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Executive Summary 
 

“The Mission of Catholic Health Initiatives is to nurture the healing ministry of the Church, supported by education 
and research. Fidelity to the Gospel urges us to emphasize human dignity and social justice as we create healthier 

communities.” 
 

CHI Health is a regional health network consisting of 15 hospitals and two stand-alone behavioral health facilities in 
Nebraska and Western Iowa. Our mission calls us to create healthier communities and we know that the health of a 
community is impacted beyond the services provided within our wall. This is why we are compelled, beyond 
providing excellent health care, to work with neighbors, leaders and partner organizations to improve community 
health. The following community health needs assessment (CHNA) was completed with our community partners and 
residents in order to ensure we identify the top health needs impacting our community, leverage resources to 
improve these health needs, and drive impactful work through evidence-informed strategies.  
Lasting Hope Recovery Center is a 64-bed, adult mental health facility offering mental health crisis assessments, 
triage, and both acute and sub-acute inpatient care, providing services across a five-county region in Nebraska, 
known as Region 6.  
 
Identified as a top priority across the Omaha metro area in 2011 by the community health needs assessment (CHNA), 
behavioral health has been a main focus of need across the community, county, and state level. In 2014, The 
Behavioral Health Support Foundation hired TriWest Group to assess the gaps across the mental health system in 
Region 6 and to recommend improvements in the system in order to provide more effective care.  In addition, 
Professional Research Consultants, Inc. (PRC) was hired by local health departments and hospitals, including CHI 
Health, to conduct another CHNA in 2015 as a follow-up to the 2011 and earlier CHNAs for the four counties in the 
Omaha Metro Area.  
 
Lasting Hope Recovery Center Community Health Needs Assessment 
The TriWest Group performed both qualitative and quantitative data collection, including key informant interviews 
and a data request to assess the capacity and service utilization of the system across 5 counties. The assessment 
resulted in the identification of nine gaps and related recommendations.  
 
PRC performed both primary and secondary data collection including key informant surveys and community health 
surveys to assess the broad health needs of the Omaha Metro Area. The data reinforced behavioral health as a top 
health priority for the community.  
 
Using the information and data from these two assessment, LHRC, with the community,  will further work to identify 
each partner’s role in addressing the specific gaps in behavioral health support and develop measureable, impactful 
strategies. A report detailing LHRC’s implementation strategy plan (ISP) will be released in November, 2016.  
 
The process and findings for the CHNA are detailed in the following report. If you would like additional information 
on this Community Health Needs Assessment please contact Kelly Nielsen, Kelly.nielsen@alegent.org, (402)343-4548. 
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Introduction 
 

Hospital Description  
CHI Health is a regional health network with a unified mission: nurturing the healing ministry of the Church while 
creating healthier communities. Headquartered in Omaha, the combined organization consists of 15 hospitals, two 
stand-alone behavioral health facilities and more than 150 employed physician practice locations in Nebraska and 
southwestern Iowa. More than 12,000 employees comprise the workforce of this network that includes 2,820 
licensed beds and serves as the primary teaching partner of Creighton University’s health sciences schools. In fiscal 
year 2015, the organization provided a combined $172.1 million in quantified community benefit including services 
for the poor, free clinics, education and research. Eight hospitals within the system are designated Magnet, Pathway 
to Excellence or NICHE. With locations stretching from North Platte, Nebraska, to Missouri Valley, Iowa, the health 
network is the largest in Nebraska and serves residents of Nebraska and southwest Iowa. For more information, visit 
online at CHIhealth.com. 
 
Lasting Hope Recovery Center (LHRC) is located in Omaha, NE and is a 64-bed, adult mental health facility offering 
mental health crisis assessment, triage, and both acute and sub-acute inpatient care.  LHRC was created through a 
public-private partnership in 2008 to address the shortage of inpatient adult psychiatric beds in the Omaha metro 
area.    LHRC provides office space for community based organizations including the Salvation Army, Lutheran Family 
Services, National Alliance for the Mentally Ill-Nebraska, and Behavioral Health Education Center of Nebraska 
allowing for easier access to resources for patients upon discharge.   
 

Purpose and Goals of CHNA 
CHI Health and our local Hospitals make significant investments each year in our local community to ensure we meet 
our Mission of creating healthier communities. A Community Health Needs Assessment (CHNA) is a critical piece of 
this work to ensure we are appropriately and effectively working and partnering in our communities.  
The goals of this CHNA are to: 
 

1. Identify areas of high need that impact the health and quality of life of residents in the communities served 

by CHI Health. 

2. Ensure that resources are leveraged to improve the health of the most vulnerable members of our 

community and to reduce existing health disparities. 

3. Set priorities and goals to improve these high need areas using evidence as a guide for decision-making. 

4. Ensure compliance with section 501(r) of the Internal Revenue Code for not-for-profit hospitals under the 

requirements of the Affordable Care Act. 
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Community Definition 
 
Lasting Hope Recovery Center (LHRC) is located in Omaha, NE and largely serves the Omaha Metro area that consists 
of Douglas, Sarpy, and Cass Counties in Nebraska and Pottawattamie County, Iowa, but also has service reach that 
aligns with the local behavioral health region (Region 6), which encompasses Washington and Dodge Counties (as 
shown on the Map below), but does not include Pottawattamie County.   For the current CHNA, LHRC was engaged in 
two processes to identify the community health needs, as described below. Although the Omaha based CHI Health 
hospitals define their community as the four county Omaha Metro Area, since LHRC is a behavioral health focused 
facility, the community definition is aligned with Region 6 Behavioral Health service area of Dodge, Washington, 
Douglas, Sarpy, and Cass counties. These five counties are considered the primary service area for LHRC.  

 
Figure 1: Region 6 Service Area 
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Community Description 
 

Population  
Table 1 below describes the population of all five counties included within the identified community with a total 
population of nearly 800,000.  The data show a largely Non-Hispanic White population across the counties with 
higher diversity being seen in both Douglas and Sarpy Counties, the most urban areas of the larger community. While 
Douglas County is the most diverse of the five counties, with 11.6% of the population being Black or African American 
and 12% being Hispanic, it is less diverse than the United States overall (13.2% Black or African American, 17.4% 
Hispanic).2 Dodge County has the largest percentage population over the age of 65 years, bringing unique health 
needs in that area.   
 
Table 1. Community Demographics 
 

 Douglas Sarpy Cass Dodge Washington 

Total Population1  543,244 172,193 25,512 36,706 20,248 

Population per square mile2 
(density) 

1616.86 684.4 45.41 69.49 51.96 

Total Land Area2 (sq. miles)  328.45 238.99 557.45 528.72 389.96 

Rural vs. Urban2 Urban 
2.17% live in 
rural 

Urban 
5.27% live in 
rural 

Rural 
72.96% live in 
rural 

Urban 
25.13% live in 
rural 

Rural 
61.23% live in 
rural 

Age1      

% below 18 years of age 25.8 28.2 24.6 23.5 23.8 

% 65 and older 11.5 10.2 16.1 19.0 16.0 

Gender1      

% Female 50.7 49.9 49.6 50.7 50.0 

Race1      

% Black or African American 11.6 4.5 0.5 1.1 0.8 

% American Indian and Alaskan 
Native 

1.2 0.6 0.5 1.1 0.3 

% Asian 3.3 2.4 0.5 0.6 0.3 

% Native Hawaiian/Other 
Pacific Islander 

0.1 0.1 0.1 0.4 0.1 

% Hispanic 12.0 8.3 3.1 11.3 2.5 

% Non-Hispanic White 81.3 89.5 97 95.5 97.4 

 

                                                        
1 Source: U.S. Census Bureau Quick Facts (v2015 estimate) accessed March 2016 http://www.census.gov/quickfacts 
2 US Census Bureau, American Community Survey. 2010-2014. Accessed March 2016 
http://assessment.communitycommons.org/CHNA/report?reporttype=libraryCHNA 
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Socioeconomic Factors 
Table 2 below shows key socioeconomic factors known to influence health including household income, poverty, 
unemployment rates and educational attainment for the community served by the hospital. 
 
Of note, Douglas and Dodge Counties have lower graduation rates, with both counties also having the highest 
percentage of residents being uninsured and living in poverty.  
 
Table 2: Socioeconomic Factors 
 

 Douglas Sarpy Cass Dodge Washington 

Income Rates3      

Median Household Income $53,444 $70,121 $65,560 $47,991 $68,207 

Poverty Rates      

Persons in Poverty4 14% 5.3% 6.9% 12.9% 7.4% 

Children in Poverty5 18% 7% 10% 17% 9% 

Employment Rate6      

Unemployment Rate 3.6 3.2 4 3.5 3.7 

Education/Graduation Rates3      

High School Graduation Rates 85% 93% 95% 86% 93% 

Some College 72% 80% 75% 55% 75% 

Insurance Coverage7      

% of Population Uninsured   12.44% 7.16% 7.16% 12.21% 7.04% 

% of Uninsured Children (under the age of 19) 4.8% 4.32% 5.77% 5.91% 4.5% 

 
In addition, there are specific areas within the community with higher percentages of the population, ages 0-7 living 
below the poverty level, as shown in Figure 2 below.8 

 
  

                                                        
3 Source: County Health Rankings: EDFacts (2012-2013). Accessed: March 2016. http://www.countyhealthrankings.org 
4 Source: U.S. Census Bureau Quick Facts (v2014 estimate) Small Area Income and Poverty Estimates by the US Census Bureau 
http://www.census.gov/quickfacts 
5 Source: County Health Rankings (v2014 estimate)- U.S Census Bureau’s Small Area Income and Poverty Estimates 
6 Source: Community Commons, Bureau of Labor Statistics. 2016-January. Accessed March 2016. http://assessment.communitycommons.org 
7 Source: Community Commons, US Census Bureau (2013) - US Census Bureau’s Small Area Health Insurance Estimates. Accessed March 2016. 
http://assessment.communitycommons.org  
8 Source: Community Commons, Tract ACS (2014). Accessed March 2016. 
http://assessment.communitycommons.org/CHNA/Map.aspx?mapid=11989&areaid=31025,31053,31055,31153,31177&reporttype=libraryCH
NA 
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Figure 2: Population Below the Poverty Level, Children 
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Unique Community Characteristics 
The five counties are home to over nine institutions of higher education with most of the colleges located in the 
urban area of Omaha, located in Douglas County.  This could contribute to higher percentage of the population age 
25 and over who have an Associate’s Degree or higher (42.34%) as compared to the State and Country (Figure 3).9  
This is important to note as educational attainment has been linked to positive health outcomes. 
 
Figure 3: Percent Population Age 25+ with Associate’s Degree of Higher9 

 
 
Offutt Air Force Base is located in Bellevue, NE, located in Sarpy County, and is home to the 55th Wing, which is “the 
largest wing in the Air Combat Command and the second largest in the Air Force.”10 According to the Department of 
Defense, Offutt Air Force Base is home to 8,855 military members and makes up 23,298 of Bellevue’s 53,663 
residents.11 It is pertinent to note the VA Nebraska-Western Iowa Hospital is located in Omaha, NE.  
 

Other Health Services  
Health systems in the area are listed below and a full list of resources within the community can be found in the 
Appendices.  

 CHI Health 

 Nebraska Medicine 

 Methodist Health System 

 Children’s Hospital & Medical Center 

 One World Community Health Centers, Inc.  

 Charles Drew Health Center 

 All Care Health Center 

 VA Nebraska-Western Iowa Health Care System 

 Douglas County health Department 

 Sarpy Cass Department of Health & Wellness 

                                                        
9 Source: Community Commons. US Census Bureau, American Community Survey. 2010-2014. Accessed April 2016. 
http://assessment.communitycommons.org/CHNA/report?page=2&id=764&reporttype=libraryCHNA 
10 United States Air Force. Accessed April 2016. http://www.offutt.af.mil/AboutUs.aspx 
11 Source: Military Installations. U.S. Department of Defense. (2016). 
http://www.militaryinstallations.dod.mil/pls/psgprod/f?p=132:CONTENT:0::NO::P4_INST_ID,P4_INST_TYPE:3355,INSTALLATION 
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Community Health Needs Assessment Process 
 
The process of identifying the community health needs across the Omaha Metro Area and Region 6 was 
accomplished by using data and community input from processes led by two main agencies: 
 

 The TriWest Group (TriWest) was hired in 2014 by The Behavioral Health Support Foundation, an existing 

group of local philanthropists within Omaha, to assess the mental health system in Omaha and across Region 

6. This request was in response to mental health and substance abuse being identified as a top community 

health need through community key informants and supporting information gathered during the 2011 CHNA. 

The study had several key aims:  to analyze the gaps in the Region 6 area,  to confirm what community 

agencies were reporting as needs, to formulate workgroups around the identified gaps, to hire a project 

manager to oversee the plans around the gaps, and to implement process changes to improve and enhance 

mental health care for adults in the region.  TriWest has led or participated in behavioral health system 

assessments in several other communities in the United States, resulting in recommendations to improve the 

coordination and availability of services shown to promote mental health recovery. 

 

 Professional Research Consultants, Inc. (PRC) is a third-party agent contracted by local health systems and 

local health departments ( see list below) to conduct the CHNA for a four-county area, referred to as the 

Omaha Metro Area that includes Douglas, Sarpy, and Cass Counties, Nebraska, and Pottawattamie County, 

Iowa.  PRC is a nationally recognized healthcare consulting firm with extensive experience conducting CHNAs 

across the United States since 1994. Along with several other community stakeholders, CHI Health was an 

active key health partner working with PRC to design, implement, and review the data.  

TriWest Group Timeline  
In May 2014, TriWest began conducting an assessment of the Region 6 adult mental health system using two primary 
methods:  

 Key informant interviews  

 Analysis of data submitted by providers and regional authorities around service capacity and utilization 

across all levels of care 

During the summer and fall of 2014, TriWest to collected qualitative and quantitative data to identify service gaps 
and barriers to effective care coordination. Through this data collection process, nine priority gaps were identified 
within the community and recommendations for addressing them were offered. Prior to conducting the 2015 
community CHNA, TriWest met with Region 6 stakeholders in August 2014 to present preliminary findings from the 
key informant interview analysis and in September 2014, presented a more complete set of qualitative and 
quantitative findings, along with the recommendations provided.  The final document was presented to The 
Behavioral Health Support Foundation on November 11, 2014.   
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Table 3: Timeline for TriWest Group process12 

 
2014 

 May June July August Sept Oct Nov 

Key Informant Interviews X X      

Data Analysis X X X     

Preliminary Findings    X    

Compete Findings Presentation     X   

Final Presentation       X 

 

TriWest Group Methods 
 

Key Informant Interviews 
Key informant interviews were conducted throughout May and June of 2014 with Region 6 stakeholders who 
represent organizations within the community providing mental health services.  Interviews were conducted in 
person and via telephone and participants were asked to describe the services provided by their organizations, 
system strengths, gaps in services, and barriers to providing better services for those with significant mental health 
needs. Twenty-seven informants were interviewed and a list of participants can be found in the complete TriWest 
assessment attached in the Appendix. Common themes around system strengths, gaps and barriers provided outputs 
that were categorized into a broader framework. This framework outlines the key elements that comprise and ideal 
adult behavioral health system. This then allowed for further identification of areas of opportunity for improvement  

 Supports for primary and secondary prevention 

 Recovery supports for tertiary prevention 

 Outpatient behavioral health treatment continuum 

 Crisis response system 

 Adequate medical care in restrictive settings 

More in depth description of these areas can be found in the attached report.  
 

Assessment of System Capacity and Service Utilization 
TriWest requested data from a core set of providers serving people with serious mental health needs, state/regional 
authorities (Region 6 and Magellan), and important allied providers which included the local federally qualified 
health centers.  Data collection and analysis examined the capacity of the existing system and the utilization across 
levels of care, which were organized into the framework mentioned above.  This process was completed in three 
phases: 

1. Establish Service Taxonomy: Region 6 service capacity was identified by combining the framework 

discussed above with specific service types and levels of care identified during the key informant interviews.  

2. Survey Community Behavioral Health Providers: Behavioral health providers were identified by the 

Behavioral Health Support Foundation and through the Region 6 key informants.  A core set of providers (14 

                                                        
12 TriWest Group. Omaha Area Adult Behavioral Health System Assessment. 2015. 
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agencies detailed in the Appendix) were identified and invited to submitted data.  The data requested 

included: 

a. Capacity data - defined as the total number of clients the provider could serve at a given point in 

time. 

b.  Utilization data - defined as the total number of unduplicated people served in the most recent 

12-month period for which the agency had data.   

c. Wait times -   identified as a concern by multiple key informants, thus providers were asked to 

identify: 

i.  if there was a waitlist for a given service 

ii.  if so, identify the number of people on the waitlist and the average wait time (in days) 

those people spent on the waitlist.  

3. Data Abstraction and Analysis: Several key data were collected and summarized including: 
a. Summary data on the number of people served in various programs was submitted and reviewed 

by all of the providers.  Where possible, TriWest followed up with providers to complete the data 

if it was incomplete, or to reconcile the inconsistencies.  

b. If no data were available from specific programs, an estimate was provided.  

c. A data request was also sent to the state of Nebraska for Medicaid Rehabilitation Option services 

provided to Medicaid beneficiaries and stratified by provider and service type for the most 

recent 12-month period.   

d. Data was also included for providers who were not identified in the core set of providers (42 

identified) as they provided 260 episodes of care.  

PRC Timeline  
The Omaha metro CHNA, conducted by PRC, utilized both primary and secondary data collected through the PRC 
Community Health Survey (primary); Online Key Informant Survey (primary); and public health, vital statistics, and 
other data collection (secondary).  The timeline for the PRC CHNA process can be found in Table 4 below.  The 
following organizations were represented and participated in the project discussion, planning, and design process: 

 Sarah Sjolie, CHI Health 

 Leslie Spethman, Nebraska Medicine 

 Jeff Prochazka, Methodist Health System 

 Adi Pour, Douglas County Health Department 

 Kris Stapp, Pottawattamie County Health Department/VNA 

 Jo Lightner, Pottawattamie County Health Department/VNA 

 Jenny Steventon, Sarpy/Cass County Health Department 

 Shavonna Lausterer, Sarpy/Cass County Health Department 

 Anne Meysenberg, Live Well Omaha 
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Table 4: Timeline of CHNA Process 
 

 Feb March April May June July August Sept. Oct. 

Project discussion, planning and design X X X X      

PRC Community Health Survey     X X X   

PRC Online Key Informant Survey      X    

Analysis and report development        X  

Presentation at Omaha Health Summit         X 

 

PRC Methods 
 

PRC Community Health Survey  
Based largely on the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) Behavioral Risk Factor Surveillance System 
(BRFSS), along with other public health surveys, and customized to address gaps in indicator data relative to health 
promotion, disease prevention objectives and other recognized health issues, the PRC Community Health Survey was 
developed by the sponsoring organizations and PRC.  The survey was kept similar to a previous survey used in the 
region to allow for trend analysis.  Sponsoring coalition members included:   

 CHI Health 

 Douglas County Health Department 

 Live Well Omaha 

 Methodist Health System 

 Nebraska Medicine 

 Pottawattamie County Public health Department/VNA 

 Sarpy/Cass County Department of Health and Wellness 

The PRC Community Health Survey was conducted via telephone interview methodology and incorporated both 
landline and cell phone interviews and utilized a stratified random sample of individuals age 18 and over across the 
Metro Area.  The initial population targeted was chosen around each county or subcounty area: 1,000 surveys in 
Douglas County (200 in each of the five subcounty areas); 200 in Cass County; and 400 in each of Sarpy and 
Pottawattamie counties. In addition, PRC oversampled Douglas County to allow for an increase in samples among 
Blacks and Hispanic residents and to target sample a minimum of 50 surveys in each ZIP CODE in the county.  
Including the oversampling, the breakdown of total residents in each county is as follows: 

 1,621 in Douglas County 

 400 in Sarpy County 

 201 in Cass County 

 400 in Pottawattamie County 

 Total: 2,622 residents across the Metro Area 
 
Once completed, results were weighted in proportion to actual population distribution to accurately represent the 
Metro Area. For further information on rates of error, bias minimizations, and sampling process, please refer to the 
complete PRC report found in the Appendix.  



 

15 

 

Online Key Informant Survey  
Participants in the Key Informant Survey were individuals who have a broad interest in the health of the community 
and who were identified through the sponsoring organizations.  The list included names and contact information for 
physicians, public health representatives, other health professionals, social service providers, and a variety of other 
community leaders who the sponsors felt were able to identify primary concerns within the populations they serve, 
as well as the community as a whole.   Key Informants were contacted via email that introduced the purpose of the 
survey and were provided a link to complete the survey online.  Reminder emails were sent as needed to increase 
participation.  Breakdown of Key Informants can be found in the Table 5 below. 
 
Table 5: Key Informant Participants for PRC CHNA13  

 

Online Key Informant Survey Participation 

Key Informant Type Number Invited Number Participated 

Community Business leader 94 24 

Other Health 87 38 

Physician 49 14 

Public Health Representative 13 10 

Social Service Provider 113 52 

Total 356 138 

 
A list of the populations represented by the key informants above can be found in the “Input from Community” 
section below.  
 

Public Health, Vital Statistics & Other Data  
A comprehensive examination of existing secondary data was completed during the CHNA process for the Omaha 
Metro Area.  A list of utilized sources can be found in the PRC complete report in the Appendix.  In order to analyze 
data, benchmarking is key. This was accomplished through reviewing trend data provided by PRC, Nebraska and Iowa 
Risk Factor Data, Nationwide Risk Factor Data, and Healthy People 2020.  Reference the complete PRC report found 
in the Appendix for further details on these resources.  
 

Gaps in information  
Although the CHNA is quite comprehensive, it is not possible to measure all aspects of the community’s health, nor 
can we represent all interests of the population. This assessment was designed to represent a comprehensive and 
broad look at the health of the overall community. During specific hospital implementation planning, gaps in 
information will be considered and other data/input brought in as needed.  

  

                                                        
13 Professional Research Consultants, Inc., 2015 Community Health Needs Assessment. 2015  



 

16 

 

Input from Community 
 
Community input was collected through several processes with both the TriWest Group Assessment and the PRC 
Community CHNA.  A timeline of when input was provided can be found in the Community Health Needs Assessment 
Process section.  A full list of organizations who provided input and the mechanism through which their input was 
collected can be found in the complete versions of the TriWest Group Assessment and the PRC Community CHNA in 
the Appendix.  
 
Through the PRC CHNA process, input was gathered from several individuals whose organizations work with low-
income, minority populations (including African-American, American Indian, Asian, asylees, Bhutanese, Burmese, 
Caucasian/White, child welfare system, children, disabled, elderly, ESL, hearing-impaired, Hispanic, homeless, 
immigrants/refugees, interracial families, Karen, LGBT, low-income, Medicaid, mentally ill, Middle Eastern, 
minorities, Muslim refugees, Nepali refugees, non-English speaking, North and South Omaha, residents of the 
suburbs, retired, rural, single-parent families, Somalian, Southeast Asian, Sudanese, teen pregnancy, underserved, 
undocumented, uninsured/ underinsured, veterans, Vietnamese, women and children, working professionals), or 
other medically underserved populations (including African-Americans, AIDS/HIV, autistic, Caucasian/white, children 
(including those with incarcerated parents and those of parents with mental illness), disabled, domestic abuse and 
sexual assault victims, elderly, ex-felons and recently incarcerated, Hispanic, homeless, immigrants/refugees, lack of 
transportation, LGBT, low-income, Medicaid/Medicare, mentally ill, minorities, non-English speaking, North and 
South Omaha, prenatal, substance abusers, undocumented, uninsured/underinsured, veterans, WIC clients, women 
and children, young adults). 
 
This input was gathered primarily through the key informant survey as described above. A detailed list of 
participating stakeholders can be viewed in the PRC Report in the Appendix.  

Findings  
 

Identified Health Issues 
The following information summarizes the data for the top identified health issues in the 5-county community. A 
more comprehensive review of the data for these health issues and others are included in the full TriWest and PRC 
report in the Appendix.  
 
The 2011 PRC CHNA for Douglas, Sarpy, and Cass Counties, NE and Pottawattamie Counties, IA identified Mental 
Health and Substance Abuse as a key, priority health issue. This activated a process that led to the TriWest Group 
Assessment that identified the specific needs related to these health priorities. The 2015 PRC then validated that 
mental health and substance use continue to be priority health issues for this community. The following information 
details how these priorities were selected. Since Lasting Hope Recovery Center is an adult mental health facility 
offering mental health crisis assessment, triage, and both acute and sub-acute impatient care, they will only be 
focusing on mental health and substance abuse priorities.  
 
