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INTRODUCTION

In August 2017 the Omaha Douglas Public Building Commission awarded DLR Group and Chinn
Planning, Inc. a contract to prepare a Comprehensive Juvenile Justice System Assessment and
Space Needs Study for the Juvenile Court in Douglas County, Nebraska. The Commission
included the following juvenile justice system components in the analysis:

Juvenile Justice System Components Included in the Analysis

•

Juvenile Court

•

Juvenile Court Administration

•

Juvenile Court Clerk

•

Juvenile Division County Attorney

•

Juvenile Division Public Defender

•

Juvenile Probation

•

Juvenile Assessment Center

•

Public Lobby and Other Court Support/Shared Use Space

•

Secure Juvenile Detention

An assessment of secure detention requirements was not included in the original Request for
Proposal. During the interview process and contract negotiation it was decided that a secure
detention forecast should be developed. Space allocation could then be developed based on a
square foot per juvenile basis.
Many of the functions listed above are currently housed in overcrowded and inadequate facilities,
especially the juvenile courtrooms and areas on the sixth floor of the existing Courthouse. These
juvenile justice components are also located in various locations/buildings throughout the County,
making it more difficult for youth and families to access all of the inter-related services and
programs of the Juvenile Court. The Commission’s stated goal of the study:

“The study should include current and future requirements
projected by the agencies involved, solution options including siting
recommendations, and cost estimates for the various options
presented.” (RFP issued June 2017)
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MASTER PLAN PROCESS
Figure 1-1 illustrates the Master Planning Process. Over the course of the five-month study
several workshops were held with the Project Advisory Group to review information. The three
major phases of the study included Needs Assessment and Facility Evaluation, Development of
Space Requirements, and Analysis of Site Concepts and Development of the Master Plan.
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PROJECT ADVISORY GROUP MEMBERS
Project Advisory Group meetings were held each month beginning in September 2017 and ending
in January 2018. The committee members included:

PROJECT ADVISORY GROUP MEMBERS

1. Judge Chris Kelly, Immediate Past Presiding Judge, Juvenile Court
2. Judge Vernon Daniels, Presiding Judge, Juvenile Court
3. Aimee Melton, City Council Member and Commissioner Omaha/Douglas Public Building
Commission
4. Mary Ann Borgeson, Chair, Douglas County Board of Commissioners
5. Raymond Curtis, Juvenile Court Administrator, Juvenile Court

6. Kerri Peterson, Sherwood Foundation
7. Pat Herzog, Chief Facilities Manager, Omaha Douglas Public Building Commission
8. Paul Cohen, Administrator, Omaha Douglas Public Building Commission
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INTERVIEWS CONDUCTED

In addition to Project Advisory Group meetings, the Consultant Team met individually with juvenile
court and detention center personnel, county and city officials, and allied agencies and service
providers that support the functions of the juvenile court. These interviews aided in the
interpretation of data and operational needs of the juvenile court. Table 1-1 shows the list of
interviews conducted:
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INTRODUCTION

Figure 2-1 shows the types of Nebraska Juvenile Cases. Currently six Juvenile Court Judges
preside over these case types.

Figure 2-1
Juvenile Justice System Components Included in the Analysis

The juvenile courtrooms are located on the sixth floor of the Courthouse. Juvenile Court
Administration, Juvenile Divisions of the County Attorney, Clerk of Court, and Public Defender are
also located in the Courthouse. Juvenile Probation is in a separate location near the Courthouse.
The Juvenile Assessment Center and Juvenile Detention Center are located adjacent to each
other outside of the central downtown near 41st street. Various programs and services that serve
youth and families in the juvenile justice system are located throughout the County.
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MISSION AND GOALS

Mission and goals are important factors in conducting a system assessment and monitoring
compliance with mission and practice. Douglas County does not currently have a comprehensive
juvenile justice system mission statement. The Nebraska Judicial Branch statement shown in
Figure 2-2 was used to bench mark current practices against stated goals. The Annie E. Casey
JDAI statement of purpose and goals, shown in Figure 2-3, was also used to compare current
practice with stated goals and strategies. A third sample mission statement was presented to the
Project Advisory Group as a sample of a comprehensive mission and vision statement for the
juvenile justice system.

Figure 2-2
Nebraska Judicial Branch Court Vision, Goals, and Core Values
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Figure 2-3
Annie E. Casey Juvenile Detention Alternatives Initiatives (JDAI) Purpose,
Objectives, and Core Strategies

JDAI’s Purpose:
To demonstrate that jurisdictions can establish more effective and efficient systems to
accomplish the purpose of juvenile detention.
JDAI Objectives:
1. Eliminate inappropriate or unnecessary use of secure detention.
2. Minimize failures to appear and incidents of delinquent behavior.
3. Redirect public finances to successful reform strategies.
4. Improve conditions in secure detention.
5. Reduce racial, ethnic & gender disparities.

JDAI Core Strategies:
The JDAI model is built around the following eight core strategies:
1. Promoting collaboration between juvenile court officials, probation agencies, prosecutors,
defense attorneys, schools, community organizations and advocates
2. Using rigorous data collection and analysis to guide decision making
3. Utilizing objective admissions criteria and risk assessment instruments to replace
subjective decision-making processes to determine whether youth should be placed into
secure detention facilities
4. Implementing new or expanded alternatives to detention programs – such as day and
evening reporting centers, home confinement and shelter care – that can be used in lieu
of locked detention
5. Instituting case processing reforms to expedite the flow of cases through the system
6. Reducing the number of youth detained for probation rule violations or failing to appear in
court, and the number held in detention awaiting transfer to a residential facility
7. Combating racial and ethnic disparities by examining data to identify policies and
practices that may disadvantage youth of color at various stages of the process, and
pursuing strategies to ensure a more level playing field for youth regardless of race or
ethnicity
8. Monitoring and improving conditions of confinement in detention facilities
Source: Nebraska Juvenile Detention Alternative Initiative, 2017.
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ORGANIZATION OF THE JUVENILE COURT AND CURRENT STAFF ALLOCATION

Figure 2-4 shows the organization of the Juvenile Court.

Figure 2-4
Douglas County Juvenile Court Organization Strategies
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CURRENT JUVENILE COURT COMPONENT STAFFING

Table 2-1 presents the current staff allocation for the major components of the juvenile court in
Douglas County. Almost 200 staff, when accounting for other court related service providers, are
involved in providing juvenile court and related services to youth and families in Douglas County
on a daily basis. This does not include the staff associated with the Juvenile Detention Center. All
of these components will need space in a new juvenile justice facility.
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INTRODUCTION
The team collected data and analyzed on trends and characteristics of the key components of
the juvenile justice system. In addition, interviews conducted with officials and staff from the
juvenile justice system and allied agencies helped to establish a better understanding of the
issues, and to aid in the interpretation of the quantitative data analysis. The collected data and
interviews informed the recommendations and forecast of future needs.
DATA COLLECTION REQUIREMENTS FOR SYSTEM ASSESSMENT AND
JUVENILE COURTS AND DETENTION CAPACITY PROJECTIONS

A. Demographic and Law Enforcement Data
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

Total County Population Trends (1990-2035)
Juvenile Population Trends (1990-2035)
Reported Crimes (Annual 2006-2016)
Total Juvenile Arrests (Annual 2006-2016)
Juvenile Arrests by Offense (2016)
Treatment and Child Welfare Data (Substance Abuse, Mental Health, Poverty,
Homelessness, Education, etc.)

B. Juvenile Court Data
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Juvenile Case Filings and Case Dispositions (Annual 2007-2017)
Court Intake -- Formal and Informal Handling of Cases
Juvenile Case Processing and Procedures
Juvenile Court Diversion Programs
Probation Caseload (Annual 2007-2017)
Pretrial Service Caseload Data (2007-2017)
Other Data

C. Juvenile Detention Data
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Admissions (2007-2017)
Average Daily Population (2007-2017)
Average Length of Stay (2007-2017)
Detention Programs and Services
Juvenile Detention Profile Data (Age, Gender, Offense, Special Needs, etc)
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D. Alternatives to Juvenile Detention
1. Number and type of available alternatives to detention. For each alternative: youth
profile, admissions, average daily population, and average length of stay. For example:
2.
• electronic monitoring
• drug court
• treatment programs
• community service programs
• intensive probation
• restitution
• diversion programs
• shelter care/staff secure detention
• other programs

E. Documentary Resources
1. Previous population projections and detention population studies
2. Juvenile case flow management process
3. Proposed legislative/other changes impacting juvenile courts or detention population
4. Lawsuits and/or other court related actions impacting juvenile case processing, detention
capacity, or facilities

DEMOGRAPHIC TRENDS
Table 3-1 and Figure 3-1 shows the historic and projected total and juvenile population for
Douglas County. Total county population increased by 24.2% from 1990 to 2010 (a total increase
of 100,666). Total county population is projected to increase by 20.9% between 2010-2030 (a
total increase of 108,063).
Total juvenile population increased by 20.4% from 1990 to 2010 (a total increase of 22,821). Total
juvenile population is projected to increase by 18.1% between 2010-2030 (a total increase of
24,368).
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Source: U.S. Census & Center for Public Affairs Research - University of Nebraska – Omaha.
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Table 3-2 displays the Population Profile for Douglas County. The following are key points
regarding the population profile:
•
•
•
•
•

The population had more females, with a Caucasian majority (76.4%).
African-Americans were the largest defined minority population at 11.6%.
Unemployment Rate is lower than the US Rate of 4.6%.
The median Household Income of $54,659 was higher than the State of Nebraska average
of $52,997.
The poverty level of 14.5% was higher than the State of Nebraska average of 12.6%.
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Table 3-3 shows the Child Well-Being statistics for Douglas County versus the State of Nebraska.
Nebraska ranked 11th in Overall Child Well-Being in the 2017 Kids Count Data Book, published
by the Annie E. Casey Foundation.

