hepatitis C, other sexually transmitted infections, brain 
injury, complex post-traumatic stress disorder, nutritional defi
cits and a variety of stress related ailments. Currently there is 
only one program in the state of NE to assist people out of pros

titution (the Wellspring Program at the Salvation Army). That 
program has only two employees to address these extremely 
difficult issues and overcome the many barriers which work to 
keep people IN prostitution. A felony conviction will be an 
additional barrier to employment, government benefits and self- 
respect.

Omaha City Councilman Jim Vokal has said that in
carceration is often necessary to be able to provide outreach and 
rehabilitative services to prostitutes, and cited the outreach ef
forts made by the Wellspring Program in the Douglas County 
Correctional System as proof. Vokal cites the program’s suc
cess in the jail as a reason to support tougher penalties; how
ever, this is flawed reasoning. Wellspring is able to reach 
women in the jail because they are literally a captive audience, 
but also because no other concerted or coordinated efforts are 
made to reach prostitutes before they are incarcerated. While 
various social service agencies in Omaha conduct different 
kinds of outreach to “at risk” populations, none has the specific 
intent of helping people get out of prostitution. Instead, efforts 
are centered on preventing the spread of sexually transmitted 
infections or providing food, clothing, shelter and medical ser
vices. These services are needed and appreciated, and should 
continue to be provided, but they should not be seen as an or
ganized community attempt to intervene in the lives of prosti
tutes with the intent of encouraging them to enter a prostitution 
recovery program.

Meaningful and coordinated services to interrupt the 
“revolving door” between life on the street and incarceration 
have not been developed or employed. Omaha, as a government 
entity and as a community, has not invested resources in assess
ing the extent of the problem or the ineffectiveness of current 
enforcement practices, conducting focus groups with people in 
prostitution to gage needed services, researching solutions that 
have worked in other cities, or interrupting the actions of 
“johns” who create the demand for prostitution. The city and 
community have instead picked the path which requires the 
least investment of time and money -  increase penalties and ask 
that the third arrest be handled by the state rather than the com
munity. This proposed law does nothing to enhance needed 
services such as drug rehabilitation, treatment for post- 
traumatic stress disorder and other mental illnesses, rehabilita
tive education and vocational training, or affordable housing 
and childcare.

Most street-level prostitutes are arrested three or more 
times. Though the proposal to make a third arrest for prostitu
tion a felony technically applies to both solicitor and prostitute, 
prostitutes are most likely to bear the burden of this law due to 
imbalanced policing practices. Like many cities in the United 
States, police enforcement of prostitution laws in Omaha and 
the rest of the state focus almost solely on visible, street-level 
prostitution, with arrests of prostitutes far outnumbering johns. 
(National estimates are that the arrests of johns make up ap
proximately 10% of all prostitution arrests). Inconsistent and 
lackadaisical enforcement of prostitution laws amount to a 
practice of regulation and containment, and in some instances 
decriminalization. Prostitution in indoor venues such as strip 
clubs, bars, massage parlors or via call-out services is largely 
not investigated or prosecuted, and ultimately has been decrimi
nalized de facto. Why else would more than 60 escort services 
advertise in the Omaha Yellow Pages?
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The appeal of “locking them up” to get “them” out of 
neighborhoods is understandable. Unfortunately, the practice of 
arresting prostitutes has proven ineffective in deterring or de
creasing prostitution, but imposes significant costs to court sys
tems and drains police resources. Worth noting is that the threat 
of arrest or other public exposure appears to be a significant 
deterrent for many men who solicit and buy sex acts. However, 
for johns to be deterred, significant changes in policing prac
tices must occur. The decision to focus on arresting johns must 
come from the chiefs of police departments statewide, and re
sources must be invested; it cannot be legislated.

Finally, it must be noted that while prostitution cer
tainly occurs in many areas in Nebraska, citizens from other 
communities are not demanding that something be done to 
change laws. Either local enforcement practices are working 
elsewhere better than in Omaha, or prostitution has not risen to 
the level of concern which justifies state government action. 
Nebraska has no need for another poorly constructed “tough on 
crime” law, and state law should not be made in response to the 
demands of a single neighborhood. Rather than appealing to the 
state, the city of Omaha should invest its own time and re
sources to assess and solve its own problem. To do so is to re
spond to the needs of constituent neighborhood groups and 
those of citizens who are undervalued and unrepresented as a 
class -  its prostitutes.