TriWest Group conducted an environmental scan of the Adult Behavioral Health System to look at the existing 
behavioral health system, providers of different levels of services within the community, and the gaps in services 
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across the spectrum.  These data were used to identify nine highest need priority gaps within the system that, if 
filled, could reduce the prevalence of the following issues: 

 Too many patients suffering from mental illness reporting to the emergency department, leading to a 
reduction in the Emergency Department’s capacity to address other medical  emergencies; 

 Too many people with mental illness requiring law enforcement to intervene, resulting in jail time; 

 Gaps in levels, and types, of care between inpatient and outpatient settings; making it difficult for people to 
successfully transition out of the hospital, leading to unnecessary hospital return for more inpatient 
treatment. 

 
The following tables provide data on the three gaps (gaps 2, 6, and 9) LHRC is leading initiatives around.  While LHRC 

will not be leading initiatives around the other six gaps, a CHI Health employee will participate in every workgroup for 

every gap.  

 

When evaluating gaps in access to care, key informants noted the community does not know where, or how, to 

access behavioral health services and that providers are overwhelmed with the number of patients needing services.  

Region 6 performance indicators noted that only 52% of levels of care meet the average time pertaining to the initial 

contact with the patient and admission, as a result of lengthy wait times from access issues.12 
Table 6: (Gap 2) Adult Outpatient Wait Times for Region 612 

Outpatient BH Treatment Continuum-Significant Waits Wait List Wait Time 

FQHC-based BH care-1 provider with wait time - 8 days 

Supported Housing   

Supported Services 
Rental Services 

5 
45 

60 days 
35 days 

Psychiatric Diagnosis, Medication Management & Support High=175 High=180days 

Specialty Outpatient Individual & Group   

Individual Counseling/Treatment 
Cognitive Processing 

High=175 
230 

0-180 days 
60 days 

Assertive Community Treatment 10 90 days 

Case Management & Post Crisis Community Support   

Intensive Community Support 
Long-Term Community Support 

High=15 
High=20 

14-20 days 
7-60 days 

Residential Treatment-Rehab High+10 14-61 days 

Transitional Housing-HUD/Salvation Army High=10 0-135 days 

Transitional Housing-MH Respite Beds High=46 15 days 
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Table 7: (Gap 6) Selected Crisis Services in Region 612 

Related Services # of 
Beds/Slots 

# People Served Per 
Year 

Crisis Stabilization Unit - - 

Psychiatric Emergency Room (psychiatric patients served at several ERs, 
however) 

- - 

Crisis Triage Response for Law Enforcement  420 

Jail/Prison Services for Diversion/Avoid Recidivism 65 517 

Emergency Rooms Services Provided to Psychiatric Patients 27 5,645 
 

 

Key informants noted difficulties attracting mental health professionals to the Midwest region, with specific mention 

of the greatest professional shortage being mid-level psychiatric specialists (e.g., nurses and nurse practitioners) 

compared to psychiatrists.12  

 
Table 8: (Gap 9) Shortage in Supply of Psychiatrists12 

County Needed 
Psychiatrists 

Psychiatrists 
in Region 

Shortage 

Cass 5 0 5 

Dodge 7 0 7 

Douglas 99 84 15 

Sarpy 29 3 26 

Washington 4 0 4 

Total 145 87 56 

 
Table 9: (Gap 9) Supply of Psychiatric Prescribers and Other Mental Health Professionals12 

County Psychiatrists ANPs & PAs Psychologists LIMHP/LMHP 

Cass 0 0 0 2 

Dodge 0 2 0 24 

Douglas 84 26 123 610 

Sarpy 3 1 11 67 

Washington 0 0 0 4 

Total 87 29 134 704 

 
For a more in depth look at data around the health needs of the community, refer to Appendices.  
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With LHRC being a behavioral health specific service provider, only behavioral health data from the PRC assessment 
is presented below. These data further supported the need for the TriWest assessment and the work around 
improving behavioral health across the identified community. Data from the PRC assessment does not include 
Washington and Dodge Counties, as they were not identified as part of the community assessed by PRC. However, 
mental health was identified as a community priority for Washington County in their local CHNA led by the health 
department serving that county.14 
 
Mental health was identified as a top “Area of Opportunity” in part due to 81.5% of key informants for the PRC 
Online Survey stating it is a “major problem” in the community, along with support from secondary data.  The 
primary challenges identified are around access to providers, resources and care.  Stigma, community education 
around the issue, and co-occurring morbidities are all major challenges as well.    

 
According to the data collected through the 2015 PRC Community Health Survey, 10.3% of the Metro Area 
population reported experiencing “fair” or “poor” mental health and disparities are found across income level, race, 
and gender (Figure 4).13   
 
Figure 4: Respondents who have experienced “Fair” or “Poor” mental health13 

 

  

                                                        
14 Three Rivers Public Health Department. 2016 Community Health Improvement Plan (CHIP). March 2016. 
http://threeriverspublichealth.org/Portals/0/March%202016%20CHIP%20Draft.pdf?ver=2016-03-18-152811-720 
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Figure 5: Respondents who have experienced symptoms of chronic depression13 

 

Prioritization Process 
PRC identified the “Areas of Opportunity” through consideration of various criteria, including: standing in comparison 
with benchmark data; identified trends; the magnitude of the issue in terms of the number of persons affected; and 
the perceptions of top health issues among key informants giving input to the process.  
 
TriWest Group met with The Behavioral Support Foundation, regional and state agencies, and provider leaders to 
review a preliminary set of nine priority gaps and recommendations.  The priority gaps were again reviewed on 
November 11, 2014.  Participants at both meetings approved the priority gaps.  
 
Data provided by the PRC CHNA was presented to hospital administration, Community Benefit teams, and 
community groups for validation of needs. All parties who reviewed the data found the data to accurately represent 
the needs of the community.  
 

Prioritized Health Needs  
More in-depth information on best practice and recommendations can be found in the full TriWest Assessment 
attached in the Appendices. 
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Table 10: Prioritized Needs Found in TriWest Assessment12 
 

Health Need Statement  Reason(s) for high priority 

Gap 1: Fragmentation and 

a lack of comprehensive 

system collaboration 

 Finding: Addressing this gap was found to be non-negotiable in order to achieve sustainable change.  

 Best Practice: utilization of a “formal, functional, data-driven, quality improvement based system level partnership 

 Recommendation: Create a “functioning, ongoing, and data-driven collaborative structure focused on continuous quality 
improvement and represents all key partners” 

Gap 2: Insufficient access 

to care 

 Finding: Non-profit providers are “maxed out” and overwhelmed with referrals 
o Lengthy wait times have been found across the system, some wait times up to 180 days for certain providers (see 

Table 6) 
o One of the 3 highest priority gaps identified  

 Best Practice: Use of “models that prioritize access to both initial appointments and prescribers; coordination among 
providers to develop a referral hub to utilize open opens slots as quickly as possible”  

 Recommendation: Review existing Omaha models; have outpatient/community providers conduct flow analysis; develop 
learning collaborative for providers 

Gap 3: Insufficient 

availability of integrated 

care for co-occurring 

disorder services and 

services to people with 

complex needs 

 Finding: Lack of ability to effectively respond to co-occurring mental illness and substance abuse, same deficiency when 
responding to co-occurring BH and physical health  

 Best Practice:  
o Mental Illness/Substance Use: establish ability of providers across levels of care  to treat co-occurring disorders; 

routine chemical dependency assessment/screening 
o Mental Illness/Physical Health: identification of the highest utilizers to establish cost-effectiveness  

 Recommendation: System-wide training around complexity competence of co-occurring disorders, behavioral health 
homes to utilize cost-effectiveness models 

Gap 4: Insufficient 

availability of intensive 

community-based services 

 Finding: Too little activity around intensive treatment capacity; available services are not enough to transition those served 
and support recovery 

 Best Practice: Increasing number of intensive supports to ensure services to meet community integration 

 Recommendation: add more Assertive Community Treatment or Integrated Dual Disorders Treatment Team; Critical Time 
Intervention 

Gap 5: Insufficient 

availability of Supported 

Employment 

 Finding: insufficient resources for Supported employment 

 Best Practice: Supported Employment model  

 Recommendation: collaboration with Nebraska’s vocational rehabilitation office; implementation of Individual Placement 
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and Support Model of Supported Employment 

Gap 6: Lack of a 

comprehensive psychiatric 

emergency system (PES) 

 Finding: need for comprehensive, 24/7 Psychiatric Emergency Support; enhanced medical capacity; inappropriate referrals 
to emergency rooms (Data shown in Table 5) 

 Best Practice: Single site with: 
o  Psychiatric emergency response, crisis triage, crisis stabilization 
o Coordinated medical clearance 
o Integrated detox capacity onsite 
o Coordination of access to inpatient psych and detox resources 
o Anchor for mobile crisis response 
o Primary site for forensic drop-off/jail diversion 
o Linkages to full system mental health and substance use disorder services 

 Recommendation: comprehensive psychiatric emergency system; agreement with all acute and sub-acute around roles and 
responsibilities; identify strategic investments needed 

Gap 7: Insufficient 

resources and supports to 

help people find and 

appropriate place to live 

 Finding: need for more Permanent Supportive Housing (PSH); lack of long-term, semi-permanent residential alternatives 

 Best Practice: Permanent Supportive Housing model (practice and framework); crisis residential and long-term residential 

 Recommendation: Increasing availability of PSH as a legislative advocacy and system effort;  identify potential funding for 
more semi-permanent residential alternatives; Delaware model 

Gap 8: Unavailability of 

First Episode Psychosis 

Care 

 Finding: Approx. 180 Region 6 adults have a first psychotic episode each year; no known First Episode Psychosis (FEP) Care 
Program in Region 6; FEP Care is cost-effective and has good outcomes 

 Best Practice: Dixon and colleagues’ model on illness management, medications, collaborative decision-making, supported 
education/employment, family psycho-education, and substance use disorder treatment 

 Recommendations: Cutting-edge practice 

Gap 9: Workforce 

shortages 

 Findings: psychiatrist shortage is slightly higher (estimated at 40%) than the national average of 38% (Data found in Tables 
6 and 7); no current nurse practitioner psychiatric specialist program or specific psychiatric nursing focus; licensed mental 
health professionals, residential staff, crisis workers, and certified peers are difficult to hirer; high turnover of CSP, 
rehabilitation, and recovery support staff 

 Best Practice: development of public-academic linkages, incentives for recruitment, development of more mid-level 
resources, development of career paths, and legislative modifications 

 Recommendations: Collective Impact model; development of public-academic linkages to encourage psychiatrists toward 
publicly funded system; develop of mid-level resources; develop extensive peer specialist resources and career paths 
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Based upon data gathered by PRC for the Community CHNA, the following “areas of opportunity” represent the 

significant health needs within the community.  For the purpose of this CHNA, the PRC “areas of opportunity” 

validate that Mental Health and Substance Abuse were, again, a key community health issue.   
 

Table 11: “Areas of Opportunity” identified by PRC13 

Health Need Statement  Reason(s) for high priority 

Access to Healthcare 
Services 

 Lack of healthcare insurance coverage rates in NE and SE Omaha are more than double 
the rates for all other areas of the Metro and 5% higher than the US rate.   

Cancer  Cancer is the #2 cause of death in the Metro Area  

 Age-Adjusted Mortality for Cancer is higher than Nebraska and The U.S. in all four Metro 
counties.   

 Large disparities exist in the Black population.   

Dementia & 
Alzheimer’s Diseases 

 Mortality due to Alzheimer’s disease is trending upward 

Diabetes  Very clear disparity exists among Metro Area Blacks around prevalence and mortality 
due to Diabetes.   

Heart Disease & Stroke  Heart Disease is the #1 cause of death in the Metro Area  

 Disparities exist in age-adjusted mortality among Metro Area Blacks for both heart 
disease and stroke.   

Injury & Violence  The violent crime rate of the Metro Area is higher than the U.S. and Nebraska as a whole 
with a rate of 418.8/100,000 for the Metro and 395.5 (U.S.) and 273.6 (NE) 

 Households with unlocked and loaded firearms are at 27% in NE Omaha, which is more 
than double all other areas of the Metro  

 Homicide mortality rate among Blacks is 16 times higher than that among Whites  

Mental Health  Over 85% of Key informants perceive Mental Health to be a “major” or “moderate” 
problem in the community.   

 Significant disparities exist among “low” (16.8%) and “very low” (30.8%) income 
populations experiencing “fair” or “poor” mental health (Metro=10.3%).  

 6.1% of school-age children have been diagnosed with depression, which is twice what is 
found nationally (2.6%) 

Nutrition, Physical 
Activity & Weight 

 34.3% and 38.7%, respectively, of “very low” and “low income” individuals find it “very” 
or “somewhat” difficult to buy affordable fresh produce 

 Over half of the Hispanic population is affected by food insecurity and nearly 40% of 
Blacks in the Metro Area.   

 The prevalence of total overweight in the Metro Area is 4.7% higher than that of the 
United States   

Respiratory Diseases  Pneumonia/Influenza age-adjusted mortality is significantly higher for Metro Area 
Blacks, than Whites.  

 Disparities exist for Blacks and “low”, and “very low” income for asthma and diagnosis 
has increased for children 0-17 in Douglas County since 2011.   
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Sexually Transmitted 
Diseases 

 Incidence rates for Chlamydia and Gonorrhea in Douglas County is higher than all of the 
Metro Area counties, Nebraska, Iowa and the U.S.   

 62% of key informants perceive STD’s as a “major” or “moderate” problem in the 
community.   

Substance Abuse  Mortality due to Cirrhosis/Liver Disease and Drug-Induced Deaths is trending up and 
Cirrhosis is higher for Metro Area Blacks.   

 Alcohol, Meth/Amphetamines and Prescription medications are considered the most 
problematic substances according to key informants.   

 

Resource Inventory 
 
An extensive list of resources for each PRC identified health area can be viewed in the PRC Community CHNA in the 
Appendices.   
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Evaluation of FY14-FY16 Community Health Needs Implementation Strategy 
 
The previous CHNA for CHI Health (formerly known as Alegent Creighton Health) was conducted in 2013. At this time, LHRC was licensed under 
Bergan Mercy Health system and was not required to complete a 2014-2016 Community Health Needs Implementation Strategy as they were 
included in the CHI Health Bergan Mercy Hospital plan.  However, LHRC still continued to provide Community Benefit including:  
 

Health Area Goals Overarching Activities Hospital Contributions Impact 

Behavioral/Mental 
Health 

Overall Goal 1: 
Increase access to 
mental/behavioral 
health services 

-Increase access for 
patients to receive 
wrap around services 

- Provide office space 
for community based 
organizations at a 
nominal cost  
 

-Space is provided to the following 
organization:  

 Salvation Army 

  Lutheran Family Services 

 National Alliance for the Mentally Ill-

Nebraska 

 Behavioral Health Education Center 

of Nebraska 

   - Provide free, non-
billed, counseling to 
patients who are 
discharged from LHRC 
and need to be seen 
within seven days of 
discharge but cannot 
get follow-up 
appointments within 
that time frame 

-FY16: 3 counseling session were held  

 Session 1: 22 people attended 

 Session 2: 31 people attended 

 Session 3: 33 people attended 

   -Support/participate in 
TriWest Group 
Assessment to identify 

-LHRC provided needed data and support to 
assessment 
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gaps of services across 
the Region 

-Currently leading initiatives around 3 of the 
9 identified gaps 
 
-CHI Health/LHRC are represented on every 
“Gap” group and actively engaged  

  -Increased education 
of community around 
behavioral health 

-Community 
presentations  

-80 people attended 
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Dissemination Plan 
 
Lasting Hope Recover Center will make its CHNA widely available to the public by posting the written report on 
http://www.chihealth.com/chna. A printed copy of the report will be available to the public upon request, free of 
charge, by contacting Kelly Nielsen at Kelly.nielsen@alegent.org or (402) 343-4548. In addition, a paper copy will be 
available at the Information Desk/Front Lobby Desk. 
 

Approval 
 

On behalf of the CHI Health Board, the Executive Committee of the Board approved this CHNA on 

____________________.  

 

  

55736
Typewritten Text
June 24, 2016
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Appendices 

 

Resources Available to Address Mental Health and Substance Abuse Needs 
 

Mental Health 

Act Team - HFS  
All Care  
Antonia Correa - UNMC/COPH/CRHD  
APA  
Behavioral Health at MMI and Children's  
Behavioral Health Parity Act  
Boys Town  
Campus for Hope  
Catholic Charities  
Center for Holistic Development  
Charles Drew Health Center  
CHI Health  
CHI Health Immanuel  
CHI Health Mercy  
CHI Health School Based Mental Health Program  
Child Protective Services  
Child Saving Institute  
Children's Hospital Behavioral Health  
Children's Square  
Churches  
Clinics  
Community Alliance  
Community Based Providers  
Connections Project  
County Mental Health  
Creighton  
Department of Health and Human Services  
Douglas County  
Douglas County Board of Mental Health  
Douglas County Corrections  
Douglas County Health Center  
Douglas County Health Department  
Douglas County Hospital  
Douglas County Mental Health Center  
Douglas County Outpatient  
EAP  
Early Home Visitation Prgm Funded by Promise 

Jewish Family Services  
Juan Diego Center   
Kim Foundation  
Lasting Hope Recovery Center  
Legislature  
LFS 
Lincoln Regional Center  
Living Hope  
Lutheran Family Services  
Magellan  
McDermott  
Medicaid  
Mental Health and Substance Abuse Network  
Mental Health Folk at Centrepoint  
Mental Health Partnership  
Methodist Counseling Program  
Methodist Foundation  
Methodist Jennie Edmundson Hospital  
MICAH House  
Munroe-Meyer Institute  
NAMI  
Nebraska Children's Home Society  
Nebraska Medicine  
Nebraska Urban Indian Health  
New Horizon Therapy  
NMC Psychiatry  
Nonprofit Agencies Offering Outpatient Services  
Omaha Campus for Hope and Catholic Charities  
Omaha Public Schools  
One World Community Health Center  
OWHC  
Personal Referrals  
Pottawattamie Case Management Services 
Pottawattamie County Mental Hlth and Substance 
Abuse  
Private Health Providers  
Private Institutions  
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Partners  
Emergency Room  
Family Connections  
Family Enrichment  
Family Network  
Federally Qualified Health Centers  
Fitness Centers/Gyms 
Fred Leroy Health and Wellness Center  
Friendship Program  
Glenwood Resource Center  
Greater Omaha Center in City of Omaha Detox 
Center  
HAB and SCL  
Heartland Family Services  
Homeless Shelters  
Hospitals  
IHH, HFS and CHI  
Inroads to Recovery  
Insurance Company  
Integrated Health Homes   

Private Mental Health Service Agencies  
Project Harmony  
Psych Associates  
Psych Services  
Region 6  
Regionalization of Mental Health Services  
RESPECT Clinic  
Richard Young  
Safe Haven  
Salvation Army  
School-Based Health Centers  
Schools  
Small Number of Beds at Nebraska Medicine  
SW IA Mental Health  
Three Health Systems  
United Way 211  
VA Hospital  
Visiting Nurses Association  
Voices for Children of Nebraska  
Youth Emergency Services 

Substance Abuse 

211  
Addiction Centers/Programs  
Alcoholic Anonymous  
Behavioral Health  
Boys Town  
Campus for Hope  
Catholic Charities  
Catholic Social Services  
Center for Holistic Development  
Charles Drew Health Center  
CHI Health  
CHI Health Mercy  
Child and Young Adult Treatment Programs 
Through CHI  
Coalition for Treatment of Drug Abuse  
Community Alliance  
Counseling  
Courts and Department of Human Services  
Department of Health and Human Services  
Detox in Downtown Omaha  
Douglas County Corrections  

Journey's Program  
Lasting Hope Recovery Center  
Law Enforcement   
LFS  
Lower Cost Services  
Lutheran Family Services  
Mental Health and Substance Abuse Network  
Methodist Jennie Edmundson Hospital  
NOVA  
NUIHC 
One World Community Health Center  
Open Door Mission  
PMIC in Glenwood 
Pottawattamie County Mental Hlth and Substance 
Abuse  
Primary Care Providers  
Private Health Providers  
Private Institutions  
Private Substance use and Metal Health 
Counselors  
Psych Associates  
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Drug Dependency Unit in Winnebago  
Family Health Services  
Fred Leroy Health and Wellness Center  
Gabriel's Corner  
GOCA of Greater Omaha  
Heartland Family Services  
Hospitals  
Inroads Counseling  
Inroads to Recovery  
Insurance Company  

Psych Services  
Region 6  
Salvation Army  
Siena Francis House  
Sliding Scale CD Evaluations Offered by CHI  
Sober Houses  
Stephen Center  
Teen Challenge of the Midlands  
Transitional Services  
United Way 211  
UNMC  
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Project Overview 

Project Goals 

This Community Health Needs Assessment, a follow-up to a similar study conducted in 2011, 

is a systematic, data-driven approach to determining the health status, behaviors and needs 

of residents in the Omaha metropolitan area (including Douglas, Sarpy, Cass, and 

Pottawattamie counties).  Subsequently, this information may be used to inform decisions and 

guide efforts to improve community health and wellness.   

A Community Health Needs Assessment provides information so that communities may 

identify issues of greatest concern and decide to commit resources to those areas, thereby 

making the greatest possible impact on community health status.  This Community Health 

Needs Assessment will serve as a tool toward reaching three basic goals: 

 

 To improve residents’ health status, increase their life spans, and elevate their 

overall quality of life.  A healthy community is not only one where its residents 

suffer little from physical and mental illness, but also one where its residents enjoy a 

high quality of life.  

 To reduce the health disparities among residents.  By gathering demographic 

information along with health status and behavior data, it will be possible to identify 

population segments that are most at-risk for various diseases and injuries.  

Intervention plans aimed at targeting these individuals may then be developed to 

combat some of the socio-economic factors which have historically had a negative 

impact on residents’ health.   

 To increase accessibility to preventive services for all community residents.  

More accessible preventive services will prove beneficial in accomplishing the first 

goal (improving health status, increasing life spans, and elevating the quality of life), 

as well as lowering the costs associated with caring for late-stage diseases resulting 

from a lack of preventive care. 

 

This assessment was sponsored by a coalition comprised of local health systems and local 

health departments.  Sponsors include: CHI Health (CHI Health Bergan Mercy, CHI Health 

Creighton University Medical Center, CHI Health Immanuel, CHI Health Lakeside, CHI Health 

Mercy Council Bluffs, and CHI Health Midlands); Douglas County Health Department; Live 

Well Omaha; Methodist Health System (Methodist Hospital, Methodist Jennie Edmundson 

Hospital, and Methodist Women’s Hospital); Nebraska Medicine (Nebraska Medicine–

Nebraska Medical Center and Nebraska Medicine–Bellevue); Pottawattamie County Public 

Health Department/VNA; and Sarpy/Cass County Department of Health and Wellness. 

This assessment was conducted by Professional Research Consultants, Inc. (PRC).  PRC is a 

nationally recognized healthcare consulting firm with extensive experience conducting 
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Community Health Needs Assessments such as this in hundreds of communities across the 

United States since 1994. 

 

Methodology 

This assessment incorporates data from both quantitative and qualitative sources.  

Quantitative data input includes primary research (the PRC Community Health Survey) and 

secondary research (vital statistics and other existing health-related data); these quantitative 

components allow for trending and comparison to benchmark data at the state and national 

levels. Qualitative data input includes primary research gathered through the administration of 

an Online Key Informant Survey. 

PRC Community Health Survey  

Survey Instrument 

The survey instrument used for this study is based largely on the Centers for Disease Control 

and Prevention (CDC) Behavioral Risk Factor Surveillance System (BRFSS), as well as 

various other public health surveys and customized questions addressing gaps in indicator 

data relative to health promotion and disease prevention objectives and other recognized 

health issues.  The final survey instrument was developed by the sponsoring organizations 

and PRC and is similar to the previous survey used in the region, allowing for data trending.  

Community Defined for This Assessment 

The study area for the survey effort (referred to as the “Metro Area” in this report) includes 

Douglas, Sarpy, and Cass counties in Nebraska, as well as Pottawattamie County in Iowa.  