LAW ENFORCEMENT TRENDS
This section presents law enforcement trends for Douglas County. Table 3-4 and Figure 3-2
shows that total reported Crime Index Offenses decreased by 11.8% from 2006 to 2016, peaking
at 31,312 in 2006. The Crime Rate decreased by 20.3% during the same period, peaking at 63.1
in 2006.
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Source: Nebraska Crime Commission.

Table 3-5 and Figure 3-3 show the Juvenile Arrest Trends for Douglas County for the period from
2006 to 2016. Part I Arrests decreased by 24.3% from 2006 to 2016, peaking at 1,657 in 2009.
Part II Arrests decreased by 41.8% during the period, peaking at 2,851 juvenile arrests in 2006.
Total Juvenile Arrests decreased by 35.7% from 2006 to 2016, peaking at 4,429 juvenile arrests
in 2007.

.
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Source: Nebraska Crime Commission

Figure 3-4 shows the
Juvenile Arrest Profile for
2016. A total of 42% of
juvenile arrests were for
Part I Offenses (Part I
Property Crimes include:
Burglary; Larceny-Theft;
Motor Vehicle Theft; and
Arson). A total of 58% of
juvenile arrests were for
Part II Offenses, with 40% of
arrests for vandalism,
disorderly conduct, drug
abuse, and simple assault.
All Other Offenses include
fraud, embezzlement, stolen
property, weapons, sex
offenses (except rape and
prostitution), DUI, liquor
laws, and all other offenses
(except traffic).
Source: Nebraska Crime Commission
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JUVENILE COURT TRENDS
This section presents juvenile court trends for Douglas County. Table 3-6 and Figure 3-5 show
the number of cases filed for misdemeanor, infraction and felony offenses decreased by 25.2%,
peaking at 1,934 filings in 2008. The number of neglected/dependent and parental cases
increased by 63.2%, peaking at 950 flings in Fiscal Year 2017. The number of status offender
and mentally ill and dangerous cases increased by 50.2%, peaking at 664 in 2013. Less than 1%
of these filings are for mentally ill and dangerous.

Source: State of Nebraska Judicial Branch.

DLR Group/Chinn Planning, Inc.

24

Douglas County, NE
Juvenile Justice System Assessment and
Courts Space Needs Study

FINAL REPORT
Juvenile Justice
System Assessment

Table 3-7 displays the cases terminated by type for calendar years 2015 through October of 2017.
Total cases terminated declined by 9.6% from calendar year 2015 to 2017. Termination for all
three case types decreased, with status cases having the most significant decline at 17.3% in two
years.

Table 3-8 displays juveniles prosecuted in adult criminal court by case type for calendar years
2015 and 2016. All three case types (traffic offenses, misdemeanor, and felony) decreased
from 2015 to 2016.
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Table 3-9 and Figure 3-6 show Juvenile Delinquent/Status cases handled by the Public
Defender’s office from 2006 to 2016. The number of Juvenile Delinquent/Status cases increased
by 27.1%, peaking at 1,214 in 2013.

Source: Douglas County Public Defender.

Table 3-10 and Figure 3-7 show caseload for the County Attorney’s office from 2007 to 2017. The
County Attorney’s office indicated that caseload is not tracked on an annual basis; 689 was an
estimate for each year.
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Source: Douglas County Attorney

Table 3-11 shows Juvenile Probation trends for calendar year 2013 to 2016. Between 2013 and
2016 the number of juveniles placed on probation decreased by nearly 30%. Out-of-home
placements declined between 2015 and 2016. Based on information provided by the Director of
Probation, the 2013 successful completion rate for youth placed on probation was 83%, and in
2014 it was 77%. Juveniles whose probation was revoked increased substantially between 2015
and 2016.
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JUVENILE ASSESSMENT CENTER DIVERSION TRENDS
Table 3-12 and Figure 3-8 show referrals to the Juvenile Assessment Center for all programs for
Douglas County for the period from 2010 to 2016. Total referrals increased by 89% during the 7year period for all programs combined, while Juvenile Assessment referrals declined by 13.6%.
The Youth Impact program was implemented in 2014, while the Status and Truancy programs
were both implemented in 2015.

Source: Douglas County Juvenile Assessment Center.
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Figure 3-9 shows a 2015 Assessment Center profile of youth based on behavioral health
screening results. The Juvenile Assessment Center is dealing with complex youth/family issues.
Social phobia and specific phobia were the most frequent diagnosis at 48%.

Source: Douglas County Juvenile Assessment Center.

JUVENILE HOME DETENTION TRENDS

Table 3-13 and Figure 3-10 show the trend for the H.O.M.E. (Home on Monitoring Equipment)
Program for the period from 2007 to 2017. The total percentage decrease in admissions during
the 10-year period was 34.3%, an actual number decrease of 84. The total percentage decrease
in average daily population during the 10-year period was 40%, an actual number decrease of
16. The total percentage decrease in successful completions during the 10-year period was
34.1%, an actual number decrease of 42. The H.O.M.E. completion rate averaged 61.5% during
the 10-year period, peaking at 73.1% in 2014, and has hovered around 50% for the past three
years.
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Source: Douglas County Youth Center.
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JUVENILE DETENTION TRENDS
This section presents Juvenile Detention trends for Douglas County. Table 3-14 and Figure 3-11
present average daily population (ADP) in the Douglas County Youth Center for the period from
2007 to 2017. The total percentage decrease in ADP during the 10-year period was 53.9%, an
actual number decrease of 90. ADP peaked at 167 in 2007.

Source: Douglas County Youth Center.
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Table 3-15 and Figure 3-12 present admissions to the Douglas County Youth Center for the period
from 2007 to 2017. The total percentage decrease in annual admissions during the 10-year period
was 42.3%, an actual number decrease of 739. Annual admissions peaked at 1,747 in 2007.

Source: Douglas County Youth Center.
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Table 3-16 and Figure 3-13 show annual admissions to the Douglas County Youth Center by race
for the period from 2007 to 2017. African American admissions decreased by 43.8% during the
10-year period, peaking at 910 in 2007. Caucasian admissions decreased by 61.1% during the
10-year period, peaking at 676 in 2008. Hispanic admissions increased by 49.2% during the 10year period, peaking at 210 in 2012. Native American admissions increased by 52.6% during the
10-year period, peaking at 30 in 2013. Finally, Asian admissions remained relatively flat during
the 10-year period, peaking at 12 in 2008.

Source: Douglas County Youth Center.
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Figure 3-14 shows a breakdown of the reasons for admission to the Douglas County Youth Center
for 2017. A total of 43% of admissions to the Youth Center were new charges and 57% of
admissions were for probation violations, failure to appear, unlawful absence, and court holds.

Source: Douglas County Youth Center.

Figure 3-15 shows a breakdown of the top 10 charges for youth admitted to the Douglas County
Youth Center for 2017. The top 10 offenses accounted for 61% of all admissions. Robbery was
the most frequent charge at 9%.

Source: Douglas County Youth Center.
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Table 3-17 and Figure 3-16 present monthly average length of stay in the Douglas County Youth
Center for the period from 2007 to 2017. The total percentage decrease in length of stay during
the 11-year period was 12.5%, an actual number decrease of 4 days. Length of stay peaked at
33 days in 2008. Average length of stay provided by the Douglas County Youth Center for 2016
(37 days) and 2017 (47 days) did not factor in an average of approximately 275 youth who are
admitted and released in less than 24-hours. This artificially increased length of stay provided by
the Youth Center for 2016 and 2017. Average length of stay has been consistent at 28 days for
the past seven years.

Source: Douglas County Youth Center.
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Table 3-18 shows the
profile of youth detained
in the Douglas County
Youth Center on
October 20, 2017. A
total of 80% were male
and 20% female. The
following was the
percentage breakdown
by race:
African American - 55%
Hispanic - 27%
Caucasian - 16%
Native American - 1%
Asian - 1%
Youth who were age 16
or 17 accounted for 70%
of the population.
A total of 46% of the
youth had been detained
in the range of 26 to 100
Days, while 59% were
detained on new
charges (Note: High
percent new charges on
profile snapshot day—
other information shows
40% are in detention for
new charges). Youth
detained for contempt,
failure to appear, holds,
absence, and violations
ranged from 40 to 60%.
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COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS

This section presents a comparative analysis of Douglas County to Lancaster and Sarpy County.
Table 3-19 indicates that the Douglas County 2015 detention admission rate was lower than
Lancaster and significantly higher than Sarpy County. Douglas County's 2015 detention rate was
lower than Lancaster and significantly higher than Sarpy County. Finally, Douglas County's
average length of stay was 50.5% higher than Lancaster and Sarpy County.

Table 3-20 shows disproportionate minority confinement data for Douglas County. Population at
risk is estimated based on the 2016 Census estimate for the total Douglas County population.
Black and other minority youth were over-represented in all categories compared to their
percentage of the total population at risk.
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SUMMARY OF SYSTEM ASSESSMENT
Demographic Trends
• Total county population increased by 24.2% from 1990 to 2010 (a total increase of 100,666).
• Total county population is projected to increase by 20.9% between 2010 and 2030 (a total
increase of 108,063).
• Total juvenile population increased by 20.4% from 1990 to 2010 (a total increase of 22,821).
• Total juvenile population is projected to increase by 18.1% by between 2010 and 2030 (a total
increase of 24,368).
• Population had more females, with a Caucasian majority (76.4%).
• African-Americans were the largest defined minority population at 11.6%.
• Unemployment Rate is lower than the US Rate of 4.6%.
• The median Household Income of $54,659 was higher than the State of Nebraska average of
$52,997.
• The poverty level of 14.5% of the population in Douglas County was higher than the State of
Nebraska average of 12.6%.
• 20% of Douglas County youth live in poverty.