A Disturbing Meth Report (Continued from p. l)
Professor Hank Robinson reported the study to the Council. 
The following were some observations and recommendations:

Methamphetamine abuse is a major problem in Nebraska. 
Nebraska’s data is actually worse than surrounding states. 
The problem is acute.

• Adequate resources for treatment are not available in Ne
braska and additional monies for treatment will not solve 
the problem. There are simply not enough trained thera
pists and counselors available to treat the estimated 20,000 
meth addicts in the state. If monies were poured into meth 
treatment, it would draw treatment professionals away 
from the estimated 90,000 alcoholics who also need treat
ment. This would only complicate matters.

• All treatment alternatives will cost money, but treatment in 
community corrections programs are preferable to building 
another prison.

• Both the Norfolk Regional Center and the Work Ethic 
Camp in McCook are suitable sites for short-term, in
patient treatment of meth addicts. However, Norfolk, with 
its long-standing commitment to mental health and an es
tablished team of professionals would seem to be the better 
choice. However, the Work Ethic Camp should also be 
expanded to capacity and utilized.

• Ongoing research and evaluation using standardized tools 
I are necessary.

The study was well-received by the Council members, 
who will decide on the best alternatives in December.

BITS & PIECES

THE 2001 FINAL REPORT OF THE GOVERNOR’S 
WORKING GROUP ON THE MANAGEMENT OF SEX 
OFFENDERS This report is the result of a study of Ne
braska’s system of sex offender management and treatment, 
conducted by over sixty professionals, at the request of then- 
Govemor Johanns. Until recently, the report has attracted little 
attention but now is being looked at more closely as the Legis
lature is set to debate sex offender legislation in 2006. The 
report contains a wealth of information about what Nebraska 
needs to do to provide greater public safety vis-a-vis sex of
fenders, and, at the same time, provide for the treatment of sex 
offenders with less incarceration. The report does not list resi
dency restrictions as one of its recommendations for Nebraska. 
To see the full report online in pdf form, go to: http:// 
www.hhs.state.ne.us/beh/rc/Sexofrp.pdf. To it’s credit, the 
Lincoln Journal Star called attention to the report in a major 
story it carried on Nov. 5, 2005.

NEBRASKA S.A.F.E. COALITION ORGANIZED Pro
posals for new laws restricting where sex offenders can live has 
led to the creation of a new educational group. The Nebraska 
SAFE (Sex Abusers: Facts and Education) Coalition plans to 
add its voice to the growing debate on sex offender residency 
restriction laws. At its meeting on Nov. 5th, the group adopted 
as its motto, “Promoting Policies and Practices Based on Fact, 
Not Fear.” The Coalition includes sex abuse victim advocates, 
criminal justice reformers, family members of sex offenders 
and others who see the potential for tragedy should Nebraska 
develop either a state law or a patchwork of local laws that will 
destabilize the lives of sex offenders by drastically limiting 
where they can live. For meeting information, contact Mel 
Beckman, 402-558-2085.

STATE’S PRISON ADMISSIONS SOAR SINCE FY 2000
Nebraska’s courts have steadily increased the number of men 
and women sent to prison since fiscal year 2000. The statistics 
below are from a graph included in the July 11, 2005 data sheet 
published by the state’s Dept, of Correctional Services. The 
numbers are approximate according to position on the graph.
Fiscal Year Sentenced Admissions
2000 ........................... 1440
2001 ........................... 1830
2002 ........................... 1860
2003 ........................... 1910
2004 ........................... 1930
2005 ...........................2095
Statistics relating to Nebraska’s correctional system can be 
found on the Department of Correctional Services website: 
www.corrections.state.ne.us. Click on “Administration” and 
then on “statistics.”

The life-sentenced population in Nebraska prisons is 
also growing. During the past 5 years, 47 more persons have 
received sentences with a maximum of life. The number of 
those so sentenced in Nebraska stood at 239 in FY 2000 and 
totaled 286 as of June 30, 2005. Of the latter number, 202 are 
1st degree life sentences (life to life), and 84 have a minimum 
number of years to life sentence. No commutation of life sen
tences have been granted in Nebraska for over a decade.

http://www.hhs.state.ne.us/beh/rc/Sexofrp.pdf
http://www.corrections.state.ne.us
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