Douglas County is further divided into 5 geographical areas (Northeast Omaha, Southeast 

Omaha, Northwest Omaha, Southwest Omaha, and Western Douglas County).  This 

community definition is illustrated in the following map. 
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Sample Approach & Design 

A precise and carefully executed methodology is critical in asserting the validity of the results 

gathered in the PRC Community Health Survey.  Thus, to ensure the best representation of 

the population surveyed, a telephone interview methodology — one that incorporates both 

landline and cell phone interviews — was employed.  The primary advantages of telephone 

interviewing are timeliness, efficiency, and random-selection capabilities. 

The sample design used for this effort consisted of a stratified random sample of individuals 

age 18 and older in the Metro Area. Initially, stratified targets were established for each county 

or subcounty area: 1,000 surveys in Douglas County (200 in each of the five subcounty 

areas); 200 in Cass County; and 400 in each of Sarpy and Pottawattamie counties.  In 

addition, multiple oversamples were implemented in Douglas County to: 1) increase samples 

among Black and Hispanic residents; and 2) increase samples to target a minimum of 50 

surveys in each ZIP Code in the county.  With these oversampling measures, the final sample 

included 2,622 Metro Area residents, including 1,621 in Douglas County, 400 in Sarpy 

County, 201 in Cass County, and 400 in Pottawattamie County.   

Once the interviews were completed, these were weighted in proportion to the actual 

population distribution so as to appropriately represent the Metro Area as a whole.  All 

administration of the surveys, data collection and data analysis was conducted by 

Professional Research Consultants, Inc. (PRC).  

For statistical purposes, the maximum rate of error associated with a sample size of 2,622 

respondents is ±1.8% at the 95 percent level of confidence. 
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Expected Error Ranges for a Sample of 2,622

Respondents at the 95 Percent Level of Confidence

Note:  The "response rate" (the percentage of a population giving a particular response) determines the error rate associated with that response. 

A "95 percent level of confidence" indicates that responses would fall within the expected error range on 95 out of 100 trials.

Examples:  If 10% of the sample of 2,622 respondents answered a certain question with a "yes," it can be asserted that between 8.9% and 11.1% (10%  1.1%) 

of the total population would offer this response.  

 If 50% of respondents said "yes," one could be certain with a 95 percent level of confidence that between 48.2% and 51.8% (50%  1.8%) 

of the total population would respond "yes" if asked this question.
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Sample Characteristics 

To accurately represent the population studied, PRC strives to minimize bias through 

application of a proven telephone methodology and random-selection techniques.  And, while 

this random sampling of the population produces a highly representative sample, it is a 

common and preferred practice to “weight” the raw data to improve this representativeness 

even further.  This is accomplished by adjusting the results of a random sample to match the 

geographic distribution and demographic characteristics of the population surveyed 

(poststratification), so as to eliminate any naturally occurring bias.  Specifically, once the raw 

data are gathered, respondents are examined by key demographic characteristics (namely 

gender, age, race, ethnicity, and poverty status) and a statistical application package applies 

weighting variables that produce a sample which more closely matches the population for 

these characteristics.  Thus, while the integrity of each individual’s responses is maintained, 

one respondent’s responses may contribute to the whole the same weight as, for example, 

1.1 respondents.  Another respondent, whose demographic characteristics may have been 

slightly oversampled, may contribute the same weight as 0.9 respondents.   

The following chart outlines the characteristics of the Metro Area sample for key demographic 

variables, compared to actual population characteristics revealed in census data.  [Note that 

the sample consisted solely of area residents age 18 and older; data on children were given 

by proxy by the person most responsible for that child’s healthcare needs, and these children 

are not represented demographically in this chart.] 
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Population & Survey Sample Characteristics
(Metro Area, 2015)

Sources:  Census 2010, Summary File 3 (SF 3).  US Census Bureau.

 2015 PRC Community Health Survey, Professional Research Consultants, Inc.
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Further note that the poverty descriptions and segmentation used in this report are based on 

administrative poverty thresholds determined by the US Department of Health & Human 

Services.  These guidelines define poverty status by household income level and number of 

persons in the household (e.g., the 2014 guidelines place the poverty threshold for a family of 

four at $23,850 annual household income or lower).  In sample segmentation: “very low 

income” refers to community members living in a household with defined poverty status; “low 

income” refers to households with incomes just above the poverty level, earning up to twice 

the poverty threshold; and “mid/high income” refers to those households living on incomes 

which are twice or more the federal poverty level. 

The sample design and the quality control procedures used in the data collection ensure that 

the sample is representative.  Thus, the findings may be generalized to the total population of 

community members in the defined area with a high degree of confidence. 

Online Key Informant Survey 

To solicit input from key informants, those individuals who have a broad interest in the health 

of the community, an Online Key Informant Survey was also implemented as part of this 

process. A list of recommended participants was provided by the sponsoring organizations; 

this list included names and contact information for physicians, public health representatives, 

other health professionals, social service providers, and a variety of other community leaders. 

Potential participants were chosen because of their ability to identify primary concerns of the 

populations with whom they work, as well as of the community overall.   

Key informants were contacted by email, introducing the purpose of the survey and providing 

a link to take the survey online; reminder emails were sent as needed to increase 

participation.  In all, 138 community stakeholders took part in the Online Key Informant 

Survey, as outlined in the following table: 
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Online Key Informant Survey Participation 

Key Informant Type Number Invited Number Participating 

Community/Business Leader 94 24 

Other Health 87 38 

Physician 49 14 

Public Health Representative 13 10 

Social Service Provider 113 52 

 

Final participation included representatives of the organizations outlined below. 

 Alegent Creighton Health 

 Alegent Creighton L Street Clinic 

 All Care Health Center 

 American Cancer Society 

 Bethany Lutheran Home 

 Broadway United Methodist Church 

 Building Healthy Futures 

 CASA 

 Catholic Charities of the Archdiocese of Omaha 

 Center for Health Policy and Ethics at Creighton University 

 Center for Holistic Development 

 Charles Drew Health Center Intercultural Senior Center 

 CHI Alegent Creighton Health Clinic-Bellevue 

 CHI Clinics 

 CHI Health 

 CHI Health Immanuel Medical Center 

 CHI Health Mercy Council Bluffs 

 Children's Hospital and Medical Center 

 Children's Square USA 

 City of Omaha 

 Connections Area Agency on Aging 

 Council Bluffs Senior Center, Inc. 

 Council Bluffs YMCA 

 Creighton University 

 Creighton University Health Sciences - MCAD 

 Creighton University School of Dentistry 

 Douglas County 

 Douglas County Commissioner 
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 Douglas County General Assistance 

 Douglas County Health Department 

 Douglas County Health Department 

 Douglas County Health Department 

 Eastern Nebraska Office on Aging 

 Food Bank for the Heartland 

 Fred Leroy Health and Wellness Center 

 Heartland Family Service 

 Hope Medical Outreach Coalition 

 Iowa Department of Human Services 

 Lamp Rynearson and Associates 

 Livewise 

 Local Government 

 Lutheran Family Services of Nebraska, Inc. 

 Methodist Health System 

 Methodist Jennie Edmundson Hospital 

 Methodist Physicians Clinic 

 Methodist Renaissance Health Clinic 

 Metro Area Continuum of Care for the Homeless 

 Nebraska Center for Healthy Families 

 Nebraska Children's Home Society 

 Nebraska Extension in Douglas-Sarpy Counties 

 Nebraska Medicine 

 Nebraska Medicine Clinics 

 Nebraska Medicine Family Medicine Bellevue 

 Nebraska Medicine Plattsmouth Internal Medicine Clinic 

 Nebraska Medicine/Diabetes Center 

 Nebraska Methodist Heidi Wilke SANE/SART Program 

 Nebraska Urban Indian Health Coalition 

 North Omaha Area Health Inc. 

 Omaha Fire Department 

 Omaha Housing Authority 

 Omaha Metropolitan Medical Response System 

 Omaha Police Department 

 OneWorld Community Health Centers 

 Pottawattamie County Board of Health 

 Pottawattamie County Community Services 

 Pottawattamie County WIC Program 

 Project Everlast Omaha 

 Project Harmony 
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 Refugee Empowerment Center 

 Refugee Health Collaborative 

 Salem Baptist Church 

 Sarpy County Cooperative Head Start 

 Siena/Francis House 

 Stephen Center, Inc. 

 Ted E. Bear Hollow 

 The Sherwood Foundation 

 Tobacco Free Sarpy 

 Together 

 Tri-City Food Pantry 

 University of NE Med Center College of Public Health 

 UNMC 

 UNMC/Center for Reducing Health Disparities 

 Visiting Nurse Association 

 VNA of Pottawattamie County 

 VODEC 

 Voices for Children in Nebraska 

 West Central Community Action 

 YMCA of Greater Omaha 

 Zion Recovery Services 

 

Through this process, input was gathered from several individuals whose organizations work 

with low-income, minority populations (including African-American, American Indian, Asian, 

asylees, Bhutanese, Burmese, Caucasian/White, child welfare system, children, disabled, 

elderly, ESL, hearing-impaired, Hispanic, homeless, immigrants/refugees, interracial families, 

Karen, LGBT, low-income, Medicaid, mentally ill, Middle Eastern, minorities, Muslim refugees, 

Nepali refugees, non-English speaking, North and South Omaha, residents of the suburbs, 

retired, rural, single-parent families, Somalian, Southeast Asian, Sudanese, teen pregnancy, 

underserved, undocumented, uninsured/ underinsured, veterans, Vietnamese, women and 

children, working professionals), or other medically underserved populations (including 

African-Americans, AIDS/HIV, autistic, Caucasian/white, children (including those with 

incarcerated parents and those of parents with mental illness), disabled, domestic abuse and 

sexual assault victims, elderly, ex-felons and recently incarcerated, Hispanic, homeless, 

immigrants/refugees, lack of transportation, LGBT, low-income, Medicaid/Medicare, mentally 

ill, minorities, non-English speaking, North and South Omaha, prenatal, substance abusers, 

undocumented, uninsured/underinsured, veterans, WIC clients, women and children, young 

adults). 
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In the online survey, key informants were asked to rate the degree to which various health 

issues are a problem in their own community. Follow-up questions asked them to describe 

why they identify problem areas as such, and how these might be better addressed. Results 

of their ratings, as well as their verbatim comments, are included throughout this report as 

they relate to the various other data presented. 

NOTE: These findings represent qualitative rather than quantitative data. The Online Key 

Informant Survey was designed to gather input from participants regarding their opinions and 

perceptions of the health of the residents in the area. Thus, these findings are based on 

perceptions, not facts. 

Public Health, Vital Statistics & Other Data 

A variety of existing (secondary) data sources was consulted to complement the research 

quality of this Community Health Needs Assessment.  Data for the Metro Area were obtained 

from the following sources (specific citations are included with the graphs throughout this 

report):   

 Center for Applied Research and Environmental Systems (CARES) 

 Centers for Disease Control & Prevention, Office of Infectious Disease, National 

Center for HIV/AIDS, Viral Hepatitis, STD, and TB Prevention 

 Centers for Disease Control & Prevention, Office of Public Health Science Services, 

Center for Surveillance, Epidemiology and Laboratory Services, Division of Health 

Informatics and Surveillance (DHIS) 

 Centers for Disease Control & Prevention, Office of Public Health Science Services, 

National Center for Health Statistics 

 Community Commons 

 ESRI ArcGIS Map Gallery 

 National Cancer Institute, State Cancer Profiles 

 OpenStreetMap (OSM) 

 US Census Bureau, American Community Survey 

 US Census Bureau, County Business Patterns 

 US Census Bureau, Decennial Census 

 US Department of Agriculture, Economic Research Service 

 US Department of Health & Human Services 

 US Department of Health & Human Services, Health Resources and Services 

Administration (HRSA) 

 US Department of Justice, Federal Bureau of Investigation 

 US Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics 

 

Note that the secondary data presented reflect a compilation of county-level data. 
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Benchmark Data 

Trending 

A similar survey was administered in the Metro Area in 2011 by PRC on behalf of the 

sponsoring organizations.  Trending data, as revealed by comparison to prior survey results, 

are provided throughout this report whenever available.  In addition, county-specific trending 

has been provided for Douglas County as well as Sarpy/Cass Counties (combined) based on 

similar surveys administered in 2002 and 2008.  Historical data for secondary data indicators 

are also included for the purposes of trending. 

Nebraska & Iowa Risk Factor Data 

Statewide risk factor data are provided where available as an additional benchmark against 

which to compare local survey findings; these data are reported in the most recent BRFSS 

(Behavioral Risk Factor Surveillance System) Prevalence and Trend Data published by the 

Centers for Disease Control and Prevention and the US Department of Health & Human 

Services.  State-level vital statistics are also provided for comparison of secondary data 

indicators. 

Nationwide Risk Factor Data 

Nationwide risk factor data, which are also provided in comparison charts, are taken from the 

2013 PRC National Health Survey; the methodological approach for the national study is 

identical to that employed in this assessment, and these data may be generalized to the US 

population with a high degree of confidence. National-level vital statistics are also provided for 

comparison of secondary data indicators. 

Healthy People 2020 

Healthy People provides science-based, 10-year national objectives for improving the health 

of all Americans.  The Healthy People initiative is grounded in the principle that setting 

national objectives and monitoring progress can motivate action.  For three decades, Healthy 

People has established benchmarks and monitored progress over time in order to:  

 Encourage collaborations across sectors. 

 Guide individuals toward making informed health 

decisions. 

 Measure the impact of prevention activities. 

 

Healthy People 2020 is the product of an extensive stakeholder feedback process that is 

unparalleled in government and health.  It integrates input from public health and prevention 

experts, a wide range of federal, state and local government officials, a consortium of more 

than 2,000 organizations, and perhaps most importantly, the public.  More than 8,000 

comments were considered in drafting a comprehensive set of Healthy People 2020 

objectives. 
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Determining Significance 

Differences noted in this report represent those determined to be significant.  For survey-

derived indicators (which are subject to sampling error), statistical significance is determined 

based on confidence intervals (at the 95 percent confidence level) using question-specific 

samples and response rates.  For secondary data indicators (which do not carry sampling 

error, but might be subject to reporting error), “significance,” for the purpose of this report, is 

determined by a 5% variation from the comparative measure.    

Information Gaps 

While this assessment is quite comprehensive, it cannot measure all possible aspects of 

health in the community, nor can it adequately represent all possible populations of interest.    

It must be recognized that these information gaps might in some ways limit the ability to 

assess all of the community’s health needs.  

For example, certain population groups — such as the homeless, institutionalized persons, or 

those who only speak a language other than English or Spanish — are not represented in the 

survey data.  Other population groups — for example, pregnant women, 

lesbian/gay/bisexual/transgender residents, undocumented residents, and members of certain 

racial/ethnic or immigrant groups — might not be identifiable or might not be represented in 

numbers sufficient for independent analyses.   

In terms of content, this assessment was designed to provide a comprehensive and broad 

picture of the health of the overall community.  However, there are certainly a great number of 

medical conditions that are not specifically addressed.   
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Summary of Findings 

Significant Health Needs of the Community  

The following “areas of opportunity” represent the significant health needs of the community, 

based on the information gathered through this Community Health Needs Assessment and 

the guidelines set forth in Healthy People 2020.  From these data, opportunities for health 

improvement exist in the area with regard to the following health issues (see also the 

summary tables presented in the following section).  

 

Areas of Opportunity Identified Through This Assessment 

Access to  
Healthcare Services 

 Barriers to Access: Difficultly Finding a Physician   

Cancer 

 Cancer Deaths  
o Including Lung Cancer, Prostate Cancer, Colorectal Cancer Deaths 

 Cancer Incidence  
o Including Female Breast Cancer, Lung Cancer, Colorectal Cancer 

Incidence 

 Cervical Cancer Screening  

Dementia, Including 
Alzheimer's Disease 

 Alzheimer’s Disease Deaths  

Diabetes 
 Diabetes Deaths 

 Diabetes ranked as a top concern in the Online Key Informant 
Survey.  

Heart Disease  
& Stroke 

 Stroke Prevalence 

 Heart Disease & Stroke ranked as a top concern in the Online 
Key Informant Survey.  

Injury & Violence 

 Safety Seat/Seat Belt Usage [Children] 

 Firearm-Related Deaths 

 Homicide Deaths 

 Violent Crime Rate & Victimization 

 Injury & Violence ranked as a top concern in the Online Key 
Informant Survey. 

Mental Health  Mental Health ranked as a top concern in the Online Key 
Informant Survey.  

Nutrition,  
Physical Activity  
& Weight 

 Overweight Prevalence [Adults] 

 Use of Local Trails 

 Children’s Physical Activity 

 Access to Recreation/Fitness Facilities 

 Nutrition, Weight, and Physical Activity ranked as a top concern in 
the Online Key Informant Survey.  

-- continued next page -- 
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Areas of Opportunity (continued) 

Respiratory 
Diseases 

 Chronic Lower Respiratory Disease (CLRD) Deaths 

Sexually  
Transmitted 
Diseases 

 Gonorrhea Incidence 

 Chlamydia Incidence 

 Multiple Sexual Partners 

 Sexually Transmitted Diseases ranked as a top concern in the 
Online Key Informant Survey.  

Substance Abuse 
 Cirrhosis/Liver Disease Deaths 

 Drug-Induced Deaths 

 Seeking Help for Alcohol/Drug Issues  

 

 

Summary Tables:  Comparisons With Benchmark Data 

The following tables provide an overview of indicators in the Metro Area, including 

comparisons among the individual communities, as well as trend data.  These data are 

grouped to correspond with the Focus Areas presented in Healthy People 2020. 

Reading the Summary Tables 

 In the following charts, Metro Area results are shown in the larger, blue column. 

 The peach columns [to the left of the green county columns] provide comparisons among 

the five subareas within Douglas County, identifying differences for each as “better than” (B), 

“worse than” (h), or “similar to” (d) the combined opposing areas. 

 The green columns [to the left of the Metro Area column] provide comparisons among the 

four counties comprising the service area, identifying differences for each as “better than” (B), 

“worse than” (h), or “similar to” (d) the combined opposing areas. 

  The columns to the right of the Metro Area column provide trending, as well as 

comparisons between local data and any available state and national findings, and Healthy 

People 2020 targets.  Again, symbols indicate whether the Metro Area compares favorably 

(B), unfavorably (h), or comparably (d) to these external data. 

Note that blank table cells signify that data are not available or are not reliable for that area 

and/or for that indicator. 

TREND SUMMARY  
(Current vs. Baseline Data) 
 
Survey Data Indicators:  
Trends for survey-derived 
indicators represent 
significant changes since 
2011. 
 
Other (Secondary) Data 
Indicators: Trends for 
other indicators (e.g., public 
health data) represent 
point-to-point changes 
between the most current 
reporting period and the 
earliest presented in this 
report (typically 
representing the span of 
roughly a decade).  



  COMMUNITY HEALTH NEEDS ASSESSMENT 

21 

 

 

Each County vs. Others (Douglas County Sub-County Areas vs. Other Sub-County Areas)   

Metro 
Area 

  Metro Area vs. Benchmarks 

 
Social Determinants 

NE 
Omaha 

SE 
Omaha 

NW 
Omaha 

SW 
Omaha 

Western 
Douglas 

Douglas 
County 

Sarpy 
County 

Cass 
County 

Pott. 
County 

  vs. IA vs. NE vs. US 
vs. 

HP2020 
TREND 

Linguistically Isolated Population (Percent)           h d B d   3.3 h h B     
            4.2 1.9 0.2 1.9     1.8 3.0 4.8     

Population in Poverty (Percent)           h B B h   12.4 d d B     
            14.3 6.6 6.4 13.8     12.4 12.8 15.4     

Population Below 200% FPL (Percent)            h B B h   28.8 B B B     
            31.9 19.4 19.6 30.8     30.4 31.6 34.2     

Children Below 200% FPL (Percent)           h B B h   37.0 d B B     
            40.6 26.1 25.9 40.9     37.9 40.2 43.8     

No High School Diploma (Age 25+, Percent)            h B B h   9.3 d d B     
            10.5 5.1 6.0 10.7     9.0 9.6 14.0     

Unemployment Rate (Age 16+, Percent)                      3.2 B h B   B 
                        3.5 3.0 5.6   4.4 

 

Note: In the green section, each county is compared against all others combined (sub-county areas compared to other sub-
county areas).  Throughout these tables, a blank or empty cell indicates that data are not available for this indicator or that 

sample sizes are too small to provide meaningful results. 

      B d h   

 
      better similar worse   

 
                                

 

Each County vs. Others (Douglas County Sub-County Areas vs. Other Sub-County Areas)   

Metro 
Area 

  Metro Area vs. Benchmarks 

 
Overall Health 

NE 
Omaha 

SE 
Omaha 

NW 
Omaha 

SW 
Omaha 

Western 
Douglas 

Douglas 
County 

Sarpy 
County 

Cass 
County 

Pott. 
County 

  vs. IA vs. NE vs. US 
vs. 

HP2020 
TREND 

% "Fair/Poor" Physical Health h h B B B d B d h   10.9 B B B   d 
  15.6 17.6 7.1 7.9 7.0 11.2 6.7 15.6 14.8     14.4 13.9 15.3   12.7 

% Activity Limitations h d B d d d d d h   18.5 d d B   d 
  22.2 18.6 13.8 17.2 13.6 17.5 17.5 16.1 26.1     19.1 18.8 21.5   18.4 

 

Note: In the green section, each county is compared against all others combined (sub-county areas compared to other sub-
county areas).  Throughout these tables, a blank or empty cell indicates that data are not available for this indicator or that 

sample sizes are too small to provide meaningful results. 

      B d h   

 
      better similar worse   
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Each County vs. Others (Douglas County Sub-County Areas vs. Other Sub-County Areas)   

Metro 
Area 

  Metro Area vs. Benchmarks 

 
Access to Health Services 

NE 
Omaha 

SE 
Omaha 

NW 
Omaha 

SW 
Omaha 

Western 
Douglas 

Douglas 
County 

Sarpy 
County 

Cass 
County 

Pott. 
County 

  vs. IA vs. NE vs. US 
vs. 

HP2020 
TREND 

% [Age 18-64] Lack Health Insurance h h B B B h B d d   9.1 B B B h B 
  21.6 19.6 4.5 2.6 6.1 10.8 5.3 8.2 6.5     12.7 17.6 15.1 0.0 12.1 

% [Insured] Went Without Coverage in Past Year h d d B B d d B d   6.0     B   d 
  10.7 9.2 5.5 4.2 1.7 6.5 5.4 3.3 5.4         8.1   5.5 

% Difficulty Accessing Healthcare in Past Year 
(Composite) h d d d B h B d d   33.9     B   d 
  42.2 39.3 34.2 34.2 25.2 36.4 26.4 31.4 33.4         39.9   33.4 

% Inconvenient Hrs Prevented Dr Visit in Past 
Year d d d d B d d d d   13.9     d   d 
  17.3 12.2 12.9 16.8 5.1 14.4 11.6 12.1 15.2         15.4   12.5 

% Cost Prevented Getting Prescription in Past 
Year h d d d B h B B d   12.4     B   d 
  20.4 14.2 12.6 11.5 9.3 14.1 7.0 6.0 13.8         15.8   14.3 

% Cost Prevented Physician Visit in Past Year h B B d B d B d d   12.3     B   B 
  22.0 9.7 8.9 13.6 6.4 13.1 8.4 12.4 14.3         18.2   14.5 

% Difficulty Getting Appointment in Past Year h d d d B h B d d   12.2     B   d 
  16.3 16.3 10.4 11.9 9.0 13.2 8.0 14.4 13.1         17.0   10.5 

% Difficulty Finding Physician in Past Year d d d d B h B d d   9.3     d   h 
  13.0 11.3 9.0 10.1 2.3 10.3 6.1 11.0 8.6         11.0   6.6 

% Cultural/Language Differences Prevented Med 
Care/Past Yr d d d d B h B B d   0.5           
  0.8 1.5 0.6 0.6 0.0 0.8 0.0 0.0 0.2               

% Transportation Hindered Dr Visit in Past Year h h B B B h B d d   5.3     B   d 
  13.8 9.1 1.8 3.0 1.3 6.1 1.9 6.0 5.9         9.4   4.7 

% [Sarpy/Cass/Pott.] Traveled 30+ Min for Medical 
Appt/Past Yr             B h h   14.6         B 
              7.8 39.7 19.0             19.6 
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Each County vs. Others (Douglas County Sub-County Areas vs. Other Sub-County Areas)   

Metro 
Area 

  Metro Area vs. Benchmarks 

 
Access to Health Services (continued) 

NE 
Omaha 

SE 
Omaha 

NW 
Omaha 

SW 
Omaha 

Western 
Douglas 

Douglas 
County 

Sarpy 
County 

Cass 
County 

Pott. 
County 

  vs. IA vs. NE vs. US 
vs. 