Law Enforcement Trends
• Total reported crime index offenses decreased by 11.8% from 2006 to 2016, peaking at 31,312
in 2006.
• The crime rate decreased by 20.3% during the period, peaking at 63.1 crimes per 1,000 county
population in 2006.
• Part I juvenile arrests decreased by 24.3% from 2006 to 2016, peaking at 1,657 in 2009.
• Part II juvenile arrests decreased by 41.8% during the period, peaking at 2,851 arrests per
1,000 county population in 2006.
• Total juvenile arrests decreased by 35.7% from 2006 to 2016, peaking at 4,429 in 2007.
• A total of 42% of juvenile arrests in 2016 were for Part I Offenses (Part I property crimes
include: burglary; larceny-theft; motor vehicle theft; and arson).
• A total of 58% of juvenile arrests in 2016 were for Part II Offenses, with 40% of these arrests
for vandalism, disorderly conduct, drug abuse, and simple assault.
• Arrests for all other offenses (18% of Part II Arrests) includes: fraud; embezzlement; stolen
property; weapons; sex offenses (except rape and prostitution); DUI; liquor laws; and all other
offenses (except traffic).
Court Trends
• The number of cases filed for Misdemeanor, Infraction and Felony Offenses decreased by
25.2% between 2007 and FY 2017, peaking at 1,934 case filings in 2008.
• The number of Neglected/Dependent and Parental cases increased by 63.2% between 2007
and FY 2017, peaking at 950 case filings in Fiscal Year 2017.
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• The number of Status Offender and Mentally Ill and Dangerous cases increased by 50.2%
between 2007 and FY 2017, peaking at 664 case filings in 2013. Less than 1% of these filings
are for mentally ill and dangerous.
• The number of Juvenile Public Defender cases (Juvenile Delinquent/Status) increased by
27.1% between 2006 and 2016, peaking at 1,214 cases in 2013.
• Between 2013 to 2016 the number of juveniles placed on probation decreased by nearly 30%.
• Out-of-home placements decreased between 2015 and 2016.
• Based on information provided by the Director of Probation, the 2013 successful completion
rate for youth placed on probation was 83%, and in 2014 it was 77%. Data was not provided
to support this and no data was provided for 2015-2017.
• Juveniles whose probation was revoked increased substantially between 2015 and 2016.
• JAC referrals decreased 2.3% per year between 2006 and 2016.
Secure Juvenile Detention Trends
• The total percentage decrease in secure detention average daily population (ADP) during the
10-year period was 53.9%; actual number decrease was 90.
• ADP peaked at 167 in 2007, and has averaged 70-80 youth over the past two years.
• The total percentage decrease in annual admissions to secure detention during the 10-year
period was 42.3%; actual number decrease was 739.
• Annual admissions to secure detention peaked at 1,747 in 2007, and have averaged 1,000
admissions per year in the past two years.
• A total of 43% of admissions to the Youth Center were new charges and 57% of admissions
were for probation violations, failure to appear, and court holds.
• The total percentage decrease in length of stay during the period was 12.5%; the actual number
decrease was 4 days.
• Length of stay peaked at 33 days in 2008.
• Average length of stay provided by the Douglas County Youth Center for 2016 (37 days) and
2017 (47 days) did not factor in an average of approximately 275 youth who are admitted and
released in less than 24-hours. This artificially increased length of stay for 2016 and 2017.
• Based on a one-day snapshot of the profile of the youth in detention:
➢ 80% male and 20% female
➢ 70% of youth in secure detention are 16-17 years of age
➢ Race – African American - 53%; Caucasian - 16%; Hispanic/Mexican - 27%; Native
American - 1%; and Asian - less than 1%
➢ 36% of youth had been in detention 51 to 100 days
➢ 18% of youth had been in detention over 100 days
• Douglas County's 2015 secure detention admission rate was lower than Lancaster County,
and significantly higher than Sarpy County.
• Douglas County's 2015 detention rate was lower than Lancaster County, and significantly
higher than Sarpy County.
• Douglas County's average length of stay was 50.5% (28 days vs. 18 days) higher than
Lancaster and Sarpy County.
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• African American and other minority youth were over-represented in all categories of the
juvenile justice system compared to their percentage of the total population (11% of population;
55% of youth in detention).
Home Detention Trends
• Home Detention admissions decreased by 34.3% during the 10-year period (2007-2017);
actual number decrease was 84.
• The total percentage decrease in average daily population on home detention during the 10year period was 40%; actual number decrease was 16.
• The total percentage decrease in successful completions on home detention during the 10year period was 34.1%; actual number decrease was 42.
• The H.O.M.E. completion rate averaged 50% during the past three years.
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INTRODUCTION

This Section presents the forecasts of future judgeships and judicial staff, court related agencies,
courtrooms and juvenile detention population. These forecasts are used to project the future
facility capacity and space allocation requirements, presented in the next Section.

JUVENILE COURT COMPONENT FORECASTS

Methodology
The forecast models detailed below were used to complete personnel projections for total juvenile
court staff for all court components except Probation and the Juvenile Division of the Public
Defender. These two Departments do not have accurate historic staffing data so the only models
of growth that were used for these components was 2017 ratio to juvenile population and ratio to
caseload.
 Model 1 – Historic Staff Growth Model
This model is the estimate of future growth based on the average actual number increase
in staff per year. The average staff decrease was calculated for the period from 2007 to
2017.
 Model 2 – Staff Percent Growth
This model is the rate of future growth based on the average percent increase in staff per
year. The average staff percentage decrease was calculated for the period from 2007 to
2017.
 Model 3 – Ratio to County Juvenile Population
Model 3A uses the average ratio of staff per 10,000 juvenile population for the period from
2007 to 2017 to project future personnel growth. Model 3B uses the high ratio of staff per
10,000 juvenile population for the period from 2007 to 2017 to project future personnel
growth. Model 3C uses the 2017 ratio of staff per 10,000 juvenile population to project
future personnel growth.

Component Forecasts
Tables 4-1 to 4-6 present the recommended forecast for court and court related components of
the juvenile justice center. The forecast table for each court component shows the historic and
projected staff based on the models described above. The recommended staff forecast for use
in facility planning is highlighted at the bottom of each forecast table.
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SECURE JUVENILE DETENTION FORECAST

Table 4-7 shows the eight forecast models used to project future average daily juvenile detention
population. The models are based on historic trends and future trend scenarios. Each forecast
also includes a factor for peaking and classifications in the population—additional beds needed
over the average daily population to account for separation of populations (example: males and
females), and capacity for peak populations. An explanation of each forecast model shown in
Table 4-7 is summarized below the Table.

•

Base Average Daily Population (ADP) is 2017 average of 77.

•

Forecast 1 uses the average number decrease of 9/year to project the future juvenile
detention population.
Forecast 2 uses the average percentage decrease of 5.4%/year to project the future
juvenile detention population.
Forecast 3 uses the 2017 Detention Rate of .535 per 1,000 juvenile population to project
the future juvenile detention population.

•
•
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Forecast 4 uses the average number increase of 1.5/year from 2013 to 2017 to project
the future juvenile detention population.
Forecast 5 uses the average percentage increase of 2.1%/year from 2013 to 2017 to
project the future juvenile detention population.
Forecast 6 assumes that length of stay will remain at the 2016 average of 25 days, and
admissions will increase at the rate of 18 per year (average increase from 2013 to 2017).
Forecast 7 uses the 2016 Detention Rate of .491 per 1,000 juvenile population to project
the future juvenile detention population.
Forecast 8 uses the 2013 to 2016 Detention Rate Trend of -.007 decrease per 1,000
juvenile population decrease to project the future juvenile detention population. This
would represent a 23.6% decline in the Detention Rate from 2017 to 2035 (from .535 to
.409). The Detention Rate decreased by 58% from 2007 to 2017 (from 1.272 to .535).

Based on the system assessment and key findings in the study, Douglas County can reduce the
number of youth placed in secure detention. Section VIII Recommendations will summarize
additional detention alternatives for consideration, with examples of programs and outcomes of
efforts to reduce youth incarceration. Based on the forecast models and suggested ways to
reduce incarceration the recommended planning capacity for secure detention is 48 beds, with
expansion capacity to 64 at some point in the future, if system changes and new alternatives are
not implemented. Current population in secure detention is averaging 75-80 youth, so the
recommended future capacity assumes that changes will be implemented to reduce the number
of youth in secure detention. The ongoing involvement with JDAI will assist in the effort to make
change and reduce youth incarceration in Douglas County.

SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDED COURT STAFF ALLOCATION AND SECURE DETENTION
CAPACITY REQUIREMENTS
Table 4-8 shows the summary recommended forecast for the Juvenile Justice Center. This
includes Judgeships and Judicial Staff; Juvenile Divisions of the County Attorney; Public Defender
and Clerk of Court; Juvenile Probation; Juvenile Assessment Center; and Secure Juvenile
Detention Capacity. The projected court personnel and detention capacity will be used to develop
future space requirements
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Detention Capacity
•

48 initial capacity with master plan for 64 future capacity.
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INTRODUCTION
The juvenile court is located on the 6th floor in the Hall of Justice at 1701 Farnam Street in Omaha.
The floor whose history started as a county detention center restricts the opportunity envisioned
by the juvenile court of creating an environment that focuses on a rehabilitative and restorative
approach to justice that serves the needs of youth in the community. The size and configuration
of the floor inhibits the ability to develop a secure and functional juvenile court layout based on
numerous functional problems that hamper the courts from effectively and efficiently operating.
The key functional issues for the existing juvenile court floor are described below.
Courthouse Overview
Built in 1912, the Douglas County Hall of Justice, is listed on the National Register of Historic
Places. In the mid-1980s, the juvenile courts were located to the 6th floor as a means of
consolidating their operation and providing a separate identify in the building. Unfortunately, the
size of the floor and the donut-shaped configuration with the lobby atrium in the middle restricts
the ability to develop an efficient floor layout, particularly one that provides three separate
circulation systems (public, judicial, and secure) that is a fundamental planning tenet of modern
court facilities. The floor also houses the courthouse central holding area for both adults and
juveniles, a secure criminal adult courtroom, and the juvenile division of the County Attorney.
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Courtrooms
The existing courtrooms were never designed to handle the special nature of juvenile cases. The
size of the litigation well prevents additional tables for social workers, mental health providers,
guardian-ad-litem, and/or school representatives that participate in an advisory or advocacy role
for a youth. Courtroom sizes vary from 444 SF to 759 SF, with one temporary courtroom at 254
SF that was created out of a former library/conference room for the sixth judge who came on the
bench in October 2017. A new sixth courtroom is currently under construction and is
approximately 1,133 SF. The courtrooms were also never designed for the scale of a child, so the
sheer size and height of the judges’ bench can traumatize a child. Finally, all the courtrooms are
in non-compliance with the American with Disabilities Act (ADA).
Courtrooms lack the infrastructure
and connectivity for attorneys,
judges and staff to use technology to
their fullest. Receptacles for laptop
computers are limited in the litigation
well. There are two seperate
wireless networks available for court
personnel and the public.
Lack of conference rooms limits the
ability of counsel to discuss cases
with a juvenile and family member
confidentially before court. These
conversations generally occur in the
congested public waiting area at the
entrance to the juvenile courts or in
the corridors where everyone is privy
to the discussion. Finally, there are
no opportunities to separate different
and conflicting parties in a court
case, since waiting for the entire juvenile court occurs in the main waiting bullpen located at the
entrance to the juvenile court. A small children’s play area is situated adjacent to the
information/check-in desk.
Lobby/Security Screening
Security screening into the Hall of Justice and the juvenile court occurs in multiple locations. The
first is off the main entry on Farnam Street and the other is through a below grade connection
between the county administration building and the courthouse. Since this is a single facility
housing the District and Juvenile Courts, there is no separation for families and juveniles from the
adults entering the Courthouse. Access to the juvenile courts is primarily by one of three elevators
that serves the entire facility. The corridor on the 6th floor from the elevator to the main juvenile
court lobby is approximately five feet wide with a 42-inch-high railing. A 40-inch-high Plexiglas
partition was added to the top of the existing balcony railing to prevent an individual from going
over the railing due to a volatile incident.
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Circulation
As stated previously, the courthouse is served by three public elevators. A secure elevator is in
the northwestern part of the floor and is used for adult and juvenile defendants. The Sheriff’s
Department requires careful and precise logistics to prevent commingling of adult and juvenile
defendants. A service elevator is located on the southern part of the plan surrounded by a stairwell
and can only be use by contacting security. The Judiciary uses the public elevators to access the
sixth floor.
The narrow corridors serving the juvenile court division lack appropriate public waiting, creating a
congested condition that has led to several volatile occurrences through the years. All waiting
occurs at the main entry forcing the Bailiff to walk back and forth from the courtroom to call the
next party. The main lobby area also has a small play area for children supervised by their parents.
Natural light only occurs in the courtrooms located along the exterior wall. However, since this
floor was originally designed as a jail and the building is on the historic registrar, security grilles
on the fenestration presents an inappropriate image for a therapeutic juvenile court.
Juveniles in custody are transferred from several holding cells in the southern section of the
central holding area and taken down public corridors to their assigned courtroom. In one stretch
of the route, juveniles are escorted in front of the public counters at the Juvenile Clerk’s Office.
Juvenile Clerk and Court Administration
The Juvenile Clerk, which is a high-profile agency for the court system, is located on the northern
part of the floor; without any clear signage that navigates the public down a corridor to this agency.
The Juvenile Clerk’s office is severely undersized and lacks a dedicated and confidential counter
area and queuing space for the public. Counters are wide-open areas that prohibit the public
from discussing confidential issues with staff. These counters and other areas in the department
are not ADA accessible. As indicated in the previous section, juveniles who are in custody are
escorted past the counters on their way to court. Files are maintained in outdated Lektrievers
and one of the recently hired clerk’s station is in the main District Clerk’s office on the fifth floor.
Court Administration is located on the western part of the sixth floor. The department houses an
office for the Court Administrator and workstations for other staff members. The area lacks any
capability for expansion and like other functions on the floor, uses a common corridor for the
public, staff and individuals in custody.
Judges’ Offices
Judges’ offices are scattered throughout the sixth floor, directly accessible by the public since
there’s no separate circulation system and controlled access. In one instance, a Judge’s office
opens directly to the main waiting area of the sixth floor. Judges’ offices are in close proximity to
their courtrooms. Because of a new sixth judge, a new series of offices have been created for
the judge and his staff that are well below the space standard for a functional courthouse.
Other Agencies
The Juvenile Division of the County Attorney is located in the southwestern part of the sixth floor.
The area is approximately 18% undersized based on the offices, workstations and other support
spaces in the department. Access is off the same corridor used for the juvenile courts, so the
Juvenile Division of the County Attorney has interconnected access to the juvenile courts. The
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juvenile holding area is commingled but separated within the general holding area for the entire
courthouse in the northwestern part of the floor. The Juvenile Assessment Center and Juvenile
Probation Department are located in offsite facilities owned by the County.
The Public Defender does not have a dedicated division to handle juvenile cases and all attorneys
and supporting staff are collocated in a centralized location in the Hall of Justice. This situation
creates a condition where children and families can comingle with adult felons who visit this
department.
Trauma Design
Considering all the functional deficiencies that currently exist in the Courthouse, the facility
fundamentally lacks any consideration for a trauma-informed environment. The narrow and
congested corridors, lack of natural light, and inferior acoustics can easily traumatize an individual
who may suffer from PTSD, emotional trauma, other behavioral health issues; or simply because
of the child’s age and how overwhelming and intimidating a courthouse and court activities are in
their mind.
Space Deficiencies
The congested and dysfunctional condition on the sixth floor for the juvenile court undermines the
ability to operate in an efficient and effective manner. The disparity in the area the courts currently
occupy, compared to what they need with upgraded space standards and inclusion of missing
functional parts, is evident in a comparative analysis that is shown in Section VI. Improving the
current condition on the sixth floor would be difficult, prohibitively expensive and ineffective. The
only short-term solution to improve the condition might be upgrading the security systems, but
that alone would not allow the courts to achieve their goal of working in an environment that
reflects a rehabilitative and therapeutic response to the juvenile justice system.
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INTRODUCTION
The space standard and “best practice” principals used to develop future space requirements will
be presented in this Section. This includes best practice in juvenile court and detention operation
and design, nationally recognized space standards for courtrooms, and the juvenile courts’ vision
for a Juvenile Justice Center that provides enhanced services to at-risk youth and families.
Based on the forecast of future capacity requirements presented in Section IV and the standards
in this Section, the future space requirements for the new Juvenile Justice Center are projected
through 2035. A comparison of current space utilization for several court agencies to projected
space requirements is presented to aid in the understanding of the growth in facility size. Finally,
parking requirements for the Juvenile Justice Center are presented in this Section.

Overview of Best Practice Juvenile Court and Detention Facilities
Based on the Consultant Teams’ experience in planning and design of Juvenile Justice Centers
as well as literature that supports a trauma-informed environment for juvenile court and detention
facilities the following “Best Practices” concepts were adhered to in the development of the space
allocation program and later building organization and site exploration.

BEST PRACTICES FOR JUVENILE COURTS
• Beach-head offices for community groups, volunteers, social workers, schools, etc.
• Collocation of agencies with judiciary
• Courtrooms/Hearing rooms:
o Sizes: Litigation well for multiple tables: social workers, counselors, Guardian ad
litem, CASA, etc.
o Bench platform height
o Materials
o Natural light
o Seating capacity
o Alternative dispute resolution
• Holding Areas
o Hardened vs. non-hardened
• Waiting Areas:
o Separation of parties
o Proximity to courtrooms/hearing rooms
• Trauma-Informed Environment
o Lighting
o Acoustics
o Natural light
o Openness/Nature
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BEST PRACTICES IN OPERATION AND DESIGN OF
JUVENILE DETENTION CENTERS
• Structured decision making for placement and classification
• Placement based on individualized assessment – behavior characteristics and service
needs
• Programming responsive to individual risks and needs
• Provide programming responsive to “special needs population” – trauma informed care
• Extensive program opportunities (Education, Recreation, and Visiting)
• Structured daily routine
• Normative environment character
• Non-institutional environment
• Behavior management is the basis of safety and security
• Maximize staff supervision of youthful offenders
• Small housing units (8 – 12) results in improved classification, safety, and management
• Single occupancy sleeping rooms for high risk offenders
• Housing units arranged in groups for shared services and staffing efficiency
• Access to natural light
• Open dayroom with contiguous sleeping rooms (improved supervision)
• Singe use showers/toilet rooms (1 per 8 residents)
• On-unit housing activities (counseling, homework, passive recreation for program
flexibility)
• Access to outdoor space at housing area and centralized
• Central dining
• Very limited and monitored use of any form of isolation
• Direct supervision staffing ratio of 1:8 (day) and 1:16 (night) to comply with PREA
Standards
• Incorporate ACA Standards and Other Youth Residential Facility Standards