HP2020 
TREND 

% Skipped Prescription Doses to Save Costs h d d d B d B d h   13.7     d   d 
  23.2 12.4 12.3 12.9 5.7 14.5 8.6 13.7 17.8         15.3   13.6 

Primary Care Doctors per 100,000           B B h h   81.0 B B B     
            98.4 51.9 31.8 46.3     72.7 71.2 74.5     

% Have a Particular Place for Medical Care d h d d B d d d B   85.8     B   d 
  87.6 80.3 85.1 84.7 90.9 84.9 86.7 84.0 89.5         76.3   86.3 

% Difficulty Getting Child's Healthcare in Past 
Year h d B d B d d d d   3.3     B   d 
  11.8 2.8 0.9 1.4 0.0 3.5 2.6 1.0 4.5         6.0   1.9 

% Have Had Routine Checkup in Past Year d d d d h h B d B   67.1 h B d   d 
  64.7 67.9 65.3 64.4 57.1 65.0 71.2 67.4 72.1     69.6 61.6 65.0   66.8 

% Child Has Had Checkup in Past Year d d d d d d d d d   86.3     d   d 
  85.0 84.1 85.9 83.5 90.2 85.0 88.3 89.9 88.0         84.1   87.8 

% Two or More ER Visits in Past Year h d B B d d B B h   5.2     B   d 
  10.2 6.8 2.5 2.4 4.8 5.1 2.5 2.7 10.9         8.9   4.9 

% Rate Local Healthcare "Fair/Poor" h d B B B d B d h   10.1     B   d 
  18.6 13.2 6.9 5.0 4.4 9.9 7.4 14.8 13.4         16.5   8.9 

 

Note: In the green section, each county is compared against all others combined (sub-county areas compared to other sub-
county areas).  Throughout these tables, a blank or empty cell indicates that data are not available for this indicator or that 

sample sizes are too small to provide meaningful results. 

      B d h   

 
      better similar worse   
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Each County vs. Others (Douglas County Sub-County Areas vs. Other Sub-County Areas)   

Metro 
Area 

  Metro Area vs. Benchmarks 

 Arthritis, Osteoporosis & Chronic Back 
Conditions 

NE 
Omaha 

SE 
Omaha 

NW 
Omaha 

SW 
Omaha 

Western 
Douglas 

Douglas 
County 

Sarpy 
County 

Cass 
County 

Pott. 
County 

  vs. IA vs. NE vs. US 
vs. 

HP2020 
TREND 

% [50+] Arthritis/Rheumatism h d d B d d d B h   30.1     B   d 
  37.2 30.1 28.1 24.5 27.5 29.4 27.3 20.9 39.2         37.3   32.5 

% [50+] Osteoporosis h d d B d d d d d   8.7     B h d 
  12.1 9.4 8.9 5.2 5.4 8.4 8.3 9.4 10.2         13.5 5.3 9.6 

% Sciatica/Chronic Back Pain h d d d d h B d d   16.2     d   d 
  22.7 13.0 18.5 14.7 19.7 17.3 12.2 14.0 17.0         18.4   15.1 

 

Note: In the green section, each county is compared against all others combined (sub-county areas compared to other sub-
county areas).  Throughout these tables, a blank or empty cell indicates that data are not available for this indicator or that 

sample sizes are too small to provide meaningful results. 

      B d h   

 
      better similar worse   

 
                                

 

Each County vs. Others (Douglas County Sub-County Areas vs. Other Sub-County Areas)   

Metro 
Area 

  Metro Area vs. Benchmarks 

 
Cancer 

NE 
Omaha 

SE 
Omaha 

NW 
Omaha 

SW 
Omaha 

Western 
Douglas 

Douglas 
County 

Sarpy 
County 

Cass 
County 

Pott. 
County 

  vs. IA vs. NE vs. US 
vs. 

HP2020 
TREND 

Cancer (Age-Adjusted Death Rate)           d B d d   178.5 d h h h B 
            180.5 167.6 176.4 184.2     170.0 163.4 166.2 161.4 189.6 

Lung Cancer (Age-Adjusted Death Rate)                     51.4 h h h h   
                        46.6 42.7 44.7 45.5   

Prostate Cancer (Age-Adjusted Death Rate)                     22.3 h d h d   
                        20.0 21.6 19.8 21.8   

Female Breast Cancer (Age-Adjusted Death Rate)                     21.9 h h d h   
                        19.6 20.2 21.3 20.7   

Colorectal Cancer (Age-Adjusted Death Rate)                     16.7 d d h h   
                        16.3 16.0 14.9 14.5   

Prostate Cancer Incidence per 100,000           h h B B   135.0 d d B     
            140.1 136.7 117.6 115.7     133.3 136.6 142.3     
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Each County vs. Others (Douglas County Sub-County Areas vs. Other Sub-County Areas)   

Metro 
Area 

  Metro Area vs. Benchmarks 

 
Cancer (continued) 

NE 
Omaha 

SE 
Omaha 

NW 
Omaha 

SW 
Omaha 

Western 
Douglas 

Douglas 
County 

Sarpy 
County 

Cass 
County 

Pott. 
County 

  vs. IA vs. NE vs. US 
vs. 

HP2020 
TREND 

Female Breast Cancer Incidence per 100,000           d d B h   131.8 h h h     
            132.5 124.8 121.3 139.7     124.8 121.8 122.7     

Lung Cancer Incidence per 100,000           d B d h   73.8 h h h     
            72.5 64.9 67.5 90.4     66.8 60.0 64.9     

Colorectal Cancer Incidence per 100,000           d B d h   48.5 d d h     
            47.6 46.3 50.0 54.3     48.4 48.4 43.3     

Cervical Cancer Incidence per 100,000           d B   d   6.5 d B B     
            6.7 5.7   6.5     6.8 7.2 7.8     

% Skin Cancer d B d h d d d h d   5.1 B d d   d 
  3.2 2.0 5.2 6.8 5.0 4.6 5.3 10.6 6.2     6.1 5.9 6.7   5.3 

% Cancer (Other Than Skin) d d d d d B d d h   5.2 B B d   d 
  6.2 3.3 2.9 4.9 6.7 4.5 5.5 8.5 8.0     7.1 6.8 6.1   5.8 

% [Women 50-74] Mammogram in Past 2 Years d d B d d d d d d   80.2 d B d d d 
  76.5 79.3 86.3 78.0 86.9 80.2 85.4 78.0 73.6     78.2 72.9 83.6 81.1 82.3 

% [Women 21-65] Pap Smear in Past 3 Years h d d d d d B d d   79.7 d B h h h 
  69.4 82.6 80.0 81.6 82.3 78.8 85.3 77.6 75.7     78.0 76.6 83.9 93.0 86.7 

% [Age 50-75] Colorectal Cancer Screening d h B d d d d d d   74.4     d B d 
  73.5 61.7 84.9 78.6 75.3 75.6 72.8 72.1 71.6         75.1 70.5 75.3 

 

Note: In the green section, each county is compared against all others combined (sub-county areas compared to other sub-
county areas).  Throughout these tables, a blank or empty cell indicates that data are not available for this indicator or that 

sample sizes are too small to provide meaningful results. 

      B d h   

 
      better similar worse   
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Each County vs. Others (Douglas County Sub-County Areas vs. Other Sub-County Areas)   

Metro 
Area 

  Metro Area vs. Benchmarks 

 
Chronic Kidney Disease 

NE 
Omaha 

SE 
Omaha 

NW 
Omaha 

SW 
Omaha 

Western 
Douglas 

Douglas 
County 

Sarpy 
County 

Cass 
County 

Pott. 
County 

  vs. IA vs. NE vs. US 
vs. 

HP2020 
TREND 

Kidney Disease (Age-Adjusted Death Rate)           d d   B   11.6 h h B   B 
            12.2 11.8   9.9     8.2 9.8 13.2   13.0 

% Kidney Disease d h B d d d d d d   2.3 d d d     
  3.0 4.5 1.0 1.5 3.8 2.4 1.6 3.8 2.8     2.2 2.0 3.0     

 

Note: In the green section, each county is compared against all others combined (sub-county areas compared to other sub-
county areas).  Throughout these tables, a blank or empty cell indicates that data are not available for this indicator or that 

sample sizes are too small to provide meaningful results. 

      B d h   

 
      better similar worse   

 
                                

 

Each County vs. Others (Douglas County Sub-County Areas vs. Other Sub-County Areas)   

Metro 
Area 

  Metro Area vs. Benchmarks 

 
Dementias, Including Alzheimer's Disease 

NE 
Omaha 

SE 
Omaha 

NW 
Omaha 

SW 
Omaha 

Western 
Douglas 

Douglas 
County 

Sarpy 
County 

Cass 
County 

Pott. 
County 

  vs. IA vs. NE vs. US 
vs. 

HP2020 
TREND 

Alzheimer's Disease (Age-Adjusted Death Rate)           B B h h   28.1 B h h   h 
            26.3 25.3 33.9 36.9     30.3 24.7 24.0   23.9 

 

Note: In the green section, each county is compared against all others combined (sub-county areas compared to other sub-
county areas).  Throughout these tables, a blank or empty cell indicates that data are not available for this indicator or that 

sample sizes are too small to provide meaningful results. 

      B d h   

 
      better similar worse   

 
                                

 

Each County vs. Others (Douglas County Sub-County Areas vs. Other Sub-County Areas)   

Metro 
Area 

  Metro Area vs. Benchmarks 

 
Diabetes 

NE 
Omaha 

SE 
Omaha 

NW 
Omaha 

SW 
Omaha 

Western 
Douglas 

Douglas 
County 

Sarpy 
County 

Cass 
County 

Pott. 
County 

  vs. IA vs. NE vs. US 
vs. 

HP2020 
TREND 

Diabetes Mellitus (Age-Adjusted Death Rate)           d B   h   22.7 h h h h d 
            23.3 18.6   26.5     18.8 21.4 21.3 20.5 23.4 

% Diabetes/High Blood Sugar h d d B d d d d d   9.4 d d B   d 
  13.4 12.7 7.3 6.2 8.9 9.5 7.9 11.2 11.0     9.3 9.2 11.7   10.6 

% Borderline/Pre-Diabetes d d d d d d d d d   5.2     d     
  5.0 5.0 7.7 4.5 6.2 5.6 3.6 4.9 5.8         5.1     

% [Non-Diabetes] Blood Sugar Tested in Past 3 
Years d d d d B d d d d   49.5     d     
  45.2 51.0 51.1 48.6 61.4 49.7 48.6 48.4 50.3         49.2     
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Each County vs. Others (Douglas County Sub-County Areas vs. Other Sub-County Areas)   

Metro 
Area 

  Metro Area vs. Benchmarks 

 
Diabetes (continued) 

NE 
Omaha 

SE 
Omaha 

NW 
Omaha 

SW 
Omaha 

Western 
Douglas 

Douglas 
County 

Sarpy 
County 

Cass 
County 

Pott. 
County 

  vs. IA vs. NE vs. US 
vs. 

HP2020 
TREND 

% [Diabetics] Taking Insulin/Medication                     82.4     d   d 
                            80.4   83.4 

 

Note: In the green section, each county is compared against all others combined (sub-county areas compared to other sub-
county areas).  Throughout these tables, a blank or empty cell indicates that data are not available for this indicator or that 

sample sizes are too small to provide meaningful results. 

      B d h   

 
      better similar worse   

 
                                

 

Each County vs. Others (Douglas County Sub-County Areas vs. Other Sub-County Areas)   

Metro 
Area 

  Metro Area vs. Benchmarks 

 
Educational & Community-Based Programs 

NE 
Omaha 

SE 
Omaha 

NW 
Omaha 

SW 
Omaha 

Western 
Douglas 

Douglas 
County 

Sarpy 
County 

Cass 
County 

Pott. 
County 

  vs. IA vs. NE vs. US 
vs. 

HP2020 
TREND 

% Attended Health Event in Past Year d d d d B d d h d   24.6     d   d 
  27.1 24.8 23.6 20.9 32.9 24.3 27.7 18.5 22.4         23.8   23.8 

% “Frequently/Sometimes” Use Email/Text w/Dr or 
Hospital d d d d d d d d h   24.2         B 
  22.7 22.5 28.3 24.2 22.5 24.4 25.6 25.3 20.3             11.6 

% Have a Completed Advance Directive/Living 
Will d h d B B d d d d   31.9         B 
  28.5 21.5 33.9 36.5 46.0 31.7 33.0 29.7 31.8             29.2 

% Health Info is Seldom/Never Easy to 
Understand h h d B B d d d d   6.0           
  10.4 10.2 4.5 2.9 1.6 6.3 5.4 6.1 4.4               

% Always/Nearly Always Need Someone to Help 
Read Health Info d d h B B h B d d   3.3           
  3.2 4.0 6.6 2.3 0.5 3.8 1.4 3.8 3.5               

% Health Info is Seldom/Never Spoken in an 
Easily Understood Way h h d B B d d d d   5.9           
  10.4 10.2 4.5 2.9 1.6 6.3 5.4 6.1 4.4               

% "Not At All Confident" About Filling Out Health 
Forms d d d d B d d h d   2.4           
  1.4 2.8 3.9 2.0 1.0 2.4 2.1 5.9 1.8               

 

Note: In the green section, each county is compared against all others combined (sub-county areas compared to other sub-
county areas).  Throughout these tables, a blank or empty cell indicates that data are not available for this indicator or that 

sample sizes are too small to provide meaningful results. 

      B d h   

 
      better similar worse   
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Each County vs. Others (Douglas County Sub-County Areas vs. Other Sub-County Areas)   

Metro 
Area 

  Metro Area vs. Benchmarks 

 
Family Planning 

NE 
Omaha 

SE 
Omaha 

NW 
Omaha 

SW 
Omaha 

Western 
Douglas 

Douglas 
County 

Sarpy 
County 

Cass 
County 

Pott. 
County 

  vs. IA vs. NE vs. US 
vs. 

HP2020 
TREND 

Births to Teenagers (Percent)           h B       5.6 B B B   B 
            6.3 4.0         6.5 6.4 7.8   8.2 

 

Note: In the green section, each county is compared against all others combined (sub-county areas compared to other sub-
county areas).  Throughout these tables, a blank or empty cell indicates that data are not available for this indicator or that 

sample sizes are too small to provide meaningful results. 

      B d h   

 
      better similar worse   

 
                                

 

Each County vs. Others (Douglas County Sub-County Areas vs. Other Sub-County Areas)   

Metro 
Area 

  Metro Area vs. Benchmarks 

 Hearing & Other Sensory or Communication 
Disorders 

NE 
Omaha 

SE 
Omaha 

NW 
Omaha 

SW 
Omaha 

Western 
Douglas 

Douglas 
County 

Sarpy 
County 

Cass 
County 

Pott. 
County 

  vs. IA vs. NE vs. US 
vs. 

HP2020 
TREND 

% Deafness/Trouble Hearing d d d d d B d d h   8.6     d   d 
  8.1 7.5 5.8 7.9 6.7 7.3 8.4 9.3 15.9         10.3   9.8 

 

Note: In the green section, each county is compared against all others combined (sub-county areas compared to other sub-
county areas).  Throughout these tables, a blank or empty cell indicates that data are not available for this indicator or that 

sample sizes are too small to provide meaningful results. 

      B d h   

 
      better similar worse   

 
                                

 

Each County vs. Others (Douglas County Sub-County Areas vs. Other Sub-County Areas)   

Metro 
Area 

  Metro Area vs. Benchmarks 

 
Heart Disease & Stroke 

NE 
Omaha 

SE 
Omaha 

NW 
Omaha 

SW 
Omaha 

Western 
Douglas 

Douglas 
County 

Sarpy 
County 

Cass 
County 

Pott. 
County 

  vs. IA vs. NE vs. US 
vs. 

HP2020 
TREND 

Diseases of the Heart (Age-Adjusted Death Rate)           d B d h   151.3 B d B d B 
            151.5 139.5 150.1 165.7     168.4 147.2 171.3 156.9 184.5 

Stroke (Age-Adjusted Death Rate)           h h B B   38.2 h h d h B 
            40.8 38.7 29.2 29.3     34.3 36.0 37.0 34.8 47.8 

% Heart Disease (Heart Attack, Angina, Coronary 
Disease) d d d d d d d d d   5.1     d   d 
  4.8 4.8 3.7 5.9 4.1 4.8 5.2 4.1 6.9         6.1   5.2 

% Stroke d d d d d d B B h   3.4 d h d   h 
  3.1 5.4 3.8 3.1 3.1 3.7 1.3 0.3 5.5     2.8 2.5 3.9   2.3 

 

Note: In the green section, each county is compared against all others combined (sub-county areas compared to other sub-
county areas).  Throughout these tables, a blank or empty cell indicates that data are not available for this indicator or that 

sample sizes are too small to provide meaningful results. 

      B d h   

 
      better similar worse   
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Each County vs. Others (Douglas County Sub-County Areas vs. Other Sub-County Areas)   

Metro 
Area 

  Metro Area vs. Benchmarks 

 
HIV 

NE 
Omaha 

SE 
Omaha 

NW 
Omaha 

SW 
Omaha 

Western 
Douglas 

Douglas 
County 

Sarpy 
County 

Cass 
County 

Pott. 
County 

  vs. IA vs. NE vs. US 
vs. 

HP2020 
TREND 

HIV/AIDS (Age-Adjusted Death Rate)                     1.3 h h B B B 
                        0.7 0.9 2.2 3.3 1.9 

HIV Prevalence per 100,000           h B B h   184.9 h h B     
            238.3 81.7 61.8 96.5     68.1 115.1 340.4     

% [Age 18-44] HIV Test in the Past Year B d d h d B h h d   18.0     d   d 
  33.1 25.9 14.9 13.4 12.1 20.5 10.6 7.7 17.7         19.3   16.1 

 

Note: In the green section, each county is compared against all others combined (sub-county areas compared to other sub-
county areas).  Throughout these tables, a blank or empty cell indicates that data are not available for this indicator or that 

sample sizes are too small to provide meaningful results. 

      B d h   

 
      better similar worse   

 
                                

 

Each County vs. Others (Douglas County Sub-County Areas vs. Other Sub-County Areas)   

Metro 
Area 

  Metro Area vs. Benchmarks 

 
Immunization & Infectious Diseases 

NE 
Omaha 

SE 
Omaha 

NW 
Omaha 

SW 
Omaha 

Western 
Douglas 

Douglas 
County 

Sarpy 
County 

Cass 
County 

Pott. 
County 

  vs. IA vs. NE vs. US 
vs. 

HP2020 
TREND 

% Have Completed Hepatitis B Vaccination Series d d d d B d B d h   43.0     d   B 
  40.5 41.9 45.7 37.9 51.3 41.9 50.9 40.8 37.6         44.7   28.9 

 

Note: In the green section, each county is compared against all others combined (sub-county areas compared to other sub-
county areas).  Throughout these tables, a blank or empty cell indicates that data are not available for this indicator or that 

sample sizes are too small to provide meaningful results. 

      B d h   

 
      better similar worse   

 
                                

 

Each County vs. Others (Douglas County Sub-County Areas vs. Other Sub-County Areas)   

Metro 
Area 

  Metro Area vs. Benchmarks 

 
Injury & Violence Prevention 

NE 
Omaha 

SE 
Omaha 

NW 
Omaha 

SW 
Omaha 

Western 
Douglas 

Douglas 
County 

Sarpy 
County 

Cass 
County 

Pott. 
County 

  vs. IA vs. NE vs. US 
vs. 

HP2020 
TREND 

Unintentional Injury (Age-Adjusted Death Rate)           B B h h   32.5 B B B B d 
            32.1 29.3 42.3 38.2     39.8 36.1 39.2 36.4 31.2 

Motor Vehicle Crashes (Age-Adjusted Death Rate)           d B   h   7.1 B B B B B 
            6.6 5.5   9.9     11.1 11.4 10.7 12.4 9.6 
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Each County vs. Others (Douglas County Sub-County Areas vs. Other Sub-County Areas)   

Metro 
Area 

  Metro Area vs. Benchmarks 

 
Injury & Violence Prevention (continued) 

NE 
Omaha 

SE 
Omaha 

NW 
Omaha 

SW 
Omaha 

Western 
Douglas 

Douglas 
County 

Sarpy 
County 

Cass 
County 

Pott. 
County 

  vs. IA vs. NE vs. US 
vs. 

HP2020 
TREND 

% Perceive Neighborhood as "Slightly/Not At All 
Safe" h h B B B h B B d   18.0         d 
  40.3 35.8 18.5 7.3 2.7 22.4 5.4 3.5 17.9             17.4 

% Child [Age 0-17] "Always" Uses Seat Belt/Car 
Seat d h d B B h B d d   91.0     d   h 
  91.7 80.0 83.8 92.9 95.9 88.3 97.0 88.1 93.3         92.2   93.9 

% Child [Age 5-17] "Always" Wears Bicycle 
Helmet h d d d d d d h h   42.9     d   d 
  33.2 35.3 47.1 51.6 50.6 44.6 50.2 24.0 24.3         48.7   43.5 

Firearm-Related Deaths (Age-Adjusted Death 
Rate)           h B   d   10.0 h h d h h 
            11.2 5.1   10.4     7.4 9.0 10.4 9.3 8.3 

% Firearm in Home B B d h h B d h h   30.2     B   B 
  21.3 15.5 28.3 32.3 44.9 26.2 33.8 60.9 39.0         34.7   33.7 

% [Homes With Children] Firearm in Home B B d h h B d h h   29.2     B   d 
  12.1 8.2 29.4 32.1 37.8 23.2 34.3 64.8 42.9         37.4   32.3 

% [Homes With Firearms] Weapon(s) Unlocked & 
Loaded h d B d d d B d d   11.8     B   d 
  27.0 8.2 5.5 12.0 8.3 12.1 7.3 11.6 17.0         16.8   10.4 

Homicide (Age-Adjusted Death Rate)                     6.2 h h h h h 
                        2.0 3.8 5.3 5.5 4.1 

Violent Crime per 100,000           h B B h   418.8 h h h     
            477.7 66.9 72.3 789.9     266.0 273.6 395.5     

% Victim of Violent Crime in Past 5 Years h d d B B h B B B   3.6     d   h 
  9.2 5.9 3.6 3.1 0.2 4.9 0.7 0.8 1.7         2.8   2.5 

% Intimate Partner Was Controlling/Harassing in 
Past 5 Yrs h h B B B B d d h   4.4         B 
  5.8 7.6 1.6 2.0 0.5 3.7 3.6 4.8 8.7             6.4 
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Each County vs. Others (Douglas County Sub-County Areas vs. Other Sub-County Areas)   

Metro 
Area 

  Metro Area vs. Benchmarks 

 
Injury & Violence Prevention (continued) 

NE 
Omaha 

SE 
Omaha 

NW 
Omaha 

SW 
Omaha 

Western 
Douglas 

Douglas 
County 

Sarpy 
County 

Cass 
County 

Pott. 
County 

  vs. IA vs. NE vs. US 
vs. 

HP2020 
TREND 

% Victim of Domestic Violence (Ever) h d d B B d B d h   11.6     B   d 
  16.9 12.8 11.7 9.3 3.2 11.9 8.1 11.0 15.6         15.0   12.0 

 

Note: In the green section, each county is compared against all others combined (sub-county areas compared to other sub-
county areas).  Throughout these tables, a blank or empty cell indicates that data are not available for this indicator or that 

sample sizes are too small to provide meaningful results. 

      B d h   

 
      better similar worse   

 
                                

 

Each County vs. Others (Douglas County Sub-County Areas vs. Other Sub-County Areas)   

Metro 
Area 

  Metro Area vs. Benchmarks 

 
Maternal, Infant & Child Health 

NE 
Omaha 

SE 
Omaha 

NW 
Omaha 

SW 
Omaha 

Western 
Douglas 

Douglas 
County 

Sarpy 
County 

Cass 
County 

Pott. 
County 

  vs. IA vs. NE vs. US 
vs. 