Courtroom Space Standards
Space standards represent the amount of space allotted to a specific work effort or activity. The
development of space standards is a product of the amount of space required to fulfill a function,
and of the image and status associated with the function. As compared to an adult courthouse,
courtrooms in a juvenile courthouse present a different set of functional characteristics. The
current courtrooms which vary in size cannot support and accommodate the various
representatives that generally attend a hearing for an adolescent. The litigation well is too small
to allow additional tables and the size of the area compress the space for the prosecutor and
litigant.
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Another element in developing the standards for the juvenile courtrooms ensures a therapeutic
approach to justice. Compared to large courtrooms that can intimidate and traumatize a youth,
the master plan recommends smaller sized courtrooms. Further, smaller courtroom size
minimizes the public seating capacity and creates a well that supports a minimum of three tables
for counselors and juvenile-related agencies that represent the interest of the youth.
The 1,000 SF courtrooms provide a seating capacity of 30 people. Since the seating capacity is
smaller, this affords the ability to increase the size of the well to accommodate additional tables
as previously described. The courtroom also places the judge one to two steps above the main
floor allowing for direct eye contract with the juvenile. This courtroom size also allows, as shown
in the diagram, the ability to develop a circular restorative justice room where all participants are
located on floor level, allowing the offender and victim the opportunity to discuss how the offense
has affected them. The consensus in this size courtroom should be the predominant room for
juvenile hearings and trials.
1,200 SF courtrooms are also programmed for a seating capacity of 50 people with the same
characteristics for the litigation well. Their usage would occur for drug court allowing the judge to
bring in multiple youth at one time as a basis for individuals to share their outcomes through a
treatment program.
A single jury courtroom is programmed primarily for teen court or for other usage if legislation
changes in the State of Nebraska. Jurisdictions across the country have found teen courts to be
beneficial for adolescents allowing them to act as jurors of their own peers and teaches them the
fundamental civic lesson of our judicial system. Further, depending on the size of the docket and
anticipated number of families attending, this courtroom can also be used for drug court. Initially,
the jury courtroom will not be fitted with a jury box, but programming and designing this size
courtroom provides the flexibility to add the jury box in the future.
Finally, hearing/mediation rooms are also programmed to allow for individualized hearings with
minimum participants to arrive at a settlement that may not be required in a formalized courtroom
setting. Small breakout rooms are adjacent to the hearing/mediation room in the event parties
need to discuss their case individually and confidentially prior to or during a hearing. Courtroom
layouts and capacities described above are shown below.
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1,000 SF Courtroom
Restorative Justice

1,350 SF Jury Courtroom
50 Person Capacity

Judge’s Chamber
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Juvenile Detention Space Standards
The American Correctional Association (ACA) Standards for Local Juvenile Detention
Facilities is the main guiding set of standards used to plan and monitor juvenile detention
facilities. These nationally recognized standards provide both operational and spatial guidelines.
ACA Standards include spatial guidelines for housing unit size, sleeping room occupancy and
configuration, dayrooms, food service and dining, recreation areas, and other guidelines such as
the number of sanitary fixtures and levels of lighting.
The National Commission on Correctional Health Care (NCCHC) Standards for Health
Services in Juvenile Detention and Confinement Facilities is the major guiding set of
standards to develop health and mental health components of a facility. These standards provide
guidance on operational and spatial requirements for exam and treatment rooms, mental health
service provision, pharmaceuticals, equipment, specialty care and other services to support the
physical and mental health treatment needs of youth in custody.
The Prison Rape Elimination Act (PREA), passed in 2003, was the first federal civil statute
focused specifically on addressing sexual violence in juvenile facilities. Most of the standards
relate to operational and reporting procedures and service provision to reduce sexual violence
against youth in custody. The Act also includes a provision to dictate appropriate direct care and
supervision staffing ratios in secure juvenile facilities. These staffing ratios (1:8 day and 1:16
sleeping hours) should be part of the development of the space requirements for secure juvenile
detention.
Based on the Consultant Teams’ experiences in planning, programming, and design of juvenile
detention facilities, including knowledge of all the standards listed above, a square foot per
juvenile space allocation has been applied to the juvenile detention forecast to arrive at total
square feet for the detention center. Although the recommended capacity is 48 beds, the space
allocation for a 64-bed facility will be used for master planning purposes. For a 64-capacity facility
1,100 sf per juvenile is recommended.
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SUMMARY SPACE ALLOCATION FOR THE JUVENILE JUSTICE CENTER
Summary Space Program
Table 6-1 summarizes the space requirements for Douglas County Juvenile Justice Center. Table
6-1 shows:





Net Square Feet – Square feet of useable space (inside wall to inside wall) for each
component of the facility.
Departmental Grossing Factor – A factor added to each component to account for circulation
between spaces within each component (varies between components).
Departmental Gross Square Feet – Total square feet for useable areas and circulation within
each component.
Building Gross Square Feet – A factor of 8% for mechanical and 22% for building gross is
added to the Departmental Gross Square Feet to account for major building and mechanical
systems wall thickness, elevator shafts and main building circulation.
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Individual Space Allocation Tables
A total of 198,800 building gross square feet of space has been programmed for Douglas County
Juvenile Justice Center. The detailed space allocation program is shown in Tables 6-2 to 6-13.
Public Lobby – 1.000
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Court Administration – 2.000
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Courtroom and Judiciary – 3.000
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Clerk of Court – 4.000
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Juvenile Division – County Attorney – 5.000
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Juvenile Division – Public Defender – 6.000
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Probation - 7.000
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Juvenile Assessment Center – 8.000
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RATIONALE FOR GROWTH

A good indicator of the space deficiency that exists for the Douglas County juvenile court is a
comparative analysis between the area they currently occupy and what they should occupy if
space standards complied with modern courthouse design. This means upgrading the size of
spaces and providing spaces that are missing to enhance operation. An example is increasing
the size of the existing courtrooms, which are on average 600 SF to 1,000 SF and 1,200 SF.
Another example includes providing three circulation patterns to separate the public, youth in
custody and the judiciary, which does not currently exist.
The juvenile court operates on the sixth floor in the Hall of Justice. Originally designed as the
county detention center, the juvenile court consolidated their operation on the sixth floor in the
mid-1980s. There are currently five courtrooms on this floor with a sixth being constructed for a
new judge who joined the bench in October 2017. A conference/library room was converted into
a temporary hearing room until the new courtroom is commissioned for operation.
Preparing a comparative analysis of the entire court system programmed for the new Juvenile
Justice Center is difficult because plans do not exist for several of the agencies and the Public
Defenders’ office doesn’t have a dedicated staff devoted to juvenile court. An examination of the
five components noted below provides an understanding on the space deficiency that exists for
the juvenile courts. The five agencies examined consist of:
•
•
•
•
•

Courtrooms and Judicial
Court Administration
Juvenile Clerk
Juvenile County Attorney
Juvenile Assessment Center

Currently, these components occupy approximately 39,159 DGSF (departmental gross square
feet). Departmental gross square feet comprise the block of space including circulation and wall
thicknesses for these components. The Juvenile Assessment Center, Probation and Detention
components are located outside the Hall of Justice. Projected space required through the year
2035 for the components currently in the courthouse is 72,802 DGSF. As illustrated in Figure 61 and Table 6-14 below the increase in space requirements is attributable to two major factors:
•

First, slightly over a third of the projected increase (72,802 DGSF) is attributable to
meeting space standards for current need. These factors include increases in courtroom
size, staff space, critical support functions such as public waiting (which is a significant
deficiency in the existing building), and separate circulation patterns. Additionally, this
increase provides for support space such as attorney/client interview rooms, conference
rooms and similar facilities that have converted to office space in the existing courthouse
to accommodate staff growth. This results in a total area of 64,859 DGSF – just to meet
current shortfalls relative to standards.
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Second, the total space allocation provides for future growth through the year 2035.
Based on the forecast models, it is projected that two additional courtrooms with
associated staff will be required through the year 2035. The projected growth impacts
both the courts and all support agencies, resulting in a projected need for an additional
7,943 DGSF for a total of 72,802 DGSF.

Table 6-14
Rational for Space Growth
Comparison of Current to Projected Court and Court Related Space
Douglas County, Nebraska

Existing

Upgrade

2035

• Sixth floor occupancy for
juvenile courts, clerk of juvenile
court, juvenile division of
County Attorney, and court
holding shared with adult
holding

• Increase courtroom size to
enhance functionality

• Accommodate future
personnel growth – basis of
two additional judges

• Courtrooms undersized to
accommodate outside
advocacy groups
• No holding areas for
courtrooms
• No separate circulation patterns
(3 required)
• No dedicated courtroom waiting
– one medium-sized bulk
waiting area at entrance

• Provide mediation and
hearing rooms
• Provide juvenile and adult
holding areas

• Accommodate two
courtrooms with ancillary
support spaces

• Provide attorney client
conference rooms
• Create three separate
circulation patterns (public,
private, secure)
• Provide adequate ADA
compliant public counters
and queuing at clerk’s office
• Provide suitable public
lobby

Source: DLR Group.
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Figure 6-1
Rational for Space Growth
Comparison of Current to Projected Court and Court Related Space
Douglas County, Nebraska

Source: DLR Group.