HP2020 
TREND 

No Prenatal Care in First Trimester (Percent)           h B       26.2 h d   h B 
            27.5 21.8         23.5 26.4   22.1 29.6 

Low Birthweight Births (Percent)           h B       7.2 h h B B B 
            7.5 6.1         6.6 6.6 8.0 7.8 7.6 

Infant Death Rate           d B   d   5.2 h d B B B 
            5.5 4.4   5.4     4.8 5.2 6.0 6.0 6.4 

 

Note: In the green section, each county is compared against all others combined (sub-county areas compared to other sub-
county areas).  Throughout these tables, a blank or empty cell indicates that data are not available for this indicator or that 

sample sizes are too small to provide meaningful results. 

      B d h   

 
      better similar worse   

 
                                

 

Each County vs. Others (Douglas County Sub-County Areas vs. Other Sub-County Areas)   

Metro 
Area 

  Metro Area vs. Benchmarks 

 
Mental Health & Mental Disorders 

NE 
Omaha 

SE 
Omaha 

NW 
Omaha 

SW 
Omaha 

Western 
Douglas 

Douglas 
County 

Sarpy 
County 

Cass 
County 

Pott. 
County 

  vs. IA vs. NE vs. US 
vs. 

HP2020 
TREND 

% "Fair/Poor" Mental Health d d d d B d B d h   10.3     d   d 
  12.7 12.8 9.7 8.3 2.6 10.1 7.0 9.0 17.1         11.9   9.0 

% Symptoms of Chronic Depression (2+ Years) d d d d B d d B h   24.2     B   d 
  26.9 26.7 21.5 25.2 12.9 24.3 21.4 16.1 30.4         30.4   25.1 
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Each County vs. Others (Douglas County Sub-County Areas vs. Other Sub-County Areas)   

Metro 
Area 

  Metro Area vs. Benchmarks 

 
Mental Health & Mental Disorders (cont.) 

NE 
Omaha 

SE 
Omaha 

NW 
Omaha 

SW 
Omaha 

Western 
Douglas 

Douglas 
County 

Sarpy 
County 

Cass 
County 

Pott. 
County 

  vs. IA vs. NE vs. US 
vs. 

HP2020 
TREND 

Suicide (Age-Adjusted Death Rate)           d B   h   10.1 B B B d d 
            9.1 8.5   18.1     13.7 11.5 12.5 10.2 10.6 

% Major Depression d d d d B h B d d   9.5         d 
  11.1 11.0 12.4 9.2 4.9 10.5 5.5 6.2 11.8             10.1 

% [Those w/Major Depression] Seeking Help                     89.9         d 
                                88.7 

% Typical Day Is "Extremely/Very" Stressful B d d d d d d d d   10.5     d   d 
  8.6 13.1 12.2 11.0 10.3 11.1 8.2 12.2 10.1         11.9   11.5 

 

Note: In the green section, each county is compared against all others combined (sub-county areas compared to other sub-
county areas).  Throughout these tables, a blank or empty cell indicates that data are not available for this indicator or that 

sample sizes are too small to provide meaningful results. 

      B d h   

 
      better similar worse   

 
                                

 

Each County vs. Others (Douglas County Sub-County Areas vs. Other Sub-County Areas)   

Metro 
Area 

  Metro Area vs. Benchmarks 

 
Nutrition, Physical Activity & Weight 

NE 
Omaha 

SE 
Omaha 

NW 
Omaha 

SW 
Omaha 

Western 
Douglas 

Douglas 
County 

Sarpy 
County 

Cass 
County 

Pott. 
County 

  vs. IA vs. NE vs. US 
vs. 

HP2020 
TREND 

% Eat 5+ Servings of Fruit or Vegetables per Day d d d d d d d d h   38.3     d   d 
  36.7 36.7 42.4 37.4 43.1 38.7 40.5 34.8 33.9         39.5   35.8 

% Had 7+ Sugar-Sweetened Drinks in the Past 
Week h d d d B d d h d   23.4         B 
  29.6 22.2 22.6 21.5 16.8 23.4 22.0 31.1 23.5             28.3 

% [Child 0-17] Had 7+ Sugar-Sweetened 
Drinks/Past Week d h d B d B d d h   23.2           
  17.2 31.2 24.7 12.4 16.6 20.0 27.6 31.6 30.6               

% "Very/Somewhat" Difficult to Buy Fresh 
Produce h h B B B d d d d   17.4     B   B 
  24.3 23.3 12.8 12.0 11.7 17.0 16.4 19.5 20.0         24.4   22.8 

Population With Low Food Access (Percent)           B h B h   23.7 d B d     
            15.6 42.8 30.0 34.8     22.7 25.9 23.6     
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Each County vs. Others (Douglas County Sub-County Areas vs. Other Sub-County Areas)   

Metro 
Area 

  Metro Area vs. Benchmarks 

 
Nutrition, Physical Activity & Weight (cont.) 

NE 
Omaha 

SE 
Omaha 

NW 
Omaha 

SW 
Omaha 

Western 
Douglas 

Douglas 
County 

Sarpy 
County 

Cass 
County 

Pott. 
County 

  vs. IA vs. NE vs. US 
vs. 

HP2020 
TREND 

% Medical Advice on Nutrition in Past Year d d d d d d d d d   38.7     d   d 
  36.6 41.8 37.7 35.6 43.8 38.0 40.4 41.6 39.3         39.2   38.4 

% Healthy Weight (BMI 18.5-24.9) h d d d d d d d h   30.4 d h h h d 
  25.0 35.4 31.3 32.2 32.4 31.1 33.6 26.9 22.9     31.6 32.5 34.4 33.9 31.0 

% Overweight (BMI 25+) h B d d d d d d h   67.8 d h h   d 
  70.9 61.1 67.4 67.2 65.9 66.8 66.0 71.7 75.4     67.0 65.5 63.1   67.5 

% Obese (BMI 30+) d d d B d B d d h   31.1 d d d d d 
  32.6 30.9 33.4 21.7 35.2 29.4 29.8 35.3 41.0     31.3 29.6 29.0 30.5 30.3 

% "Often/Sometimes" Worry That Food Will Run 
Out h h d B B h B B d   20.4         d 
  34.5 33.3 21.7 12.6 3.8 23.0 13.8 12.2 19.5             18.8 

% Medical Advice on Weight in Past Year d d d d B d d d d   24.7     d   d 
  23.8 26.3 20.5 21.8 35.3 23.5 26.8 25.4 27.5         23.7   26.2 

% [Overweights] Counseled About Weight in Past 
Year d B d d B d d d d   31.7     d     
  27.6 38.4 26.9 28.6 48.0 30.8 36.9 30.9 29.5         31.8     

% [Obese Adults] Counseled About Weight in Past 
Year d B h d d d B d d   46.2     d     
  43.2 53.3 36.3 44.8 52.8 44.3 55.7 42.1 43.3         48.3     

% [Overweights] Trying to Lose Weight Both 
Diet/Exercise h d d B d d d d d   43.1     d     
  36.3 36.8 42.5 50.8 46.9 42.8 44.9 40.9 42.6         39.5     

% Child [Age 5-17] Healthy Weight d d d B d d d d d   59.8     d     
  53.5 62.4 55.2 73.4 58.1 62.5 53.6 66.7 57.5         56.7     

% Children [Age 5-17] Overweight (85th 
Percentile) h d d B d B h d d   26.3     d   d 
  34.5 23.4 24.2 13.1 32.8 22.6 34.9 20.9 29.5         31.5   29.4 



  COMMUNITY HEALTH NEEDS ASSESSMENT 

34 

 
                                

 

Each County vs. Others (Douglas County Sub-County Areas vs. Other Sub-County Areas)   

Metro 
Area 

  Metro Area vs. Benchmarks 

 
Nutrition, Physical Activity & Weight (cont.) 

NE 
Omaha 

SE 
Omaha 

NW 
Omaha 

SW 
Omaha 

Western 
Douglas 

Douglas 
County 

Sarpy 
County 

Cass 
County 

Pott. 
County 

  vs. IA vs. NE vs. US 
vs. 

HP2020 
TREND 

% Children [Age 5-17] Obese (95th Percentile) h d d B d B d d d   14.7     d d d 
  22.9 14.6 13.2 6.0 10.6 12.3 20.0 12.3 17.0         14.8 14.5 13.2 

% [Employed] Job Entails Mostly Sitting/Standing B d d h d d d d B   62.2     d   d 
  56.4 57.0 59.9 70.2 69.5 62.6 65.3 66.2 53.6         63.8   65.4 

% No Leisure-Time Physical Activity d d d B B d B d h   18.0 B B B B d 
  19.5 22.6 20.3 14.6 13.2 18.5 13.6 17.4 22.5     28.5 25.3 20.7 32.6 16.7 

% Meeting Physical Activity Guidelines h d d d d d d d h   52.7     d   d 
  48.8 51.4 55.0 57.3 56.9 53.8 53.9 49.3 46.4         50.3   52.4 

% Moderate Physical Activity d d d d d B h d d   30.6     d   d 
  31.9 33.6 28.3 34.6 35.6 32.4 26.3 33.1 27.8         30.6   30.7 

% Vigorous Physical Activity h d d d d d d d h   41.6     B   d 
  37.1 41.6 41.7 45.8 45.0 42.1 45.2 35.7 35.1         38.0   43.7 

Recreation/Fitness Facilities per 100,000           B d h d   13.3 B B B     
            15.7 9.4 4.0 9.7     11.8 11.9 9.7     

% Have Access to Indoor Exercise Equipment h h B B B h B h d   78.4         B 
  68.8 67.6 85.7 80.8 84.1 77.0 86.6 68.9 75.2             75.0 

% Medical Advice on Physical Activity in Past 
Year h B d d d d d d d   42.4     d   d 
  37.6 48.2 39.5 43.5 49.2 42.5 42.8 44.6 40.8         44.0   43.1 

% [Child 0-4] Ever Breastfed/Fed Breast Milk                     86.6         d 
                                84.3 

% [Child 5-17] Compliance w/All “5-4-3-2-1 Go!” 
Guidelines d h d d d d d d d   4.6         d 
  9.1 0.9 4.4 5.0 5.7 5.0 3.3 1.9 5.4             3.4 
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Each County vs. Others (Douglas County Sub-County Areas vs. Other Sub-County Areas)   

Metro 
Area 

  Metro Area vs. Benchmarks 

 
Nutrition, Physical Activity & Weight (cont.) 

NE 
Omaha 

SE 
Omaha 

NW 
Omaha 

SW 
Omaha 

Western 
Douglas 

Douglas 
County 

Sarpy 
County 

Cass 
County 

Pott. 
County 

  vs. IA vs. NE vs. US 
vs. 

HP2020 
TREND 

% [Child 5-17] Eats 5+ Fruits/Vegetables Daily d d d d d d d d d   31.4         B 
  31.9 29.7 32.1 26.0 27.7 29.4 34.4 33.7 35.6             22.9 

% [Child 5-17] Drinks 4+ Glasses of Water Daily d d d d d d d d d   67.0         B 
  76.0 56.7 68.0 66.7 72.1 67.4 67.0 66.0 65.5             61.7 

% [Child 5-17] Eats 3+ Servings of Low-Fat Dairy 
Daily h d d d d d d B d   50.7         d 
  34.7 62.8 56.6 51.1 58.7 52.1 47.0 65.8 46.9             52.8 

% [Child 5-17] Spends <2 Hrs on Screen Time 
Daily d d d d d d d d d   12.2         d 
  9.1 8.0 12.6 12.8 13.1 11.3 13.5 18.2 13.1             10.2 

% [Child 5-17] Exercises for 1+ Hours Daily d d d d d h d d B   56.0         h 
  53.9 50.6 53.9 49.8 64.9 52.9 57.7 65.4 67.4             64.0 

% [Child 5-17] Walks/Bikes to School Most Days d d h d d d d d d   14.4         B 
  11.5 24.1 8.2 16.7 12.5 14.4 14.8 10.7 14.1             10.2 

% Child [Age 2-17] Physically Active 1+ Hours per 
Day d d d d B h d d B   56.0     B     
  53.9 50.6 53.9 49.8 64.9 52.9 57.7 65.4 67.4         48.6     

% Use Local Parks/Recreation Centers at Least 
Weekly d d d d d d B h h   43.1         d 
  43.4 42.4 44.0 45.3 40.2 43.7 49.7 27.4 33.1             40.5 

% Use Local Trails at Least Monthly h d d B d d B d d   44.8         h 
  33.4 44.0 44.6 50.4 44.5 43.7 51.6 39.4 40.7             49.8 

% Believe Schools Should Require PE for All 
Students d d d d d d d d d   96.8         d 
  96.9 96.5 97.4 96.4 93.6 96.6 97.9 93.6 96.9             96.6 

% Lack of Sidewalks/Poor Sidewalks Prevent 
Exercise h d B B d d B h h   20.1           
  37.8 20.8 12.2 16.6 20.4 21.1 10.0 31.8 27.8               
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Each County vs. Others (Douglas County Sub-County Areas vs. Other Sub-County Areas)   

Metro 
Area 

  Metro Area vs. Benchmarks 

 
Nutrition, Physical Activity & Weight (cont.) 

NE 
Omaha 

SE 
Omaha 

NW 
Omaha 

SW 
Omaha 

Western 
Douglas 

Douglas 
County 

Sarpy 
County 

Cass 
County 

Pott. 
County 

  vs. IA vs. NE vs. US 
vs. 

HP2020 
TREND 

% Lack of Trails/Poor Quality Trails Prevent 
Exercise h d B B d h B h d   12.9           
  29.1 15.2 7.1 9.8 17.6 14.8 5.0 19.8 13.7               

% Heavy Traffic in Neighborhood Prevents 
Exercise h d h B B h B d d   16.7           
  29.7 19.7 23.5 10.7 8.9 19.6 8.1 14.0 15.9               

% Lack of Street Lights/Poor Street Lights Prevent 
Exercise h B B B d d B h h   9.4           
  19.0 6.1 5.4 6.1 10.0 8.9 4.2 24.9 16.7               

% Crime Prevents Exercise in Neighborhood h h B B B h B B d   11.0           
  33.9 20.4 9.2 2.4 3.5 14.5 2.4 0.9 8.6               

 

Note: In the green section, each county is compared against all others combined (sub-county areas compared to other sub-
county areas).  Throughout these tables, a blank or empty cell indicates that data are not available for this indicator or that 

sample sizes are too small to provide meaningful results. 

      B d h   

 
      better similar worse   

 
                                

 

Each County vs. Others (Douglas County Sub-County Areas vs. Other Sub-County Areas)   

Metro 
Area 

  Metro Area vs. Benchmarks 

 
Oral Health 

NE 
Omaha 

SE 
Omaha 

NW 
Omaha 

SW 
Omaha 

Western 
Douglas 

Douglas 
County 

Sarpy 
County 

Cass 
County 

Pott. 
County 

  vs. IA vs. NE vs. US 
vs. 

HP2020 
TREND 

% [Age 18+] Dental Visit in Past Year h h d B B d B d d   73.8 B B B B B 
  61.4 66.4 75.3 80.9 83.6 72.7 80.1 70.1 70.5     71.1 67.6 65.9 49.0 70.4 

% Child [Age 2-17] Dental Visit in Past Year d d d d d d d d d   88.7     B B d 
  88.4 89.8 87.0 86.2 89.7 87.7 91.7 91.4 87.5         81.5 49.0 86.2 

% Have Dental Insurance h h B d B h B d d   72.7     B   B 
  63.0 62.6 75.9 71.5 76.8 69.3 84.0 69.4 73.4         65.6   70.1 

 

Note: In the green section, each county is compared against all others combined (sub-county areas compared to other sub-
county areas).  Throughout these tables, a blank or empty cell indicates that data are not available for this indicator or that 

sample sizes are too small to provide meaningful results. 

      B d h   

 
      better similar worse   
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Each County vs. Others (Douglas County Sub-County Areas vs. Other Sub-County Areas)   

Metro 
Area 

  Metro Area vs. Benchmarks 

 
Respiratory Diseases 

NE 
Omaha 

SE 
Omaha 

NW 
Omaha 

SW 
Omaha 

Western 
Douglas 

Douglas 
County 

Sarpy 
County 

Cass 
County 

Pott. 
County 

  vs. IA vs. NE vs. US 
vs. 

HP2020 
TREND 

CLRD (Age-Adjusted Death Rate)           h B B h   50.4 h d h   B 
            51.3 42.6 44.6 57.5     47.4 49.0 42.0   53.2 

Pneumonia/Influenza (Age-Adjusted Death Rate)           d h   d   14.7 B h d   B 
            14.9 15.9   14.3     16.4 13.8 15.3   20.8 

% COPD (Lung Disease) d d d h B d d B d   8.1 h h d   d 
  9.2 6.0 6.4 12.2 3.7 8.4 6.9 4.0 9.4     6.3 5.3 8.6   7.4 

% [Adult] Currently Has Asthma h B d d B d B d d   8.0 d d d   d 
  12.5 5.3 10.8 7.1 3.3 8.6 5.1 6.8 9.6     7.8 7.3 9.4   8.6 

% Child [Age 0-17] Asthma (Ever Diagnosed) d d d d d d d d d   8.6     B   d 
  7.1 8.6 11.7 5.9 12.8 8.7 8.0 8.8 9.7         12.5   7.9 

 

Note: In the green section, each county is compared against all others combined (sub-county areas compared to other sub-
county areas).  Throughout these tables, a blank or empty cell indicates that data are not available for this indicator or that 

sample sizes are too small to provide meaningful results. 

      B d h   

 
      better similar worse   

 
                                

 

Each County vs. Others (Douglas County Sub-County Areas vs. Other Sub-County Areas)   

Metro 
Area 

  Metro Area vs. Benchmarks 

 
Sexually Transmitted Diseases 

NE 
Omaha 

SE 
Omaha 

NW 
Omaha 

SW 
Omaha 

Western 
Douglas 

Douglas 
County 

Sarpy 
County 

Cass 
County 

Pott. 
County 

  vs. IA vs. NE vs. US 
vs. 

HP2020 
TREND 

Gonorrhea Incidence per 100,000           h B B h   119.1 h h h     
            149.9 43.1 31.8 101.6     65.5 77.0 107.5     

Chlamydia Incidence per 100,000           h B B h   505.0 h h h     
            588.3 326.0 218.4 425.6     371.5 366.2 456.7     

% [Unmarried 18-64] 3+ Sexual Partners in Past 
Year d h d B B d d d d   5.8     B   h 
  4.4 12.8 2.2 0.0 0.0 5.0 7.3 3.1 8.9         11.7   3.3 
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Each County vs. Others (Douglas County Sub-County Areas vs. Other Sub-County Areas)   

Metro 
Area 

  Metro Area vs. Benchmarks 

 
Sexually Transmitted Diseases (continued) 

NE 
Omaha 

SE 
Omaha 

NW 
Omaha 

SW 
Omaha 

Western 
Douglas 

Douglas 
County 

Sarpy 
County 

Cass 
County 

Pott. 
County 

  vs. IA vs. NE vs. US 
vs. 

HP2020 
TREND 

% [Unmarried 18-64] Using Condoms d B B h d d d d d   38.0     d   B 
  36.9 48.2 48.5 21.2 34.3 38.5 40.3 47.2 31.2         33.6   19.5 

 

Note: In the green section, each county is compared against all others combined (sub-county areas compared to other sub-
county areas).  Throughout these tables, a blank or empty cell indicates that data are not available for this indicator or that 

sample sizes are too small to provide meaningful results. 

      B d h   

 
      better similar worse   

 
                                

 

Each County vs. Others (Douglas County Sub-County Areas vs. Other Sub-County Areas)   

Metro 
Area 

  Metro Area vs. Benchmarks 

 
Substance Abuse 

NE 
Omaha 

SE 
Omaha 

NW 
Omaha 

SW 
Omaha 

Western 
Douglas 

Douglas 
County 

Sarpy 
County 

Cass 
County 

Pott. 
County 

  vs. IA vs. NE vs. US 
vs. 

HP2020 
TREND 

Cirrhosis/Liver Disease (Age-Adjusted Death 
Rate)           h B   d   8.7 h h B h h 
            10.3 5.7   7.9     7.8 7.9 9.9 8.2 6.6 

% Keep Medications Locked Up B d d h h d d h d   16.6           
  22.6 18.8 16.8 12.4 11.4 16.9 15.9 9.6 18.3               

% Have Ever Shared Prescription Medication d d d d d d d h d   5.7           
  4.6 8.9 5.5 6.2 5.2 6.2 4.0 10.6 4.5               

% Took Someone Else's Prescription Meds in the 
Past Month d h d B d d d d d   1.4           
  1.3 3.5 1.2 0.7 1.2 1.5 0.9 1.0 1.5               

% Used an Illegal Drug in the Past Month d d d B B h B d d   3.9           
  6.5 4.7 7.0 2.8 0.0 4.9 0.9 3.9 3.4               

% Drinking & Driving in Past Month B d h d d d d d d   4.8     d   d 
  2.7 3.3 7.2 4.0 5.1 4.4 5.3 8.2 5.1         5.0   5.8 

Drug-Induced Deaths (Age-Adjusted Death Rate)           d B   h   9.6 d h B B h 
            9.5 6.8   14.6     9.2 7.9 14.1 11.3 7.1 
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Each County vs. Others (Douglas County Sub-County Areas vs. Other Sub-County Areas)   

Metro 
Area 

  Metro Area vs. Benchmarks 

 
Substance Abuse (continued) 

NE 
Omaha 

SE 
Omaha 

NW 
Omaha 

SW 
Omaha 

Western 
Douglas 

Douglas 
County 

Sarpy 
County 

Cass 
County 

Pott. 
County 

  vs. IA vs. NE vs. US 
vs. 

HP2020 
TREND 

% Ever Sought Help for Alcohol or Drug Problem d d d h d d h d B   3.5     h   d 
  5.0 5.3 3.1 2.1 2.4 3.6 1.9 2.1 6.2         4.9   3.9 

 

Note: In the green section, each county is compared against all others combined (sub-county areas compared to other sub-
county areas).  Throughout these tables, a blank or empty cell indicates that data are not available for this indicator or that 

sample sizes are too small to provide meaningful results. 

      B d h   

 
      better similar worse   

 
                                

 

Each County vs. Others (Douglas County Sub-County Areas vs. Other Sub-County Areas)   

Metro 
Area 

  Metro Area vs. Benchmarks 

 
Tobacco Use 

NE 
Omaha 

SE 
Omaha 

NW 
Omaha 

SW 
Omaha 

Western 
Douglas 

Douglas 
County 

Sarpy 
County 

Cass 
County 

Pott. 
County 

  vs. IA vs. NE vs. US 
vs. 

HP2020 
TREND 

% Current Smoker h d d d B d B d h   17.0 B d d h   
  22.5 18.3 14.6 14.2 9.6 16.6 12.1 18.0 26.5     19.5 18.5 14.9 12.0   

% Someone Smokes at Home h d d B B d B d h   11.0     d   B 
  16.1 13.4 11.9 6.1 6.0 11.1 5.5 14.2 18.5         12.7   15.1 

% [Non-Smokers] Someone Smokes in the Home d d h B d d d h d   3.6     B     
  4.3 3.6 5.6 0.9 3.2 3.4 3.2 8.6 4.1         6.3     

% [Household With Children] Someone Smokes in 
the Home h d d d B d B h h   7.2     d   d 
  13.6 8.4 5.3 5.0 0.9 7.1 2.9 19.8 12.4         9.7   9.3 

% [Smokers] Received Advice to Quit Smoking                     70.6     d     
                            67.8     

% Currently Use Electronic Cigarettes  
(E-Cigarettes) d d d d B h B B d   5.8           
  7.3 7.6 6.1 6.5 3.4 6.5 3.7 2.8 5.0               

% Use Smokeless Tobacco d B h d d d d h d   3.0 B B d h   
  1.5 0.3 4.6 3.0 1.7 2.5 2.3 8.0 4.9     4.9 5.3 4.0 0.3   

 

Note: In the green section, each county is compared against all others combined (sub-county areas compared to other sub-
county areas).  Throughout these tables, a blank or empty cell indicates that data are not available for this indicator or that 

sample sizes are too small to provide meaningful results. 