In summary:
•

35% of the projected space required is simply attributable to reducing overcrowding in the
existing facility based on meeting space standards for staff and providing adequate public
and support space – much of which is either lacking or has been converted to office space
in the existing facility.

•

10.9% is attributable to projected growth of two judicial positions with associated support
through the year 2035.
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ESTIMATED PARKING REQUIREMENT
Parking is a critical element of a Juvenile Justice Center. Families and outside community-based
services are required to access the facility to attend court hearings or participate in meetings to
assess and discuss juvenile cases. A parking analysis for the Douglas County Juvenile Justice
Center was prepared for the courthouse and the detention center. This analysis provides a highlevel overview of the parking needs to consider when analyzing a potential site for the new facility.
The numbers are not disaggregated between public, staff, and judiciary. Judges should park in a
secure underground or above ground parking area. Further disaggregation of parking requires
the development of policies and procedures of how to distribute parking.
Table 6-15 presents two options to determine the parking requirements at the courthouse. The
first based on a rule of thumb of one parking space for every 300 DGSF (departmental gross
square feet) of courthouse. The second method takes a more analytical approach based on the
projected staff and the estimated parking based on the occupancy of the courtrooms and hearing
rooms, the ridership ratio, and parking turnover. Taking the average of both models results in an
estimated parking need of 366 spaces for the courthouse.
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Table 6-16 presents the estimated parking for Juvenile Detention Center. The parking count for
the detention center is based on the actual staffing and the overlap in shifts, as well as the
estimated number of visitors to the facility. This analysis results in an estimated need of 76 spaces
for the detention center. Total parking for the Juvenile Justice Center is estimated to be roughly
450 spaces.

DLR Group/Chinn Planning, Inc.

77

Section VII

KEY FINDINGS
AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Douglas County, NE
Juvenile Justice System Assessment and
Courts Space Needs Study

FINAL REPORT
Key Findings
and Recommendations

INTRODUCTION
System and facility recommendations are presented in this Section.
The system
recommendations are based on the data analysis of trends and profile characteristics presented
in Section 3, as well as key findings from the study. The facility recommendation presented in this
Section is also based on the system assessment and key findings, as well as the forecast of future
capacity requirements presented in Section IV. The recommended planning capacity of 48
juvenile detention beds assumes that Douglas County will enhance and expand alternatives to
detention, as well as reform current practices related to the use of secure detention. The
recommended planning capacity for secure detention also assumes the County will continue to
work toward implementation of the goals of the Annie E. Casey Foundation Juvenile Detention
Alternatives Initiative.

KEY FINDINGS
Key findings of the study include:
•

There is no overall vision and mission statement for the juvenile justice system in Douglas
County.

•

There is no ongoing and systematic dialogue with a coordinating council to review the juvenile
justice system on a routine basis to promote collaboration between juvenile court, probation,
defense and prosecution, schools, community organizations and advocates. A wealth of
community-based services in Douglas County could be better utilized to expand the
continuum of services to youth and families involved in juvenile court proceedings.

•

Data collection and reporting are not consistent and accurate to guide decision making.

•

Secure detention is over utilized. Two thirds of youth in detention are there for violation of
probation, failure to appear, or court holds. Youth are also held in detention for substantial
periods of time awaiting something: awaiting an evaluation, awaiting a PDI, awaiting
placement. The length of time awaiting some action or placement contributes to the long
average length of stay (28 days) in detention.

•

Minority youth are over represented in secure detention—11% of Douglas County population
is African American but 55% of youth in detention are African American.

•

Alternatives to detention are underutilized or not very effective. Only half of youth placed on
home detention successfully complete the program.

•

Additional alternatives such as day reporting and specialized courts (Drug, School
Attendance) are limited and underutilized in Douglas County.
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•

Length of time on probation (12-14 months) is longer than recommended average length of
supervision of 9-10 months.

•

Length of time to complete a PDI, evaluation, screening and assessment is long—30-45
days.

•

The Public Defender doesn’t have a dedicated staff specializing and assigned to handle
juvenile cases in accordance with best practice.

•

Many of the goals of JDAI are currently unmet in the juvenile justice system in Douglas
County.

•

The current detention center does not reflect best practice in modern secure youth
residential facility design. The facility does not reflect a trauma-informed care environment.

•

Juvenile courtrooms and all areas of the 6th floor of the courthouse are inadequate-crowded, non-trauma responsive, and do not reflect best practice for court facilities.

SYSTEM RECOMMENDATIONS

The following system recommendations are presented to improve the juvenile justice system in
Douglas County.
1. Establish a Juvenile Justice Coordinating Council to Meet Quarterly and Monitor
Progress Toward System Change
Ongoing cooperation and coordination among officials in the juvenile justice system is
essential. Many factors influence system and case processing and secure detention
populations. Actions taken by various components of the juvenile justice system affect case
processing, and use of secure detention requires continually monitoring and review. An
ongoing exchange and review of trend data and system issues among juvenile justice system
officials will result in informed decision-making and appropriate placement of youth within the
court services continuum. The Juvenile Justice Coordinating Council should be comprised of
a broad representation of the juvenile justice system, including court officials, county
administration, prosecution, defense, schools, probation, and community treatment providers.
The Coordinating Council should focus on the following and ongoing tasks:
•

Development of a Juvenile Justice System Vision and Mission Statement. A sample
statement is shown in Figure 7-1.
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Figure 7-1
Sample Mission Statement – Douglas County, Oregon

•

Conduct quarterly review meetings to monitor data/system trends

•

Review the master plan recommendations for system enhancements and
alternatives, with a strong focus on reducing the juvenile detention population

•

Review juvenile justice system operations, policies and practices to align with best
practices

•

Review and provide input on plans for the new Juvenile Justice Center
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2. Improve Data Collection and Reporting Capabilities
Juvenile justice system and detention data and information management and reporting
capabilities have to be improved. Significant problems were encountered in attempting to
collect and analyze juvenile data using current information systems. Easily accessible data is
a necessity to make the most effective and efficient policy decisions for the juvenile justice
system. For some components of the juvenile justice system data on trends, staffing and
caseloads are not maintained. And for other components, data is inconsistent between
multiple sources. One of the eight JDAI Core Strategies is “using rigorous data collection and
analysis to guide decision making.” All components of the juvenile justice system can benefit
from improved data collection and ongoing review of data and trends by the Coordinating
Council.
Examples of the kind of data and information that should be maintained and easily accessed
to inform policy and programmatic decisions:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Annual caseload and staffing totals for all components of the juvenile justice system
Length of time for juvenile court case processing and disposition
Profile characteristics for youth in all juvenile programs
Number and reason for over rides for detention intake and probation violation
Number of youth released at detention hearing
Number of youth awaiting some outcome in detention: evaluation, placement, PDI,
other
Successful completion of all juvenile court programs
Length of stay in detention by status (VOP, new charge, court hold, waiver to adult
court)

3. Evaluate and Enhance Existing Diversion and Related Programs
The system assessment pointed to four programs/services that should be enhanced. These
include:
▪

Home Detention - Admissions and daily population in the Home Detention program have
declined over the past ten years. In addition, the successful completion rate for youth that
are placed on home detention has been only 50% or less for the past three years. Home
detention provides a viable increased level of supervision for youth that do not require
secure detention. Improvements to supervision strategies and expansion of sanctions
other than secure detention should be developed to increase the number of youth placed
in the program, and the number of youth that successfully complete the program.

▪

Probation Supervision - A significant number of youth in detention are there for violation
of probation. The system assessment indicated that the number of juveniles placed on
probation has dropped substantially over the past three years, although probation
revocations have increased significantly. Additional sanctions should be developed for
youth that violate probation. The Probation Department is currently working on the
development of a sanctions grid. In addition, the average length of time on probation
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supervision, 14 months, is longer than the recommended average of 9-10 months. This
longer length of time on supervision could also be contributing to the increased number of
revocations.
▪ Juvenile Assessment Center -The number of cases referred to the JAC for delinquency
decreased by 2.3% per year between 2010 and 2016. However, referrals for truancy, based
on the mandatory attendance statute, increased by 214% in one year—going from 400
referrals in 2015 to 1,265 in 2016.
The Juvenile Assessment Center provides a service known to divert youth from formal court
handling—screening and assessment. Ideally, all youth referred to the juvenile court would
be assessed at a “single point of entry” into the system. The JAC could then provide
assessment, recommendations, diversion supervision, and coordination of teams to serve
youth and families. A more detailed analysis and data to support the impact of the
assessment center on diversion from formal court proceedings should be undertaken. The
Coordinating Council should review the decline in delinquency referrals and rapid growth in
truancy referrals to ensure appropriate use of this program. In addition, successful
completion rates and other outcome measures should be developed and monitored to
ensure that the intended goal of assessment, which is to divert youth from formal court
proceedings and secure detention, is realized.
▪ Reduce Timeframe for Program Initiation - Interviews conducted during the system
assessment phase of the project indicated that lapses in time between court proceedings
and enrollment in programs/services reduces the impact and effectiveness of some services
within the juvenile justice system. The length of time to complete a pre-disposition
investigation (30-45 days) by Probation delays time between incident and outcome. During
interviews the delay in initial contact with law enforcement/court and referral and processing
at the Assessment Center (30-45 days) was also viewed as excessive which can impact
program effectiveness.

4. Expand Alternative Programs and Services
Based on the system assessment and juvenile offender profile characteristics, two programs
are recommended for consideration. These include:
▪

Day/Evening Reporting Center - This type of program provides close supervision of
youth who may be expelled from school or truant, or need enhanced supervision on
probation. A day/evening reporting center could provide varying levels of program
duration for both pre-adjudicated and adjudicated juvenile offenders. A day/evening
reporting center would provide a highly structured intermediate sanction alternative.
Services at a day/evening reporting center could include, but not be limited to:
➢ Job seeking assistance
➢ Anger management skills

DLR Group/Chinn Planning, Inc.

82

Douglas County, NE
Juvenile Justice System Assessment and
Courts Space Needs Study

FINAL REPORT
Key Findings
and Recommendations

➢ Tutorial/homework assistance
➢ Conflict resolution
➢ Health and mental health education
➢ Victim awareness/empathy training
➢ Substance abuse prevention & education
➢ Self-esteem enhancement
➢ Recreation and physical exercise
➢ Community service restitution
➢ Mentoring through community resources
▪

School Attendance Court - Truancy cases referred to the Assessment Center increased
significantly in one year. National research indicates that truancy is frequently the “red
flag” that youth may become involved in the juvenile justice system. Many jurisdictions
have developed specialized courts to deal with truancy and not criminalize and incarcerate
youth that are truant from school. One example of a School Attendance Court is the
Metropolitan Student Attendance Center (M-SAC) in Nashville Tennessee, which is
described below. This type of specialized court should be considered in Douglas County.

Metropolitan Student Attendance Center (M-SAC), Nashville Tennessee
The Metro-Student Attendance Center (M-SAC) is a program operated by the Metro
Nashville Juvenile Court in partnership with Metro Nashville Public Schools and the
Metro Nashville Police Department with the goal of decreasing truancy rates in
Nashville schools by addressing the root causes of truancy. Students may be brought
to M-SAC after being detained by police for loitering during school hours. Students
may also be referred by Metro Schools because of truancy concerns. At M-SAC,
Truancy officers talk with the student and parent(s) to determine the reasons for the
child(ren) being out of school. Intervention plans are developed for each student, and
families complete the plans under M-SAC’s monitoring over a period of four to eight
weeks. Cases are closed when families successfully complete their intervention plans.

5. Reduce Secure Detention Capacity
Douglas County is participating in the Annie E. Casey Foundation Juvenile Detention
Alternative Initiative (JDAI). The primary purpose of this initiative is “To demonstrate that
jurisdictions can establish more effective and efficient systems to accomplish the purpose of
juvenile detention”. One of the main objectives is to eliminate inappropriate or unnecessary
use of secure detention. Figure 7-2 illustrates how various jurisdictions that are JDAI sites
have reduced their secure detention population.
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63%

52%

87%
55%

Source: Juvenile Justice Information Exchange, May 21, 2015.:

The system assessment and key findings suggest that Douglas County has further to go on
implementation of the JDAI objectives and eight core strategies. The recommendations
presented in this Section are proposed because they can help reduce the number of youth
who are placed in juvenile detention. Several detention forecast models were developed and
presented in Section IV. The series of forecast models show what the forecast of future
detention population would be based on various growth scenarios. These forecasts should
be reviewed and discussed with the Juvenile Justice Coordinating Council.
The
recommended detention capacity of 48 beds (with expansion if needed to 64 beds) will only
be realized if current alternative programs and processes are enhanced, and new alternatives
are developed.
Douglas County had peak populations of 167 youth in detention in 2007, which has been cut
in half to 75-80 youth by 2017. This progress can continue, and the County’s involvement
with JDAI and implementation of recommendations can help the County to sustain a reduced
secure detention population.
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FACILITY RECOMMENDATION

Develop Plan for New Juvenile Justice Center
The space allocation for the new Juvenile Justice Center is comprised of the court and related
functions and juvenile detention. The courts component at 128,400 Building Gross Square Feet
(BGSF) includes eight juvenile Judges and Courtrooms, Juvenile Court Administration; Juvenile
Probation; Juvenile Assessment Center; Juvenile Divisions of the County Attorney, Public
Defender, and Clerk of Court; Shared Use and Meeting Space for Allied Agencies and Services;
and Public Lobby with Building Support. The parking requirement for these functions is estimated
at roughly 370 spaces.
The space allocation for the juvenile detention is 57,600 Building Gross Square Feet for the
recommended capacity of 48 beds, growing to 70,400 Building Gross Square Feet for 64 beds if
expansion is needed in the future because reduction in detention population is not realized in
Douglas County. The parking requirement for detention is estimated at roughly 80 spaces.
The juvenile detention component of the juvenile justice system would ideally be collocated with
the juvenile court and related functions in a new Juvenile Justice Center. The forecast of future
detention capacity was added to the Scope of Work for the Master Plan so that the County would
know the associated space requirements for detention, even if a new detention center would be
phased in at a later date. Currently the Juvenile Detention Center is not collocated with the juvenile
court, which requires transport of juveniles on a daily basis to the juvenile court. The most critical
issue related to new and improved detention capacity is a trauma informed environment that
complies with the best practice principles outlined in this report. This includes an environment that
is normative, non-institutional, with youth having access to natural light and fresh air and
movement throughout the day.
If the County chooses to construct a new Juvenile Justice Center in phases, with the first phase
being the juvenile court and a future phase being juvenile detention, the space and parking
requirements for each component are shown separately in Section VI space allocation summary
Table 6-1. This allows the County to master plan the selected site for phased construction of the
Juvenile Justice Center.
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BUILDING FUNCTIONAL ORGANIZATION

The vision for the development of a new Douglas County Juvenile Justice Center centers on
creating a collocated complex that includes courts and detention. The functional organization
structures each component as a distinct architectural element with its own identity, appearance
and entry. Architecturally, the mass and scale of the individual buildings should present a
community-oriented facility rather than an overwhelming and aggrandizing structure. Dispersed
parking can serve each component based on the estimated need as well as those of the staff.
Secure parking can be handled below grade or in a secure on-grade area with controlled access.
The following is a succinct description on the functional organization of the two elements:
Juvenile Courthouse – In addition to the courtrooms, clerk’s office, court administration and
sheriff, the courthouse also houses shared-use/community/beach-head offices that serve the
community-based groups and other entities that work with the juvenile courts in the processing of
a juvenile case. Providing these shared and “beach head” offices enhances the agencies’
interaction with the courts through a collaborative process by providing frequentative and
qualitative information on the background of a juvenile and a recommendation on their case. In
some instances, these agencies operate beyond the normal business hours of the courts, so
organizing them in a manner that prevents compromising the courthouse security is important.
The Juvenile Division of the County Attorney and Public Defender, Juvenile Probation and
Juvenile Assessment are additional agencies programmed and anticipated for inclusion in the
new courthouse. The latter also at times requires operation beyond the normal operating hours
of the courts.
As in any courthouse, the high-volume and high-profile functions such as the juvenile clerk’s office
should be located on the main level. This location prevents moving a large volume of people
through the vertical transportation system. It also operates as a de facto information area for the
public when they enter the courthouse. Other lower level functions may include Juvenile Division
of Probation and Juvenile Assessment Center. Placing the staff areas on the lower level offers an
opportunity of a dedicated outdoor courtyard for the staff.
The upper levels will include the remaining agencies, courtrooms and hearing rooms. Public
waiting areas dispersed in front of courtrooms speed up the court process as compared to the
existing situation where a single large waiting area is located at the main entry, forcing the bailiff
to search for the next party in a case.
Through several discussions with the judiciary, the judges prefer an arrangement where their
chambers will be located on the floor of the courtrooms rather than a collegial location. Using this
model, locating the judges in either a podular manner (collocated in the rear of the courts floor)
or on the ends of the courthouse provides flexibility in assigning cases to the courtroom by not
designating a courtroom to the judge. It also opens the rear end of the courtroom by bringing in
indirect natural light into the space. Though the chief judge is not located within the court
administration component, locating the court administrator with easy access to the chief judge
allows for convenient ability for frequent meetings.
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Circulation Systems - To successfully implement the court program elements into a cohesive
design solution, the main planning tenet of modern courthouses provides separate and distinct
circulation systems for the public, staff and inmate movement. The goal of this planning strategy
is to provide a safe and secure environment for all users of the courthouse. Each of the three
circulation systems will operate in a closed loop, only coming together in the controlled setting of
the courtroom itself. The diagram below illustrates this planning tenet where yellow is public, blue
for judiciary, and red for secured areas. The only interaction occurs within the courtroom. The
diagram also shows the ability to provide hearing rooms on the ends with separated judiciary and
public entry spaces.

Juvenile Detention – The organizational structure of the detention center revolves around
developing a facility that is low in scale, minimizes or at best eliminates vertical movement of the
residents and creates a non-traumatic and non-institutional appearance to the juvenile.
Functionally, the housing units should be treated as individual architectural elements allowing for
introduction of natural light and non-cell appearance. The education/treatment and
recreation/gymnasium components can be extracted as separate elements allowing free
movement by the residents to these components and commingle with the housing units.
The remaining programmatic functions can consolidate into a single structure. The architecture
of the detention center should form the secure perimeter rather than relying on concertina fencing
that presents a detention appearance. Based on the final site selection, the juvenile detention
center should have a direct and secure connection to the courthouse for movement of in-custody
youth for court appearances.
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Generic Site Development Explorations
Prior to developing two generic site explorations for the Douglas County Juvenile Justice Center,
the planning team formulated several design goals based on similar projects. These goals were
drawn from best practices for juvenile justice facilities since no specific sites were identified. The
explorations also consider the connection of a juvenile courthouse to the juvenile detention center.
The two generic sites consist of an open large site and the other a restricted, small site. These
site explorations provided the Project Advisory Group an opportunity to visualize, understand and
assess the advantages and disadvantages of both type of sites. The level of study is only sufficient
to understand the relative constraints and opportunities each site would present to the designers
after initiating actual schematic design. A statement of probable project cost and magnitude of
cost for each site exploration is shown at the end of this Section.
Multiple opportunities and directions exist to functionally develop a solution for this project. The
two options presented below are just conceptual where an actual site will mold and shape the
final and optimal solution based on the size and configuration of the property. The courthouse in
both scenarios can be interchanged, since there may be planning elements that correspond to
the philosophy of the judiciary and how they may want to approach the project. These critical
decisions will occur during the development of a more detailed architectural and operational space
program and the design process. The point of this exercise is to demonstrate just two of many
ways to solve a design problem and to start a dialogue among the key participants on how to
proceed in the next phase.
The goals developed by the planning team for the development of the two generic site
development explorations consist of:
•

Design a low to mid-rise structure, four to five stories in height, for the juvenile courthouse,
based on the programmatic size.