      B d h   

 
      better similar worse   
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Each County vs. Others (Douglas County Sub-County Areas vs. Other Sub-County Areas)   

Metro 
Area 

  Metro Area vs. Benchmarks 

 
Vision 

NE 
Omaha 

SE 
Omaha 

NW 
Omaha 

SW 
Omaha 

Western 
Douglas 

Douglas 
County 

Sarpy 
County 

Cass 
County 

Pott. 
County 

  vs. IA vs. NE vs. US 
vs. 

HP2020 
TREND 

% Eye Exam in Past 2 Years d h d d h d d d d   56.1     d   d 
  55.0 49.7 60.0 58.9 49.0 56.0 57.1 54.2 55.6         56.8   55.9 

 

Note: In the green section, each county is compared against all others combined (sub-county areas compared to other sub-
county areas).  Throughout these tables, a blank or empty cell indicates that data are not available for this indicator or that 

sample sizes are too small to provide meaningful results. 

      B d h   

 
      better similar worse   
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Executive Summary 

 

Ten years ago, the Omaha metro area was experiencing a shortage of inpatient adult psychiatric 

beds.  Because of this shortage, persons who required this treatment were unable to get 

necessary care, resulting in overuse of area emergency departments.  In response to the crisis, 

a public-private partnership created the Lasting Hope Recovery Center in 2008, a new center 

for mental health crisis assessment, triage, and both acute and sub-acute inpatient care. Lasting 

Hope Recovery Center, a 64-bed facility, effectively solved much of the acute inpatient bed 

shortage that Region 6 was experiencing.  (Region 6 is a five county area surrounding Omaha.)   

 

Research in the design of best patient outcomes and the most cost-effective care systems for 

persons with mental illness clearly demonstrates that best practice requires much more than 

providing inpatient hospital beds.  Rather, systems must provide a range of services and 

supports to promote recovery from acute episodes and/or prevent acute episodes, improve 

mental and physical health, and support autonomous functioning in these individuals’ lives.  

Such innovative services should reduce hospitalizations and expense since inpatient hospital 

beds are the most expensive level of service. In addition to providing a solution to the inpatient 

shortage over the past six years, Lasting Hope Recovery Center has become a magnet for 

additional innovative programs, many of which have been implemented in partnership with 

other agencies, including, for example, a peer-delivered diversion program, which diverts 

people from hospitalization to outpatient services through the incorporation of services 

delivered by people who have experienced and are in recovery from mental illness. Another 

example of innovation is the recent implementation of a transitional care coordination 

program, which is helping more people obtain necessary aftercare services and supports. 

 

While Lasting Hope has experienced some significant successes, the typical problems plaguing 

virtually all behavioral health systems around the country remain: too many people with mental 

illnesses are showing up in emergency rooms, making it more difficult to respond to other types 

of emergencies; too many people with mental illnesses require intervention by law 

enforcement and have to spend time in jail; and gaps in levels and types of care between 

inpatient and outpatient settings make it difficult for people to successfully transition out of the 

hospital so they do not have to return unnecessarily for another round of inpatient treatment.  

 

The Behavioral Health Support Foundation (BHSF) engaged TriWest Group (TriWest) in an 

assessment of the adult mental health system in the Omaha/Region 6 area. TriWest has led or 

participated in behavioral health system assessments in many other communities around the 

country (e.g., Dallas, TX, El Paso, TX, Phoenix, AZ, and Santa Barbara, CA), which resulted in 

helpful recommendations for improving the coordination and availability of services that are 

known to promote recovery from mental illness. The hope for this assessment was that TriWest 



Omaha Adult Behavioral Health System of Care Assessment: Executive Summary  ii 

 

would identify the highest priority gaps in the system that, if filled, could reduce the prevalence 

of many problems outlined above.  

 

Immediately following an introductory meeting with BHSF and key stakeholders from Region 6 

in May, 2014, TriWest proceeded to employ two primary methodologies for assessing the 

Region 6 adults’ system of care:   

1. Key informant interviews and 

2. Analysis of data submitted by provider and regional authorities on service capacity and 

utilization across all levels of care.   

 

In the summer and fall of 2014, TriWest used these methods to collect qualitative and 

quantitative data and to identify service gaps and barriers to effective care coordination. 

 

Adult Behavioral Health System Gaps and Recommended System Enhancements 

After examining the qualitative and quantitative data reported by providers, TriWest identified 

nine priority gaps in the adult system of behavioral health care and offered recommendations 

for addressing them. The nine gaps are listed below, following a brief summary of the system 

enhancement structure and process recommended by TriWest Group.   

 

Behavioral Health System Enhancement Structure and Process 

Making effective, sustainable changes in the Region 6 adult behavioral health system has to not 

only identify problems but also establish solutions with an accompanying action plan. For this 

reason, TriWest, the Behavioral Health Support Foundation (BHSF), Region 6 administrators, 

representatives from the Nebraska Department of Health and Human Services and Magellan 

Behavioral Health of Nebraska, and Region 6 key stakeholders identified a basic structure and 

process for system enhancement: 

 BHSF is committed to establishing a 10 to 12 person Governance Committee. This will 

have widespread representation, including private sector participants; Region 6, 

Magellan, and state Division of Behavioral Health and Medicaid leaders; hospitals; 

community-based providers; academic institutions; and advocates. 

 Each gap will have a work group consisting of members with expertise in each area who 

will develop creative solutions to present to the Governance Committee for 

collaborative implementation. 

 The initial focus of the Governance Committee and work groups will be on a limited 

number of projects as well as targeting quick “wins” to generate momentum in the 

change process.  

 BHSF has also committed to hiring an employee to help coordinate, organize, and 

ensure the productivity and success of the work groups, and to provide support to the 

Governance Committee and their work groups. 
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 One very important ingredient in this endeavor will be public-private partnerships. For 

example, potential pilot projects of evidence-based models that could fill gaps identified 

by TriWest and key stakeholders will be presented by the work groups and analyzed by 

the private sector for potential funding support. When models show cost-effectiveness 

in Region 6, the public sector will be asked to continue and possibly expand the project. 

Savings, as evidenced by performance measurements, can be re-invested in subsequent 

projects to ensure an ongoing system enhancement process.  Within this continuous 

quality improvement approach, the use of objective, valid outcome measurements will 

be critically important. 

 While inpatient beds will always be necessary in a community, the focus should be on 

maintaining wellness and ensuring that adequate services and supports are in place to 

help people experiencing significant behavioral health challenges avoid more restrictive 

and expensive services.  A system that provides such services and supports can reduce 

the amount of trauma experienced by individuals and their families, while also ensuring 

cost-effectiveness. 

 This work in Region 6 will be valuable to the other five regions across the state of 

Nebraska.  

 

Behavioral Health System Gaps 

The nine gaps identified by TriWest Group are listed below, along with brief descriptions of 

each gap and the general approaches that will initially provide guidance to work groups as they 

make recommendations to the Governance Committee on how to fill these gaps. 

 

Gap 1: Fragmentation and a lack of comprehensive system collaboration 

 

Fragmentation and isolation between services is a pervasive issue in Region 6, as well as most 

other behavioral health systems around the country. Therefore, developing a high-functioning, 

data-driven, collaborative structure is key. This is an “over-arching” gap to the other eight gaps 

and requires continued cooperation and collaboration from all work groups, guided by the 

Governance Committee.  

 

Gap 2: Insufficient access to care 

 

Not-for-profits are “maxed out” and inundated with referrals. The system was weakened by 

recent cuts, and wait lists and wait times are far too long for individuals to see a prescriber, 

therapist or other mental health provider. Various access models will be examined, such as 

moving away from appointments and adopting an “open access” model, which ensures timely 
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access to care for those in need.  Focus will be given to a referral hub to make sure open slots 

are utilized as quickly as possible. 

 

Gap 3: Insufficient availability of integrated care for co-occurring disorder 

services and services to people with complex needs  

 

Region 6 lacks both widespread capability to treat co-occurring mental illness and substance 

use disorders or co-occurring behavioral health and physical health conditions. Focus will be 

given to academic and not-for-profit partnerships to ensure sufficient training of behavioral 

health workers for co-occurring capability. Existing model programs in Region 6, such as the 

primary and behavioral health care grant implementation by One World (a federally qualified 

health center) and Community Alliance (an outpatient behavioral health provider), will be 

examined for lessons learned and for possible dissemination and adoption. 

 

Gap 4: Insufficient availability of intensive community-based services 

 

Intensive support often is necessary for those being discharged from inpatient units or who are 

trying to avoid admission to inpatient care. Assertive Community Treatment (ACT) teams, which 

provide intensive, interdisciplinary, coordinated support for community living, have proven to 

be effective for some of the most difficult to serve people. A Gap 4 work group will examine the 

possibility of adding two ACT teams to the one ACT team currently operating in the Region 6 

adult behavioral health service system. 

 

Gap 5: Insufficient availability of Supported Employment 

 

Nationally, people with serious mental illnesses have a 90% unemployment rate, but research 

shows that 50% of them want to work and can work when they receive the proper support. The 

focus in addressing Gap 5 will be on working with Nebraska’s vocational rehabilitation 

authorities and Region 6 providers to increase the availability of Supported Employment 

services. The possibility of embedding more vocational specialists within Assertive Community 

Treatment teams and other clinical programs to help coordinate and find job opportunities will 

also be examined.  

 

Gap 6:  Lack of a comprehensive psychiatric emergency system (PES) 

 

Lasting Hope Recovery Center in Omaha has an Assessment Center for patients with behavioral 

health issues but cannot always provide adequate care for people who have co-occurring 
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medical problems, such as complications from diabetes or other chronic conditions, or acute 

medical emergencies. The adult behavioral health service continuum will be examined to 

determine whether Lasting Hope should become more medically capable, whether another site 

(such as Immanuel Medical Center or Nebraska Medical Center) should provide the backbone 

for a more comprehensive psychiatric emergency system, or whether a coordinated group of 

inpatient and emergency services providers could meet the needs of these patients.  

 

Gap 7: Insufficient resources and supports to help people find an appropriate 

place to live 

 

There is a need for more Permanent Supportive Housing (PSH) in Region 6, which also lacks 

long-term, semi-permanent residential alternatives for those who have complex mental health, 

substance use, and physical health challenges, and who need a level of care between Telecare 

(an intensive residential services provider) and intensive outpatient services.  The focus in 

addressing Gap 7 will be to identify various alternatives, including adding small, intensively 

staffed, semi-permanent group homes for those with complex needs who cannot live in the 

community otherwise. However, PSH must be available for people who do not need to live in 

an intensively staffed group home and for people who are making a transition from semi-

permanent residences to more independent living.  

 

Gap 8: Unavailability of First Episode Psychosis Care 

 

An estimated 180 adults in Region 6 experience a first psychotic episode each year, but there is 

no First Episode Psychosis Care program in the region. First Episode Psychosis Care is an 

emerging evidence-based program that includes illness management, medication education, 

collaborative decision-making, supported education and employment, family psycho-education, 

and substance use disorder treatment. Best practice indicates that this can change the illness 

trajectory course for many people and reduce the need for more intensive or restrictive care. 

The Gap 8 work group will consider who could provide First Episode Psychosis Care as a pilot 

project and track the success of the program to estimate clinical outcomes and long-term 

savings. 

 

Gap 9: Workforce shortages 

 

Region 6 has a shortage of psychiatrists; psychiatric nurses; nurse practitioners; other mental 

health professionals and bachelors-level staff who work in various community support, 

rehabilitation, and residential programs; and peer support workers (people who have achieved 

significant recovery from mental illnesses and who coach their peers in recovery). A focus will 
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be on the potential benefits of adding residency slots for training psychiatrists and for 

developing recruitment packages for psychiatric professionals. After recruitment, attention will 

be given to retention of the behavioral health workforce and the mix of incentives and supports 

that could promote retention (private sector funding has been available for recruitment efforts 

in the form of student loan pay offs, for example). Other possible solutions include developing 

partnerships with universities on focused programs in psychiatry for nursing students as a way 

of exposing and recruiting nurses to behavioral health care, and also advocating for legislative 

changes to the nurse practitioner requirements in order to increase incentives for people to 

choose advanced nursing practice in psychiatry.  

 

The diagram on the next page locates each gap within a system of care framework. It shows 

that Gaps 1 (system fragmentation) and 9 (workforce shortages) are cross cutting, while others 

are associated with specific domains.  Overall problems with access to care (Gap 2) could rightly 

be considered a cross-cutting problem, but we show it under “Outpatient Behavioral Health 

Treatment Continuum” to emphasize the dire need for access to outpatient services. 

 

Reinvestment of Funding 

Finally, a challenge evident in the behavioral health system, which represents a cross-cutting 

issue for the gaps described above, is the ability to increase funding and reinvest savings in the 

current system, rather than losing the money saved through implementation of more effective 

services. If outcome measurements can be developed that substantiate savings, it will be easier 

to retain funding for the system as it continues to show improvements in the quality and cost-

effectiveness of care. 
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I. Background 

 

Ten years ago, the Omaha metro area was experiencing a shortage of inpatient adult psychiatric 

beds.  Because of this shortage, persons who required this treatment were unable to get 

necessary care, resulting in overuse of area emergency departments.  In response to this crisis, 

a public-private partnership created the Lasting Hope Recovery Center in 2008, a new center 

for mental health crisis assessment, triage, and both acute and sub-acute inpatient care. Lasting 

Hope Recovery Center, a 64-bed facility, effectively solved much of the acute inpatient bed 

shortage that Region 6 was experiencing.  (Region 6 is a five county area surrounding Omaha.)   

 

Research in the design of best patient outcomes and the most cost-effective care systems for 

persons with mental illnesses clearly demonstrates that best practice requires much more than 

providing inpatient hospital beds. Rather, systems must provide a range of services and 

supports to promote recovery from acute episodes and/or prevent acute episodes, improve 

mental and physical health, and support autonomous functioning in these individuals’ lives.  

Such innovative services should reduce hospitalizations and expenses since inpatient 

hospitalization is the most expensive level of service. In addition to providing a solution to the 

inpatient shortage over the past six years, Lasting Hope Recovery Center has become a magnet 

for additional innovative programs, many of which have been implemented in partnership with 

other agencies, including, for example, a peer-delivered diversion program, which diverts 

people from hospitalization to outpatient services through the incorporation of services 

delivered by people who have experienced and are in recovery from mental illness. Another 

example of innovation is the recent implementation of a transitional care coordination 

program, which is helping more people obtain necessary aftercare services and supports. 

 

While Lasting Hope has experienced some significant successes, the typical problems plaguing 

virtually all behavioral health systems around the country remain: too many people with mental 

illnesses are showing up in emergency rooms, making it more difficult to respond to other types 

of emergencies; too many people with mental illnesses require intervention by law 

enforcement and have to spend time in jail; and gaps in levels and types of care between 

inpatient and outpatient settings make it difficult for people to successfully transition out of the 

hospital so they do not have to return unnecessarily for another round of inpatient treatment.  

 

The Behavioral Health Support Foundation (BHSF) engaged TriWest Group (TriWest) in an 

assessment of the adult mental health system in the Omaha/Region 6 area. The hope for this 

assessment was that TriWest would identify the highest priority gaps in the system that, if 

filled, could reduce the prevalence of many problems outlined above.  
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Immediately following an introductory meeting with BHSF and key stakeholders from Region 6 

in May, 2014, TriWest proceeded to employ two primary methodologies for assessing the 

Region 6 adults’ system of care:   

1. Key informant interviews and 
2. Analysis of data submitted by provider and regional authorities on service capacity and 

utilization across all levels of care.   

 
TriWest met with Region 6 stakeholders in August 2014 to present preliminary findings from 

the key informant interview data analysis, and then again in September to present a more 

complete set of qualitative and quantitative findings, as well as a set of nine recommendations 

for system enhancement. The following document provides a detailed description of the system 

assessment methodology and findings, and presents our recommendations for enhancing the 

system of care. Behavioral Health Support Foundation directors, members of Nebraska’s Health 

& Human Services organization and Region 6 administration and key stakeholders in Region 6 

had an opportunity to review and critique this document prior to a final presentation from 

TriWest in Omaha on November 11, 2014. 
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II. System Assessment Methods 

 

A. Key Informant Interviews and Qualitative Data Analysis 

To fulfill one of the goals of the Region 6 behavioral health system of care assessment project, 

TriWest Group (TriWest) engaged Region 6 stakeholders in key informant interviews to obtain 

input on adult behavioral health care system strengths and gaps. Interviews were conducted in 

person and by phone during May and June of 2014. Interviewees were asked to describe 

services their organizations provided and to identify system strengths, gaps in services, and 

barriers to better serving people with significant mental health needs.  A list of key informants 

interviewed can be found in Appendix A.  

 

1. Key Informant Data Analysis Framework 

TriWest conducted an assessment of input on system strengths, gaps and barriers, and 

categorized responses according to common themes. A summary of these themes is provided in 

detail below.  
 

To provide helpful context for the summary of findings, below is a glossary of terms that key 

informants frequently used in their responses.  
 

 

Glossary of Acronyms for Terms and Services 

Acronym Definition 

ACT Assertive Community Treatment – A multidisciplinary, team-based 
approach to providing intensive treatment, case management, 
supportive housing services, employment services, co-occurring mental 
illness and substance abuse treatment, and peer recovery services. 

BH Behavioral health 

BHSF Behavioral Health Support Foundation – A not-for-profit public 
foundation that advocates for quality behavioral health services and 
that provides funding support in strategically identified areas of need 

CCISC Comprehensive Continuous Integrated Systems of Care – A framework 
for developing an organized approach to developing a more 
coordinated system of care that is capable of delivering co-occurring 
mental illness and substance abuse treatment, and that has quality 
improvement processes built into it 

CI  Collective Impact – An approach to addressing complex human 
problems that promotes formal, systematic collaboration among all key 
community organizations and members affected by the problem 



Omaha Adult Behavioral Health System of Care Assessment  4 

 

Acronym Definition 

CIT Crisis Intervention Team training – A program of training law 
enforcement workers in responding successfully to people experiencing 
acute behavioral health episodes in the field—at home or elsewhere 

CMHC Community mental health center 

COD Co-occurring disorders – CODs include both co-occurring mental illness 
and substance abuse and co-occurring mental illness and physical 
health disorders 

CQI Continuous quality improvement – An approach to continually using 
targeted data to analyze changes in the quality and effectiveness of 
services over time and make decisions about how to improve services 

CSP Community Support Program – A set of outpatient services and 
supports at the heart of which are various levels of case management 
that help people overcome the functional challenges associated with 
mental illness 

EBP Evidence-based practice – A service or program that has been found 
through research to be effective 

FEP First Episode Psychosis Care – An emerging best practice that identifies 
people immediately after a first episode of psychosis or other serious 
mental illness, or even prior to the first episode, and that includes a 
comprehensive array of treatment, psycho-education, and support 
services to ensure people stay on as normal a developmental trajectory 
as possible, preserving involvement in family, community, education, 
and employment 

FQHC Federally qualified health center – An outpatient medical provider that 
services lower income families and often includes various amounts and 
levels of behavioral health care 

Lasting 
Hope 

Lasting Hope Recovery Center – A comprehensive inpatient services 
provider in Omaha, which is operated by Alegent 

IBH Integrated behavioral health – Programs and services that integrate 
care for mental illness and physical health conditions through co-
location of services, and which often are delivered in the context of a 
multi-disciplinary team 

ICM Intensive case management – Provides case management (assistance 
with housing, obtaining employment, obtaining income support, and 
navigation of the behavioral health system) through small caseloads – 
that is, low client to case manager ratios – but is not typically delivered 
in the context of a multi-disciplinary team (as is Assertive Community 
Treatment – see above) 
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Acronym Definition 

IDD Intellectual and developmental disability  

IDDT Integrated Dual Disorders Treatment – An evidence-based program that 
is very similar to Assertive Community Treatment, but focuses 
exclusively on people with co-occurring mental illnesses and substance 
use disorders and requires a broader array of substance use disorder 
treatments be delivered by the multi-disciplinary team 

IOP Intensive outpatient program – An intensive outpatient services 
program for people with substance use disorders 

LOS Length of stay – The number of nights a person stays in an inpatient or 
residential program during a course of treatment or rehabilitation in 
one of those settings 

MH Mental health 

MI Mental illness 

NAMI National Alliance on Mental Illness – A national advocacy organization 
that was founded in the 1970s by family members of people with 
mental illnesses who wanted to improve the mental health system and 
overcome the stigma associated with mental illness 

NASMHPD National Association of State Mental Health Program Directors – The 
national guild organization that represents directors of state mental 
health authorities, which oversee services to low income individuals, 
people who are uninsured, and, in some states, those whose behavioral 
health services are covered by Medicaid 

OCR Outpatient competency restoration – A program to restore competency 
to stand trial in people who have been declared incompetent to stand 
trial due to a mental illness 

PBHCI Primary and behavioral health care integration – Programs that service 
people with co-occurring mental illness and physical health care 
conditions. It is virtually synonymous with IBH (see above) 

PES Psychiatric emergency system – A centralized, comprehensive 
psychiatric emergency response system, which includes emergency 
rooms services, crisis stabilization services, and an array of other 
services to help people avoid unnecessary hospitalization or 
unnecessary jail time 

PSH Permanent Supportive Housing – A comprehensive approach to 
ensuring that people with behavioral health conditions obtain and 
maintain the most independent level of secure housing they can; which 
emphasizes a “housing first” model, rather than requiring that a person 
achieves abstinence from substance use or stabilization from mental 
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Acronym Definition 

illness before being offered a housing unit; and which involves helping 
people obtain the supports and skills needed for living successfully in an 
apartment or home 

SAMHSA Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration – The 
federal agency that supports publicly funded behavioral health services 
in the United States through block grants and other types of resources 

SE Supported Employment – An evidence-based model of helping people 
with mental illnesses (and other conditions, such as intellectual 
disabilities and disorders) to choose, find, and maintain competitive 
employment 

SOAR SSI/SSDI Outreach Access and Recovery – An evidence-based program 
that helps people obtain Supplemental Security Income and/or 
Supplemental Security Disability Income, when appropriate and needed 

SMI Serious mental illness – A condition involving certain mental illness 
diagnoses, particularly Schizophrenia, Schizoaffective Disorder, Bipolar 
Disorder and Major Depression, as well as functional impairments in 
areas of relationships, employment, school, and living skills 

SUD Substance use disorder – Also known as a substance abuse or chemical 
dependency condition 

TBI Traumatic brain injury 

TMACT Tool for the Measurement of Assertive Community Treatment – The 
best assessment method for determining the degree to which an 
Assertive Community Treatment team is being implemented in a way 
that is faithful to the model  

UNMC University of Nebraska Medical Center 

VA Veterans Administration 

WCA Women’s Center for Advancement – A domestic violence and case 
management provider in Omaha 

WHAM Whole Health Action Management – A best practice in which people 
with mental illnesses coach their peers in developing healthy lifestyles 
and diets 

WRAP Wellness Recovery Action Planning – An evidence-based practice in 
which people who have achieved recovery from mental illnesses 
provide education and guidance to their peers in self-managing their 
mental illnesses and avoiding new or more exacerbated episodes of 
illness 
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2. Adult Behavioral Health System of Care Framework 

The Identified themes from key informants’ feedback on strengths, gaps, and barriers in the 

system were categorized within a broader framework that includes overarching issues and 

elements of a suggested ideal adult behavioral health service array. The service array 

framework generally comprises the following domains or levels of care: 

 Supports for primary and secondary prevention, which would include stigma reduction 

and a continuum of education and prevention services for mental health (MH) and 

substance use disorders (SUD). Please note that key informant input did not specifically 

target services within this level of care, so it is not included in this summary report. 

 Recovery supports for tertiary prevention, which included the following:  

 Primary care in behavioral health settings for adults with serious mental illness;  

 Peer support for people with mental illness, substance abuse, or both;  

 Permanent Supported Housing; and  

 Supported Employment. 

 Outpatient behavioral health treatment continuum, which would include several 

different locations and types of care, including the following:  

 Federally qualified health centers (FQHC), health clinics, and integrated primary 

care-based behavioral health care;  

 Psychiatric services, including diagnostic evaluations, pharmacological management,  

and medication support;  

 Specialty outpatient individual and group psychotherapy and treatment;  

 Psychosocial skills training and development;  

 Intensive, integrated community treatment (e.g., Assertive Community Treatment 

[ACT] or Integrated Dual Disorder Treatment [IDDT] for longer-term stability); and  

 A continuum of case management/community support, from intensive to routine. 