•

Locate high volume functions for the courts on the lower level.

•

Provide after hour access to probation and juvenile assessment.

•

Bring natural light into public spaces and indirect natural light into the courtrooms to make
this a trauma-informed facility.

•

In addition to natural light, explore bringing natural courtyard into the design as well as a
plaza leading to the courthouse entry.

•

Present a non-institutional type of environment for the juvenile detention center where the
perimeter of the architecture serves as the secure boundary.

•

Solely dedicate and appropriate the facility to the juvenile justice services.
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Open/Large Site Exploration
The following plans illustrate a proposed layout for a juvenile
facility on a large site. A large site requires approximately
15 to 22 acres allowing for a low-rise courthouse and a
single level detention center where the various major
components link to a continuous arcade that opens to an
outdoor courtyard. This concept encourages the youth to
circulate to various activities (dining, education, recreation,
health services) like a mini school campus. The architecture
creates the secure perimeter security feature for this design.
All parking occurs on grade.
The courthouse is the central element in the overall site. A
public plaza/courtyard landscaped with natural features
provides a formal but non-threatening approach to the front
door. In this scenario, as the visitor approaches the front
door they look directly towards a secure courtyard where
individuals enjoy the outdoors on a pleasant day without the
need to exit and re-enter the building’s security screening
zone. Security screening occurs to the side so it doesn’t
become the first item a juvenile and family sees when
entering the courthouse.

Ground Level

The lobby is two-stories in height allowing for natural light to spill into the space reducing the level
of tension individuals may feel when entering the building. An open stairway allows visitors to
access the second floor without using the elevators. Functions on this level consist of Juvenile
Assessment, Juvenile Probation, Juvenile Clerk, and Shared Meeting/Conference area. Most of
these components except for Juvenile Clerk can operate after hours without the need to
compromise the security of the courthouse.
The second floor houses the Juvenile
Division of the County Attorney and Public
Defender at opposite ends. Court
Administration is located in the rear with
controlled public access. This location affords
the court administrator to use the stair or
judge’s elevator to access the courts floor
and chief judge’s office. Staff area is also
located on this floor with access from the
public and private zones. Mediation is
centralized with Court Administration located
in the rear with controlled access.

Roof

Roof
Second Level
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The next two levels assume four courtrooms per floor with the judicial chambers located on the
rear in a podular manner. As stated earlier, this design feature allows for indirect natural light into
the courtrooms.

Third Level

Advantages/Disadvantages: The following table
provides a general assessment on the advantages
and disadvantages of an open large site exploration
concept. This comparative analysis is subject to
change based on an actual site, so the pros and
cons of a particular site will need to be carefully
assessed to ensure the site responds to the list of
criteria the Project Advisory Group establishes for
the project site. Further, a financial implication
analysis will help to understand how the different
economics of a site may impact the cost for
implementing the project. This includes location of
hazardous material, ownership of property, time for
implementation, wetlands relocation, and utility
availability to name a few.

Fourth
Level
Pros
• Suitable site for future expansion – courts &
detention
• Inexpensive on-grade parking
• Low scale construction
• Ability to add other juvenile service programs in
future
• Phasing – Courts & Detention
• Access/views of nature
• Easier/less traffic route
• Single story juvenile detention – best practice

Cons
• Potential proximity to residential area –
NIMBY
• Potential rezoning
• Potential lack of bus service

Restricted/Small Site Exploration
The following plans illustrate a proposed layout for a juvenile facility on a more restricted site
compared to the open/large site. In this exploration, the courthouse is five stories in height. The
significant difference is the juvenile detention center. Due to the limitation on the site, the detention
center is a two-story element where the first-floor elements create a platform for the housing,
recreation and other components on the second level.
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The main level of detention will consist of administration, intake/admission, health services,
maintenance, food service/dining, laundry and visitation. A vehicular sally port and ramp to a
restricted underground parking occurs between the courthouse and detention center where
access occurs on one side. The opposite side of this drive provides a maintenance courtyard for
service deliveries and other outdoor elements such as emergency generator and cooling tower.

Ground Level
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Fourth Level

Fifth Level
Advantages/Disadvantages: The following table provides a general assessment on the
advantages and disadvantages of the restricted/small site exploration concept. This comparative
analysis is subject to change based on an actual site, so the pros and cons of a particular site will
need careful assessment to ensure the site responds to the list of criteria the Project Advisory
Group establishes for the project site. Further, a financial implication analysis will help to
understand how the different economics of a site may impact the cost for implementing the project.
This includes location of hazardous material, ownership of property, time for implementation,
wetlands relocation, and utility availability to name a few.
Pros:
• Location in downtown
• Bus service
• Nearby public parking
facilities
• Proximity to other
services & adjunct
court services at Hall
of Justice
• Good auto access

DLR Group/Chinn Planning, Inc.

Cons
• Size - small site may not accommodate public parking
• Use of adjacent properties may be necessary to
accommodate program
• Size requires a multi-story campus
• Expensive construction solution
• Potential existing building demolition required
• Perception of location near adult justice and detention facilities
• Potential cost of parking for public
• A review of recently completed juvenile detention facilities
nationwide suggests that low rise or at grade solutions are
preferred in order to maximize views to the outdoors, natural
light, connection to nature, and access to outdoor recreation.
• Future construction more difficult/expensive
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Statement of Probable Project Cost
The final part of the generic site exploration study presents the estimated probable cost for the
Juvenile Justice Center. A preliminary estimate for the construction cost plus soft cost (e.g.
professional design fees, testing, furniture, fixtures, equipment, and contingency) was estimated
reflecting December 2017 value. The construction cost is based on the programmatic needs of
the courts and detention, and does not reflect a large or small site. Developing this level of
estimate requires more detailed site information and the factors related to it. They include, but are
not limited to site acquisition, hazardous abatement, difficulty with construction logistics, and
systems. An allowance was included for site development based on a 10-acre site. This amount
will fluctuate depending upon a large or small site solution. A more detailed cost analysis will
occur once sites are examined and selected based on how the site will influence the Juvenile
Justice Center design.
To assist Douglas County, a Financial Implication Matrix shown below will help determine the
level of impact a site will influence for the overall cost for the project. This matrix, used on previous
projects, allows the owner to make an assessment if the site will have no, minimal, medium or
maximum cost impact on the project. A color-coded system as shown helps to visualize the
overall fiscal impact of a site. The more greens obviously dictate a minimal impact whereas more
reds start to signal potential significant project cost. Further, there may be additional criteria added
by the county to help make an informed decision on the appropriate site for the project based on
its financial implication.
Sample Financial Implication Matrix
Small Site

DLR Group/Chinn Planning, Inc.

Large Site

94

Douglas County, NE
Juvenile Justice System Assessment and
Courts Space Needs Study

FINAL REPORT
Building Functional Organization
Concepts and Estimated Cost

The following statement of probable project cost is based on a new 8 courtroom courthouse
programmed at 128,400 BGSF and a 48-bed juvenile detention center programmed at 57,600
BGSF. The cost estimate assumes this project would be tax exempt as is typical in Nebraska for
public projects. Based on these assumptions, the probable cost of the project is estimated as
$106,192,575 in 2017 dollars.
Court Components
8 Courtrooms
Building Gross Area
Probable Construction Costs
Design/Estimating Contingency
Construction Contingency
Project Costs

2 Future Judicial Office and Courtroom
128,400 BGSF
$
42,366,801
15%
$
6,355,020
5%
$
2,436,091
20%
$
10,231,582

Subtotal - Court Components
Secure Detention
48 Beds
Building Gross Area
Probable Construction Costs
Design/Estimating Contingency
Construction Contingency
Project Costs

$

Core Sized for 64 Full Capacity
57,600 BGSF
$
25,920,000
15%
$
3,888,000
5%
$
1,490,400
20%
$
6,259,680

Subtotal - Secure Detention

Site Costs
Site Acquisition
Utility Extensions
Site Development 10 acres @ $500,000/acre
Design/Estimating Contingency
Construction Contingency
Project Costs
Subtotal - Site Development Costs

TOTAL PROJECT COST SUMMARY
Building Gross Area
Probable Construction Costs
Site Acquisition
Utility Extensions
Site Development
Design/Estimating Contingency
Construction Contingency
Project Costs @ 20%

TOTAL PROBABLE PROJECT COST

DLR Group/Chinn Planning, Inc.

61,389,495

15%
5%
20%

$

37,558,080

$
$
$
$

TBD
TBD
5,000,000.00
750,000
287,500
1,207,500

$

7,245,000

$

$
$
$
$

186,000 BGSF
68,286,801
TBD
TBD
5,000,000.00
10,993,020
4,213,991
17,698,762

$ 106,192,575
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