 Crisis response system, including the following services:   

 A continuum of detox, extended observation, crisis follow up and stabilization, crisis 

residential, respite, relapse prevention; 

 Psychiatric emergency services; 

 Inpatient psychiatric hospital services focused on personal and community safety; 

 Law enforcement crisis intervention team supported by adult mobile crisis. 

 Adequate medical care in restrictive settings, which would include systemic justice 

diversion / outpatient competency restoration (OCR) / reentry, adult detention centers, 

forensic services, and services for people who are homeless. 

 

Please note that additional levels of care, including residential and inpatient care, that are 

available in Region 6 (and many other systems), but are not specifically included in the TriWest 

framework, have also been included in this summary’s broader framework. 
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B. Quantitative Methods – Assessment of System Capacity and Service 

Utilization  

TriWest requested data from a core set of providers of services to people with serious mental 

illnesses, state/regional authorities (Region 6, Magellan), and important allied providers, 

including federally qualified health centers. Collection and analysis of quantitative data aimed 

to examine system capacity and utilization of multiple levels and types of care, organized by the 

TriWest framework described immediately above. The quantitative methodology was carried 

out in three phases: 

 

Phase 1: Establish Service Taxonomy  

To identify Region 6 service capacity, TriWest Group combined the previously developed 

community mental health service array (described above) with the particular service types and 

levels of care identified during the key informant interview process.   

 

Phase 2: Survey Community Behavioral Health Providers  

With the help of the Behavioral Health Support Foundation and Region 6 key informants, 

TriWest identified and submitted data requests to a core set of community behavioral health 

providers in the Region 6 area:  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

TriWest requested that each provider either submit existing reports or input capacity and 

access to care data into a spreadsheet depicting the Region 6 service array (organized by 

TriWest’s ideal system framework). For each service in the array, capacity data was defined as 

the total number of clients the provider could serve at a given point in time, and utilization was 

defined as the total number of unduplicated people served in the most recent 12-month period 

Region 6 Core Providers 

Alegent Health 

 Mercy Hospital 

 Lasting Hope Recovery Center 

 Immanuel Medical Center 

 Creighton University/Psychiatric Associates 

Lutheran Family Services  

Catholic Charities OneWorld Community Health Centers, Inc.    

Charles Drew Behavioral Health Region 6 Services - Other 

Community Alliance  
The Salvation Army – Omaha Social 
Services  

Douglas County Community Mental Health 
Center 

Telecare Corporation 

Friendship Program  University of Nebraska – Medical Center  

Heartland Family Service  Women’s Center for Advancement  
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for which the agency had data. Because wait times were identified as a concern by many key 

informants interviewed, providers also indicated whether there was a waitlist for a given 

service, and if so, provided a) the number of people on the waitlist and b) the average wait time 

(in days) people spent on the waitlist. 

 

Phase 3: Data Abstraction and Analysis 

Summaries of the number of people served in various programs were abstracted from agency 

documentation and providers’ service array spreadsheet inputs. In some cases, respondents 

submitted documentation and/or spreadsheets with missing data or with figures that did not 

reflect the defined categories. In these cases, TriWest followed up with providers to resolve 

missing data and apparent inconsistencies. When detailed program-specific data were 

unavailable, numbers of people served were drawn from Region 6 capacity reports or were 

estimated, based on the total served by the agency. A final request was made to all providers to 

confirm our representation of their data within the service array, to which providers typically 

responded in careful detail. Lastly, a data request was submitted to the state of Nebraska for 

Medicaid Rehabilitation Option services provided to Medicaid beneficiaries and stratified by 

provider and service type for the most recent 12-month period. After removing providers 

identified in Phase 2 (the survey of behavioral health providers described above), forty-two (42) 

other providers (primarily individual licensed clinicians) were identified who provided two 

hundred and sixty (260) episodes of care. While these providers did not account for a very high 

percentage of services to people with serious mental illness, we did include their data in an 

“other” provider category when analyzing the results. 
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III. System of Care Assessment – Qualitative Findings 

 

A. Qualitative Findings on System Strengths 

1. Cross-System Strengths 

a. System Level Collaboration  / Coordination 

Collaborative and integrative care was identified as a strength of the Omaha/Region 6 system.  

Integrated co-occurring mental health and substance abuse care, while also seen as in need of 

expansion in Region 6 (see below), has become a significant priority of many providers, and the 

regional authority tracks self-rated integrated capacity as a performance indicator. 

 

One example of successful collaboration is the co-location of service providers with Lasting 

Hope Recovery Center (Lasting Hope). These providers include the Salvation Army (emergency 

community support), Lutheran Family Services (mobile crisis), Community Alliance’s Safe 

Harbor Program (peer-run crisis diversion), and National Alliance on Mental Illness – Nebraska 

programs. Community Alliance specifically noted that it has had a good experience with Lasting 

Hope’s transition care coordinators. Many hospitals also utilize the EPIC system, which 

facilitates the sharing of individual clinical information, although community-based providers 

are not using EPIC, which places some limits on its utility in communicating across levels of care.  

 

Other examples of collaboration included Regions 6’s monthly provider meetings (addressing 

system, service and funding issues), weekly Clinical Review Team meetings (addressing case 

coordination), and bi-monthly Emergency Task Force meetings (addressing clinical issues).    

 

As another example, Community Alliance and the Women’s Center for Advancement applied 

for a Department of Justice technical assistance grant targeting work with vulnerable 

populations who are victims of domestic violence and also have mental health issues. They plan 

to work out protocols that will allow their work to be useful to the community as a whole. 

Other grant-based collaborations were also cited. 

 

b. Evidence-Based Programs  

Across the region, several evidence-based practices (EBPs) are available, including Motivational 

Interviewing, Integrated Dual Diagnosis Treatment (IDDT), Illness Management and Recovery, 

and Supported Employment. Several agencies are providing co-occurring services and training 

staff to be co-occurring capable. Community Alliance plans to upgrade their residential facilities 

to provide co-occurring services. In addition, Community Alliance, the Women’s Center for 

Advancement (WCA), and Heartland Family Service have implemented trauma-informed care 

programming. 
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c. High Quality Psychiatric Care 

Key informants also indicated that there is high quality psychiatric care in the community. They 

noted, for example, that mental 

health services provided through the 

local Veteran’s Administration and 

geriatric psychiatric and medical 

care provided by the University of 

Nebraska Medical Center and 

Alegent were of high quality. 

 

2. Recovery Support and Tertiary Prevention Strengths 

Peer Support Services  

Many informants identified peer support as a highly valued component of the behavioral health 

system.  Key informants agreed that peer support is especially helpful in a range of contexts, 

including in the delivery of trauma-informed care and substance abuse treatment, and in the 

provision of domestic violence support groups.  Peer support is also reported as a vital part of 

the Omaha Police Department and Crisis Intervention Teams. One organization indicated that 

their peers are well trained in several models, including Whole Health Action Management, 

Wellness Recovery Action Planning, and the Nebraska-based programs Living Well and 

Nebraska RentWise. The positive value of navigators and family advocates also was noted. 

 

3. Outpatient Behavioral Health Treatment Continuum Strengths 

a. Integrated Co-Occurring Disorder Programs  

As noted above, while there is a perceived gap between the prevalence and need for co-

occurring mental illness and substance use disorder services, key informants also noted a 

growing capacity in the area of co-occurring treatment. For example, Catholic Charities has 

several co-occurring programs and has trained staff across all levels and types of care to be co-

occurring capable.  

 

Community Alliance has a SAMHSA Primary and Behavioral Health Care Integration (PBHCI) 

grant to serve people with co-occurring mental illness and chronic physical health conditions. 

They are collaborating with an FQHC partner (OneWorld) for this program.  

 

Systems often find it difficult to meet the needs of people with co-occurring mental illness and 

intellectual and developmental disabilities as well, but Region 6 is attempting to meet the 

challenge of limited resources by investing additional funding in services for people dually-

diagnosed with intellectual and developmental disorder and behavioral health issues, and they 

are attempting to contract with more providers in this area. 

 

Region 6 Performance Indicator 7   

 Over 85 percent (85.2%) of reported persons served 

experienced a reduction in symptomology or improved 

functioning; 

 The average level of improved functioning or a reduction 

in symptomology across all levels of care is 72.5%. 
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b. Intensive Community-Based Programs  

There is one Assertive Community Treatment program (Community Alliance) that serves about 

100 people at any given time, as well as an Intensive Case Management program with Douglas 

County Community Mental Health Center that serves 38 people at any given time. These 

programs provide the most intensive levels of non-residential outpatient care in the region. 

 

Community Support Programs (CSPs) at various levels (Emergency Community Support, 

Intensive Community Support, and Community Support) fill some of the gap between Assertive 

Community Treatment and routine outpatient levels of care. These CSP levels of care vary in 

duration and intensity of care and are indispensable resources within the service array. 

 

c. Medication Management  

While wait times to receive medication management are often far too long and access to this 

vital service is a significant concern among many key informants, some stakeholders cited 

efforts to provide access to medication management within the system. As an example, the 

Douglas County Community Mental Health Center has two full-time staff who provide financial 

assistance to clients and work with pharmacies, drug programs, etc. to promote access to 

medications. 

 

d. Telepsychiatry  

Telepsychiatry services were cited as an important boon to service access in the region, and 

they represent a strength upon which to expand. Alegent/Creighton and the University of 

Nebraska Medical Center also are providing outreach to rural areas, where the system array 

and access to care are compromised even more than in Omaha. 

 

4. Crisis Response System Strengths 

Crisis Services  

Crisis Intervention Team (CIT) training was identified as a vital resource for law enforcement 

officers when interceding on behalf of people experiencing a mental health crisis. Significant 

joint efforts between law enforcement and Region 6 providers have resulted in training over 

500 law enforcement officers in recent years. A representative of the Douglas County 

Attorney’s Office indicated that deputies are “awesome” and “kind to patients.” In addition, it 

was reported that the Omaha Police Department is developing a threat assessment team. The 

Salvation Army’s crisis staff’s expertise in managing crises was also noted as a particular 

strength. 

 

5. Strengths Associated with Adequate Medical Services in Restrictive Settings  

Douglas County Community Mental Health Center has a contract with the county jail to provide 

services to current inmates. Therapists are available in the jail four days per week and their 
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services include groups that deal with criminogenic thinking. This capacity to address 

criminogenic thinking as well as mental health issues is not always present in communities and 

it represents an important strength for Region 6. The jail-based program also includes a peer 

specialist worker. In addition, the Douglas County program is connected to an Intensive Case 

Management program, which serves people coming out of the jail and helps with community 

reintegration.  

 

Douglas County Community Mental Health Center also works with the county jail to implement 

a jail diversion program, which is funded entirely by the county. Anyone arrested and brought 

to the jail is screened upon intake and a determination of the person’s eligibility for diversion is 

made (e.g., offense is nonviolent, the person is willing to participate in treatment). Skill building 

(including addressing criminogenic thinking), case management, and peer support are included 

in the mix of treatment, services and supports.  

 

The predominant themes from key informant comments on gaps in the system of care are 

described in the following section. 
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B. Qualitative Findings on Gaps in Service  

1. Overarching Themes Concerning Gaps  

a. Gaps in Access to Care  

Key informants reported that people do 

not know how and where to access the 

service delivery system. Concern was 

noted that all non-profits are “maxed out” 

and inundated by calls for service. 

Appropriate residential care is very difficult to access at times. Key informants noted that more 

same-day care or “open access” was needed. 

 

b. Gaps in Workforce Adequacy / Gaps in Qualified Professionals 

The existence of gaps and shortages in the behavioral healthcare workforce were described as 

representing a crisis for many providers. Many different professions and roles, including 

psychiatrists and other physicians, fully licensed professionals, crisis services staff, front line 

residential and other rehabilitation staff, and peers were cited as understaffed in the region, 

and openings—even for peer specialists—were often difficult to fill. Key informants noted that 

attracting professionals to the Midwest is not easy and that, because systems of care 

everywhere have increased their behavioral health workforce recruitment efforts in recent 

years, competition for workers has intensified. Feedback from interviewees clearly indicated 

that staffing shortages create capacity issues, resulting in providers having to turn people away 

from services and even sometimes leaving inpatient beds unfilled in order to maintain required 

physician-patient ratios. 

 

While there is a shortage of psychiatrists in the Region, some key informants argued there was 

an even greater shortage of mid-level psychiatric specialists (e.g., nurses and nurse 

practitioners).  

 

2. Gaps in Recovery Supports and Tertiary Prevention 

a. Gaps in Peer Specialists / Peer-Run Services 

As mentioned above, key informants indicated a need for more credentialed peer specialists as 

well as navigators and family advocates. Some key informants noted that requirements for 

documentation and unit reporting often detract from the essence of what peers should 

provide. 

 

b. Gaps in Housing and Transportation 

Key informants also expressed concerns about gaps in safety net services, including housing and 

transportation. Several interviewees identified specific critical issues with gaps in housing, 

Region 6 Performance Indicator 1   

 Number of levels of care meeting average time 

from initial contact to admission targets: 52% of 

levels of care. 
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noting that Omaha is not rich with supported housing or low-income housing for people with 

disabilities. This lack of affordable and supported housing makes it difficult for some hospitals 

to find appropriate placement for people at discharge, often leading to delayed discharges and 

longer lengths of stay.  

 

A lack of transportation services was also identified as a significant gap in safety net services. 

Several interviewees highlighted difficulties people have in getting to their appointments with 

providers because of limited transportation options in Omaha.   

 

Key informants also indicated that, while some very good evidence-based Supported 

Employment programs are available, the overall availability of Supported Employment was 

insufficient in Region 6. 

 

3. Outpatient Behavioral Health Treatment Continuum Gaps 

a. Co-Occurring Disorder Services 

Mental Health and Substance Use Disorders 

Key informants reported that, given the prevalence of co-occurring mental health and 

substance use disorders (with estimates that 50% of people with serious mental illness [SMI] 

have a significant co-occurring substance use disorder), there is a need for more co-occurring 

treatment resources for a “very lean, almost starved system.” Specific gaps that were 

highlighted include the assessment of co-occurring disorders in acute care settings and 

addressing co-occurring issues in crisis situations, but key informants cited a need for more 

integrated programming across all levels of care.  

 

Mental Health and Physical Health Disorders 

Several stakeholders reported that there are gaps in integrated care to address comorbidity 

issues. In particular, key informants 

identified concerns that Lasting Hope 

sometimes cannot accept people with 

more complex physical health problems. 

Additionally, some said there was a 

need for integrated behavioral health 

homes, which embrace the medical 

home model’s provision of 24-hour, 

seven days per week access to primary 

care services. And, while an important 

federally funded integrated care program currently is being implemented by Community 

Alliance and the OneWorld federally qualified health center (FQHC), there are few 

Region 6 Performance Indicator 4   

 Only eight of 53 providers rated themselves at 

the Fully-Integrated level of co-occurring 

capability; 

 Twenty of 53 providers (38%) rated themselves 

at the Advanced level, indicating some co-

occurring capability in the agency, even if co-

occurring services are not provided routinely to 

those in need of them. 
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opportunities for people with serious mental illnesses and chronic health conditions to obtain 

access to integrated care. 

 

Behavioral Health and Intellectual and Developmental Disabilities (IDD)  

Gaps were also identified for consumers with co-occurring behavioral health disorders and 

intellectual and developmental disabilities (IDDs). Some people in this population are not 

eligible for developmental disability assistance in the state and then are also rejected by some 

behavioral health providers who believe that, due to a lower level of functioning, they will not 

benefit from behavioral health services. Key informants reported that people with IDDs who do 

not qualify for developmental disability services often end up in the hospital because of a lack 

of available residential and other services.  

 

b. Intensive Community-Based Services 

Interviewees identified critical gaps in services that could provide a bridge between acute or 

residential care and regular outpatient services. Similarly, key informants noted that, despite 

the existence of the community support continuum which fills some of the gap, there was 

remaining need for services between Assertive Community Treatment (ACT) and the next level 

of service intensity above and below it. Key informants noted that people sometimes are 

referred from outpatient services directly to acute care, instead of moving appropriately up and 

down the continuum of care based on their treatment and support needs. Feedback suggested 

that some services could fill this gap if strengthened (e.g., partial hospitalization, more ACT, 

intensive case management, and community support). Key informants emphasized that there 

was a critical need to strengthen community resources and safety net services in order to 

successfully divert people from unnecessary hospitalization and lower readmission rates. 

 

Several key informants focused on ACT 

teams, in particular. The one ACT team 

available in the area is a good resource, but 

more ACT teams are needed since the 

existing program often is at capacity and does 

not have quite the level of flow through the 

program that would create greater access. 

There is usually a waitlist for this ACT team.   

 

c. Essential Outpatient Treatment Services  

Medication Management 

Key informants indicated that better access to medication management is sorely needed, 

noting that no specific plan was in place to meet this gap through outpatient services 

(especially for Region-funded programs). One factor contributing to this gap is that people are 

Region 6 Performance Indicator 2   

 At 50 months, ACT had the longest average 

length of stay from admission to discharge of 

any level of care; 

 At 23 months, Community Support – Mental 

Health was second longest. 
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provided two weeks’ of medication following discharge from Lasting Hope, yet they sometimes 

wait for outpatient services, including medication management, much longer than two weeks. 

(While Lasting Hope was reported by others to have taken steps to fill this gap, key informants 

interviewed nevertheless observed that there was a gap in access to medications for some 

clients leaving the inpatient setting.) This delay, especially if combined with a missed 

appointment, sometimes leaves people without medications for a month or more, which then 

often results in readmission. One key informant suggested that a plan for providing open access 

to medications would fill the gap in availability.  

 

A need for greater ability to require involuntary medications on an outpatient basis was also 

identified. One key informant noted that meeting this need would address non-compliance 

with long-acting, anti-psychotic medications and potentially prevent unnecessary inpatient 

readmissions.1  The current legal constraints associated with this strategy would need to be 

addressed, however. 

 

Other Outpatient Services 

In addition to feedback that there is not enough outpatient service capacity in general, 

interviewees identified additional gaps in outpatient services, including the need for outpatient 

sex offender treatment, which according to one key informant is almost non-existent. There is 

also a perceived gap in outpatient services that will accept people stepping down from 

involuntary treatment, as these persons often have histories of aggressive behavior combined 

with complex co-occurring issues. 

 

Some key informants noted that when the Omaha area and southwest Iowa were hit by floods 

a few years ago, and many people needed mental health services to cope with the acute stress 

and trauma they experienced, it became evident that Omaha’s resources for navigating the 

mental health system for outpatient mental health services did not measure up to southwest 

Iowa’s resources.  

 

d. Substance Use Disorder Services  

Key informants reported that there are big gaps in substance use disorder (SUD) services across 

the continuum of care. Several interviewees identified a gap in the assessment of SUD issues at 

acute care facilities, which can contribute to recidivism/relapse and act as a barrier to referral 

to community-based SUD services. In addition, it is difficult to access SUD programs promptly. 

While some key informants identified a need for more intensive SUD services, others also 

indicated that there is a need for step-down services from intensive outpatient program 

                                                      
1As noted, the current legal constraints on this practice would need to be addressed, of course. And, the wider 

adoption of less coercive approaches to improving medication compliance and illness self-management might 

obviate some of the need for involuntary medication treatment. 
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services (IOP), when a person needs more than merely individual counseling, but less than an 

IOP level of care. 

 

Gaps in specialty SUD services were also noted. 

The Family Works program, a residential facility 

for women that also welcomes their children, is 

the only facility of this type in the region and 

has a long waiting list. There are also no 

facilities for placing people into involuntary 

SUD treatment. (One key informant noted that 

a locked facility that previously operated is now 

closed.)   

 

4. Crisis Response System Gaps  

Some key informants observed that, besides mobile crisis and inpatient services, there are few 

crisis service alternatives available, and that people often do not know where to go when they 

are in crisis, so they end up in the emergency room.  

 

a. Crisis Stabilization Services 

A notable gap in the crisis continuum, according to key informants, is the lack of crisis 

stabilization services in the community. Interviewees reported that the Spring Center (now 

closed) provided crisis services for people in need of brief, voluntary stabilization. The closure 

of this facility and discontinuation of its crisis services left a significant gap in services that, if 

filled, could reduce acute care admissions. Key informants acknowledged that the new peer-run 

program located adjacent to Lasting Hope is useful for some people, but it is not as strong of a 

resource as the Spring Center was, and some said it is not being utilized fully.  

 

Interviewees recommended a “no wrong door,” coordinated system, with a stronger 

continuum of crisis services and a central psychiatric emergency system that can provide triage 

of all psychiatric crisis episodes, whether or not they involve medical issues, for example. 

 

b. Inpatient Services 

Input from key informants also identified a 

general gap in acute and sub-acute care, 

particularly in services for people who need 

longer lengths of stay, noting that this need 

seems to be currently met through multiple 

admissions. (That is, for some people, their 

“lengths of stay,” if aggregated across their 

Region 6 Performance Indicator 2  

 In its Performance Indicator 2 (Length of Stay), 

Region 6 tracks the percentage of providers 

who meet targeted lengths of stay. In the FY 

2013 report, 100% of providers met the target. 

However, this indicator does not necessarily 

show that the target is appropriate, or that it is 

associated with lower readmission rates. 

Region 6 Performance Indicator 8   

 Substance abuse treatment outcomes 

appear to be good in Region 6. For example, 

over 95 percent of people served in 

substance abuse or fully integrated co-

occurring services experienced abstinence or 

a reduction in substance use from admission 

to discharge. 
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multiple brief admissions, are considerable, even though it may appear that lengths of stay are 

relatively brief when examined individually.)  Additional feedback indicated that people are 

being referred to acute care in hospitals outside of the county at great cost to the county. 

According to some key informants this is due in large part to the fact that physicians in 

emergency rooms (ERs) sometimes make the overly conservative determination that people 

need to be referred to an intensive care unit (ICU) bed even when the person may adequately 

be served in an acute care bed. When ICUs are at capacity, people are then sent out of county, 

which often costs more and of course means dollars do not stay in Region 6.2 Ironically, patients 

are often then served not in an out-of-region psychiatric ICU, but in an out-of-region psychiatric 

acute care bed. One key informant gave the example that, because the VA hospital had no 

availability, three veterans were referred out of county at great expense for only a few days of 

care.  

 

5. Gaps Concerning Medical Care in Restrictive Settings 

Care for People Involved in the Criminal Justice System 

Key informants were concerned that too many people with serious mental illnesses were 

having contact with the criminal justice system. It was reported that, since the move toward 

deinstitutionalization, people with acute psychosis, or who may have histories of violent 

behavior, are not successfully integrated into the community due to a scarcity of intensive 

community and residential services. The level of severity of illness and history of violent 

behavior with which some clients present is such that many providers do not feel equipped to 

serve them. In addition, coordination between the criminal justice system, the county attorney, 

and treatment providers, while sometimes excellent, is demanding, time consuming, and 

sometimes overwhelming because of the level of need. 

 

Please note in the strengths section above that Douglas County Community Mental Health 

Center provides jail-based treatment and peer support programming, which is tied to an 

intensive case management program. This represents an important strength in the system. 

 

6. Gaps in Other Services  

Residential Services   

Key informants reported that the availability of residential rehabilitation, secure residential, 

and group home services does not meet the need and demand for these services. They 

indicated that many individuals with psychosis and/or who indicate a risk of harm to 

themselves, in particular, often require unnecessary readmissions because of a lack of effective 

or available residential programs or community support services to which they could be 

referred upon inpatient discharge. In addition, key informants noted that there are gaps in the 

                                                      
2Costs for out-of-county services are borne by the payer, whether Region 6 or Medicaid.  
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intensity of care (and in the capacity to serve people with the most severe needs) between 

Telecare’s secure residential program and the residential rehabilitation program at Community 

Alliance. Some also felt that because Telecare had such a strong voluntary orientation (allowing 

people to choose not to take medications, for example), there was also a growing gap between 

Telecare’s residential levels of care and the Regional Center’s inpatient levels of care.  

 

One key informant suggested that the gap between Telecare and unsecure residential could 

also widen if Telecare were to start prematurely discharging people who needed longer lengths 

of stay before making the transition to a lower level of care. There was also an expressed need 

for more residential options for older adults with mental illness and/or dementia. Informants 

indicated that mental health programs reject some people with co-occurring dementia and 

related neurological illnesses, sometimes resulting in emergency room admissions for these 

people.  

 

Other suggestions for filling this gap included psychiatric nursing homes for people with SMI 

who need help with activities of daily living (placing people with SMI in “regular” nursing homes 

sometimes has been “a disaster”) and increasing residential rehabilitation home services (e.g., 

adding more specialized staffing to meet complex consumer needs) as a complement to ACT 

and intensive case management services. 
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C. Qualitative Findings on Barriers to Receiving Appropriate Services 

1. Overarching Themes 

a. Issues with Coordination of Care 

While there certainly were some examples of good collaboration and coordination noted by key 

informants (see strengths section above), some identified the frequent “silo-ing” of services as 

a problem, indicating that the system sometimes seemed driven more by individual agency 

needs than by consumer need and a sense of mutual responsibility for the “toughest-to-serve” 

people. One key informant said that packaging of services for Medicaid recipients sometimes 

precludes people from receiving needed services not included in the package.3 In addition, the 

provision of trauma-informed care for people with histories of trauma is not always consistently 

available and coordinated across the system, according to another key informant.  

 

Communication issues between law enforcement and triage workers at Lasting Hope were also 

identified by key informants from the law enforcement community as a barrier to coordinating 

care, with Lasting Hope staff sometimes redirecting officers to the emergency department due 

to misunderstandings associated with the officers’ use of clinical terminology. For example, in 

some instances, officers may not describe the person’s behaviors in ways that are consistent 

with psychiatric diagnostic terminology and Lasting Hope staff may not discern that the 

problem is a psychiatric one. 

 

Authorization of Care Processes  

Feedback from key informants indicated that there was a problem with the Medicaid managed 

care authority sometimes not authorizing people for residential rehabilitation or day programs 

if they had a substance use disorder (SUD) in addition to their mental illness. The suggested 

desired approach would wrap needed services – including co-occurring treatment – around 

people. In addition, it was noted that Medicaid care managers tended to follow the rules but 

did not always make common sense decisions for clients/consumers. It was also reported that, 

with attempts to shorten the lengths of inpatient stays and establish faster stabilization times, 

it may become more difficult to obtain authorization for people needing longer stays in 

treatment, which could sometimes result in premature discharges to the community. 

 

  

                                                      
3Packaging of services is used to help ensure that people with certain diagnoses and functional disabilities receive 

the most appropriate types and amounts of services. Some respondents are concerned that not all clients fit neatly 

into these packages of services and the occasional rigidity of service packages can counteract their original 

purpose. 
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Discharge / Transition of Care 

Another concern related to the discharge process involved inadequate planning for and referral 

to safety net services, such as housing, transportation, and food security. While Lasting Hope 

has made progress in this area with the implementation of Transition Care Coordinators (they 

follow people with high risk for readmission, arrange bridge appointments, and assist people in 

keeping outpatient appointments), more progress is needed in this area, according to key 

informant feedback. From Lasting Hope’s perspective, however, they are often working 

diligently to plan for discharge with people who have “burned their bridges” in many places and 

who are therefore very difficult to place with community providers.  

 

When people do have a good after care program to which they can transfer from acute and 

sub-acute beds – for example, to the Emergency Community Support program at the Salvation 

Army – they sometimes present with only two weeks’ worth of medications, which is often 

insufficient to carry them over until a new prescription can be written. In other instances, 

people do not stay long enough in the inpatient setting and are discharged before they are 

clinically ready to successfully participate in after care programming. This issue of premature 

discharge from services was also cited for the Regional Center.  

 

Key informants also reported that community/aftercare programs that are available sometimes 

are underutilized. Even some of these resources that are co-located with Lasting Hope do not 

receive referrals from Lasting Hope (e.g., Lutheran Family Services has urgent care staff and the 

Emergency Community Support Program at the Salvation Army also is available, but sometimes 

Lasting Hope does not refer to these services). Rigid discharge rules sometimes prevented 

people from accessing peer support provided through the Safe Harbor program (another 

service co-located at Lasting Hope). 

 

Other challenges with discharge and transition of care cited by key informants included 

clinicians not detecting certain mental health issues during short-term residential treatment 

and being unable to refer people to the appropriate levels and types of aftercare. On the other 

end, outpatient providers were seen by some key informants as unwilling to take involuntary 

clients as they transition from a higher level of care, because they saw those clients as needing 

higher-level intensity of care than what they are able to provide. 

 

Key informant suggestions for reducing readmission rates included ensuring there were 

adequate community aftercare resources and successfully engaging and connecting people to 

these resources when they step down from higher levels of care. The new transitional care 

coordination services established by Lasting Hope were seen as a good step in this latter 

direction. 
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b. Issues Related to Funding and Payment Systems 

According to some key informants, the cycling of inpatient admission and readmission was 

partly based on a payment system that sometimes sets an insufficient maximum benefit for 

outpatient community-based services. In addition, cuts to state funding and gaps in Affordable 

Care Act coverage for people who do not qualify for this subsidy were seen as factors that 

contribute to barriers to services. Key informants also indicated that long waiting lists to get on 

Medicaid represented a barrier to accessing needed care. One informant noted that people 

who were eligible for Medicaid often waited six months to a year to obtain coverage.  

 

c. Issues with System Level Coordination 

One key informant indicated that, because of its fragmentation, “the system of care is not really 

a system.” As mentioned above, the desired level of coordinated and committed effort to 

serving the most-difficult-to-serve clients with SMI is not evident to some key informants. Some 

expressed concern that there were occasional turf battles over who would have authority in 

deciding on client care. Some expressed concern that there were significant differences of 

opinion concerning the need for certain core services in the continuum of care, for example, 

whether a comprehensive psychiatric emergency service was needed in Omaha. One key 

informant suggested that no one can handle all of this alone and that a Collective Impact 

model, in which everyone would play a role in working toward improving common metrics, 

could be beneficial. 

 

d. Issues with Workforce Adequacy 

Several workforce adequacy issues were identified by key informants, including turnover in the 

Community Support Programs, bachelors-level staff in other programs dealing with very 

difficult issues and crises, nurse practitioners being limited to practice only when supervised by 

a physician, and only having one emergency department (Immanuel) with trained psychiatric 

staff conducting assessments. It was suggested that inadequate assessments in emergency 

departments and some inpatient facilities might have less to do with a shortage of psychiatrists 

than it did with difficult “after hours call” requirements. 

 

2. Barriers in the Crisis Response System 

a. Issues with Diversion from Hospitals/Acute Care 

It was observed that good psychiatric evaluation in emergency departments is needed. Several 

key informants reported problems with inaccurate assessments and diagnoses, particularly for 

people with traumatic brain injury, who are sometimes misdiagnosed with bipolar disorder. 

Second, in order to be admitted, some people have learned what to say (e.g., that they have 

suicidal/homicidal thoughts, or are hearing voices) when they present in the emergency room, 

which can drive up admission rates to inpatient care. One suggested solution to this problem 
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was to provide psychiatric consultation to emergency rooms through telepsychiatry; it was 

noted that this practice is working well in Kearney, for example.  

 

In spite of the hope that Lasting Hope would divert people from emergency departments and 

acute care services, key informants indicated that, over time, people have reverted to going to 

the emergency room, from which physicians tend to over-refer to acute care services. One 

issue, according to stakeholders, is that emergency department staff do not have the skill set to 

adequately assess behavioral health issues and, as a result, they often use the default 

conservative option of admitting to inpatient care. It was noted that community programs 

sometimes are capable of working with people who present to the emergency room (and 

Lasting Hope). However, at the same time, these programs tend to have wait lists and it 

appears that physicians may not have a high level of confidence in referring to these programs. 

In a related vein, it was noted that physician concern with liability has led to fewer than 

expected referrals to the peer-run crisis diversion program at Safe Harbor.  

 

b. Triage Issues 

As mentioned above, some interviewees reported that some physicians in the region will not 

refer people to anything less than a critical care bed, full acute facility, or locked unit. This 

concern was validated by a physician key informant who indicated that approximately 25% of 

the people he sees in inpatient settings do not really need acute care services, noting that these 

were crisis situations that could have been addressed by crisis stabilization services, or even 

intensive outpatient levels of care. The informant further explained that there was no financial 

incentive for managing these situations any differently (except at Lasting Hope), especially in a 

volume-based reimbursement system that tends to run at 90% occupancy.  

 

In a related vein, one key informant said that Lasting Hope has determined that it is not cost 

effective to conduct a full assessment and then admit a person into a sub-acute bed; because of 

billing, they prefer to admit people into acute care when a full assessment is done. Currently, 

one key informant asserted, Lasting Hope will only place a person in sub-acute care as a step-

down from acute care.  

 

Again, as mentioned above, when there are no intensive care unit (ICU) beds available, even if 

there is a regular psychiatric bed available, people presenting to the emergency department are 

not referred to the regular psychiatric bed and instead are transferred to Kearney, Lincoln or 

other out-of-county facilities. While waiting for the out-of-county bed, these people remain in 

the emergency department. It was noted that this approach to triage is not very precise and 

backs up the whole system.  
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Other identified triage issues included the challenge of accurately discerning the appropriate 

length of stay for people who need 30 days of acute care versus those who need seven days 

(which would require both providers and payers to be more innovative). 

 

3. Barriers in Other Levels of Care 

Regarding issues with treatment approaches in secure residential settings, key informants 

expressed concern about the lack of an active treatment approach at Telecare. Feedback 

indicated that Telecare, which includes a secure residential facility, seems to be approaching 

care as a near-permanent living space for people with serious mental illness. It was noted that 

there seems to be little expectation for improvement and no requirement that people take 

prescribed medications or participate in treatment. (However, more recent reports during 

system of care assessment meetings with area stakeholders indicated that the average length 

of stay at Telecare may be decreasing.) Key informants also reported issues with outpatient 

services focusing more on assessment and less on treatment. 
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IV. System of Care Assessment - Quantitative Findings 

 

A. Introduction 

As described in the methodology section above, providers responded to a data request from 

TriWest Group by providing data on their service capacities at any given point in time, the 

number of people they served in the most recent 12-month period for which data were 

available, and waitlists and wait times for services, when applicable.4 In this section of the 

report, we provide summaries of the data submitted by core providers, organized by the 

TriWest service continuum for adults with serious mental illnesses (SMI).5 Data that was 

reported included each type of service in the continuum, for example: 

 The number of beds or treatment/service slots available among all core providers in 

Region 6;  

 The estimated number of people served by core providers in a 12-month period;  

 The lowest and highest numbers of people on waitlists reported by providers (that is, 

the range) across all core providers who reported waitlist figures; and  

 The lowest and highest average number of days that people have to wait to receive the 

service across all providers who reported data on wait times. 

 

B. Supports for Primary and Secondary Prevention   

OneWorld Community Health Centers, Inc., Heartland Family Service, and Community Alliance 

provide a considerable amount of support for secondary prevention. Community Alliance 

indicated they provided family education to 200 people in a 12-month period. In a recent 12-

month period, 3,600 people received behavioral health “warm hand-offs” to licensed mental 

health professionals in OneWorld clinics. Heartland Family Services reported providing 

unspecified education/prevention services to over 16,000 people in the most recent 12-month 

period, and they also have used media messaging as a prevention strategy, which they reported 

reaches approximately 190,000 people per year.  

 

It is quite possible that other providers also offer supports for prevention in their programming 

but did not report them in response to the data request, as prevention was not a primary focus 

of this system assessment.  

                                                      
4Sometimes data on wait times are not terribly accurate. For example, a program might not begin counting the 

wait time until a person is placed on a wait list, even though the person may not have been placed on the wait list 

as soon as she or he is referred. (For example, a person might be referred to a program, but if the program has no 

slot for him or her, the agency referring that person may choose to find another placement. Not finding another 

placement, they may contact the agency again, this time placing the client on a wait list. There are other reasons 

that wait times do not actually represent the entire amount of time a person waiting to receive a level/type of 

care, as well.)  Some agencies do not have wait lists for certain services, even though they may turn away people 

who are referred to them. For this study, we only report waitlist and wait time data when they are available.   
5Data on Medicaid Rehabilitation Option (MRO) services were provided by Magellan.  
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C. Recovery Supports for Tertiary Prevention 

Recovery supports for tertiary prevention included primary care services in behavioral health 

settings, first episode of care services, peer support services, supported housing and Supported 

Employment.   

 

1. Primary Care Services in Behavioral Health Settings 

There is one Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration (SAMHSA)-funded 

integrated behavioral health program located at Community Alliance, which involves a 

partnership with OneWorld Community Health Centers. (Integrated behavioral health [IBH] 

care refers to the provision of primary care and behavioral health care in one location, by one 

multi-disciplinary team of providers.) Community Alliance reported that they have 375 slots 

available and that they served that same number in the most recent 12-month period. (The 

number of slots may have increased since the time of data reporting.) 

 

More research would need to be conducted to determine the precise number of people with 

SMI in Region 6 for whom IBH would be cost-effective. However, Missouri’s statewide 

experimentation with IBH for adults receiving services through community mental health 

centers (CMHCs) is instructive. They started with people who accounted for at least $10,000 in 

Medicaid expenditures in the previous year and were able to demonstrate the cost-

effectiveness of CMHC-based healthcare homes.  As of June 2013, statewide enrollment in 

CMHC healthcare homes was 18,408, with 16,199 of those being adults. Missouri’s adult 

population is approximately 4,647,967 and an estimated 250,990 have SMI. Using the same 

estimate of the adult population that has SMI – 5.4% (from the National Association of State 

Mental Health Program Directors) – the comparable figure in Region 6 is 30,145. Given that 

6.45% of Missouri’s adult population was included in its first statewide implementation of IBH, 

an estimate of the comparable number of people in Region 6 who would be eligible for IBH 

would be 1,945 people, far exceeding the current number receiving IBH through the Substance 

Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration grant. Missouri is a state that bears some 

similarity to Nebraska – it is a Midwest state that did not choose to expand Medicaid under the 

Affordable Care Act, for example.  

 

2. First Episode Psychosis Care 

At the time of this review, there was no evidence that providers in the Region 6 area were 

providing First Episode Psychosis Care for persons with serious mental illness. 

 

3. Peer Support Services 

Collectively, Community Alliance, Catholic Charities, Salvation Army, Heartland Family Service, 

and Lutheran Family Services provided nearly 4,000 episodes of peer support services in a 

recent 12-month period. The provider system can serve several hundred clients with outpatient 
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peer support services at a single moment in time.6 (We use the term “outpatient” to represent 

peer support services not associated with inpatient or law enforcement settings. For example, 

Community Alliance co-locates peer support in homeless service settings, and we are including 

that in the “outpatient” category.) There were few access-to-care data points available for peer 

support services. At this time, there does not appear to be a waitlist for peer support 

outpatient services. While it can take as long as eleven (11) days to receive initial services 

(reported by Salvation Army), most providers reported no lag in enrollment and access to 

services.  

 

Peer support is provided in a variety of settings, including, for example, the adult detention 

center, Lasting Hope Recovery Center, and outpatient centers and rehabilitation services. This 

diversity of locations in which peer support is provided represents a strength in the system, in 

part because Region 6 peer support workers collectively (in comparison to peer support 

workers in many other behavioral health systems, where they provide peer support in a more 

limited number of settings) are likely to be more knowledgeable about the diversity of 

experiences that their peers with SMI have, and are therefore better equipped to respond to 

their needs. 

 

4. Supported Housing  

Supported housing, often referred to as Permanent Supportive Housing, can (and often will) 

include subsidized housing with support services. However, participation in support services 

typically is not required for people receiving supported housing. Community Alliance and 

Salvation Army provide supported housing services in the Region 6 area. Community Alliance 

makes the distinction above when describing their service capacity. In a recent 12-month 

period, they provided supportive services to 125 people with SMI and state-funded rental 

assistance to 215 people with SMI. They have the capacity to serve as many as 94 people with 

supportive housing and 155 people with state rental assistance at any moment in time. At the 

time of this report, there were as many as 50 people waiting for either or both supportive 

housing services and state rental assistance programs. Salvation Army provides targeted 

supportive housing services. They serve 33 people/families with disabilities and 25 veterans 

(with or without families) with permanent supported housing services. Given the size of the 

Region 6 service area, these capacity figures indicate a relative lack of supportive housing 

capacity compared to best practice levels, a comparison that will be explicated later in this 

report. 

 

                                                      
6 We have actual data indicating 165 slots are available for outpatient peer support at any point in time, but this 

vastly underestimates the capacity. For example, between them, Lutheran Family Services and Catholic Charities 

served over 1,000 people with peer support in the most recent 12-month period for which data were available. 

However, they were unable to report the point-in-time number of slots available for outpatient peer support. 
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5. Supported Employment 

Community Alliance is the only reported provider of evidence-based Supported Employment 

services. In a recent 12-month period, they provided supported employment services to 260 

unique individuals, with a capacity to serve 200 at any moment in time. Waitlist data was not 

available at the time of this report. Regardless, this degree of capacity for Supported 

Employment is short of best practice capacity.  

 

6. SOAR – Helping Clients Obtain Access to Benefits  

An evidence-based SSI/SSDI7 Outreach, Access and Recovery (SOAR) program provided by 

Community Alliance was added to this section of the continuum, as it helps people obtain 

access to income supports and health care. 

 

The table on the following page summarizes data on service capacity in the Recovery Supports 

for Tertiary Prevention domain. 

 

  

                                                      
7Social Security Income and Social Security Disability Income  
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Recovery Supports for Tertiary Prevention Service Capacity in Region 6 

Service Type 

Capacity8 

Providers # beds/ 
slots 

# served 
per year 

Recovery Supports for Tertiary Prevention 

Primary Care in BH Settings for Adults with SMI  375   375  
Community Alliance and 
OneWorld Community 
Health Centers, Inc. 

First Episode Care  -  -  None 

Peer Support (MH/SUD/Co-occurring)    

Peer Support – Law Enforcement  25   87  Lutheran Family Services 

Peer Support – Inpatient 64  2,300  
Lasting Hope Recovery 
Center 

Peer Support – Outpatient  165  1,570 

Catholic Charities, 
Community Alliance, 
Lutheran Family Services, 
Salvation Army, WCA 

Supported Housing     

Owned Housing and Supportive Services  94   125  Community Alliance 

State Rental Subsidies and Supportive 
Services 

 155   215  
Community Alliance 

Permanent Supported Housing for        
Persons/Families with Disability9 

 33   33  
Salvation Army 

Permanent Supported Housing for Veterans 
with MI10   

 25   25  
Salvation Army 

Supported Employment   200   260  Community Alliance 

SOAR - SSI/SSDI Outreach, Access and Recovery 
(an evidence-based practice) 

 90   200  
Community Alliance 

 

  

                                                      
8 Italics: Indicates one or more providers submitted encounter data, and that an unduplicated figure could not be 

obtained for this study. 
9 Number of beds/slots is measured in “homes.” 
10 Number served per year is measured in “families.”  
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D. Outpatient Behavioral Health Treatment Continuum  

Outpatient behavioral health treatment continuum services include behavioral health services 

provided in federally qualified health centers, health clinics, and primary care provider settings; 

specialty outpatient individual and group treatment in behavioral health outpatient settings; 

psychiatric diagnostic services; integrated co-occurring disorder programs; skills training and 

development; and a continuum of case management and post-crisis emergency community 

support.  

 

1. Federally Qualified Health Center/Health Clinic/Primary Care Provider Based 

Behavioral Health Care 

Charles Drew and OneWorld Community Health Centers, Inc. collectively served nearly 3,000 

patients with serious mental illnesses in a recent 12-month period. Although there was no 

reported waitlists for services, there was a brief wait time reported: patients may wait as many 

as eight (8) days before receiving services.   

 

Primary Care Based Behavioral Health Services Provided in Region 6 

Service Type 

Capacity 

Providers # beds/ 
slots 

# served 
per year 

Outpatient Behavioral Health Treatment Continuum 

FQHC/Health Clinic/PC provider 
based BH care 

 793  2,840 
Charles Drew, OneWorld Community 
Health Centers, Inc. 

 

2. Psychiatric Services 

In TriWest’s framework, psychiatric services consist of psychiatric diagnostic evaluations, 

pharmacological management, and medication support (which includes educating people about 

their medications and how to take them optimally). Only one respondent reported specifically 

on medication support, so that has been included in pharmacological management for ease of 

presentation. 

 

Over the course of a recent 12-month period, the Region 6 constellation of mental health 

providers served approximately 6,660 clients with psychiatric diagnostic examinations. 

Additionally, Region 6 providers had the capacity to serve more than 1,749 clients with 

outpatient medication management services at any given moment in time and, over the course 

of a recent 12-month period, served approximately 9,158 clients with pharmacological / 

medication management services.   

 

Some providers have lists of clients waiting for examination services as long as 175 people, and 

some people on those lists wait as long as 180 days for services. Although no waitlists were 
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reported for medication management, some clients reported to have waited as long as 90 days 

to receive medication management services.  

 

There appears to be relatively low capacity for medication training and support services. 

Charles Drew was the only provider to report capacity figures for this service. In a recent 12-

month period, they served 24 clients with medication training. The table below summarizes 

psychiatric services provided in Region 6. 

 

Psychiatric Services Provided in Region 6 

Service Type 

Capacity11 

Providers # beds/ 
slots 

# served 
per year 

Outpatient Behavioral Health Treatment Continuum 

Psychiatric Services 

Psychiatric Diagnostic 
Evaluation 

39 6,660 

Catholic Charities, Charles Drew, Heartland 
Family Service, Lutheran Family Services, UNMC, 
OneWorld Community Health Centers, Inc., 
Psychiatric Associates (a program of Alegent and 
Creighton University) 

Pharmacological/ 
Medication 
Management 

 1,749   9,158 

Catholic Charities, Community Alliance, Douglas 
County CMHC, Heartland Family Service, 
Lutheran Family Services, UNMC, OneWorld 
Community Health Centers, Inc., Charles Drew, 
Psychiatric Associates (Alegent and Creighton 
University) 

 

3. Specialty Outpatient Individual and Group Psychotherapy/Treatment 

Service capacity data on six specialty outpatient services were requested from providers: 

individual counseling/therapy, individual cognitive processing therapy (a particular variant of 

individual therapy that was added to the continuum because of its prevalence in Region 6), 

group treatment/therapy, integrated co-occurring disorders outpatient treatment, intensive 

outpatient programs for substance use disorder/co-occurring disorder treatment, and service 

planning. The latter category includes person-centered service planning, an emerging approach 

that involves shared decision-making with clients and encourages them to take a more active 

role in selecting and committing to participation in services.  

 

                                                      
11 Italics: Indicates one or more providers submitted encounter data, and unduplicated figures could not be 

obtained. 
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A special translation program (translation services for clients whose primary languages are not 

English and who are receiving behavioral health services) provided by a Lutheran Family 

Services behavioral health therapist at the International Center of the Heartland was also added 

to this section of the continuum. 

 

All providers combined served 4,636 clients with individual counseling/therapy over a 12-

month period. OneWorld Community Health reported a long list of 175 people waiting for 

individual counseling/therapy services. Some clients wait as many as 180 days to receive 

services.   

 

Heartland Family Service and OneWorld Community Health Centers each provide cognitive 

processing therapy, an adaptation of cognitive behavioral therapy that is useful in helping 

people who have experienced trauma to understand their experiences better and cope more 

effectively with distress. In a recent 12-month period, these two providers served 1,439 people, 

and reported the capacity to serve 34 clients at a given moment in time.  

 

Compared to individual counseling/therapy, reported system capacity for group 

counseling/therapy was more limited.  In a recent 12-month period, Community Alliance and 

Heartland Family Service collectively served 135 clients with group counseling/therapy. There 

were no wait times or delays in service reported. 

 

Three providers reported delivering integrated co-occurring disorders outpatient treatment – 

Catholic Charities, Community Alliance, and Psychiatric Associates of Creighton University. Two 

of those providers (Catholic Charities and Psychiatric Associates of Alegent/Creighton 

University), along with Lutheran Family Services, also indicated they provided intensive 

outpatient program services to people with substance abuse/chemical dependency problems. 

Just over 1,300 people received either integrated co-occurring treatment or intensive 

outpatient program services in the most recent 12-month period for which those four providers 

reported data. This is a significant resource in Region 6. However, given that approximately 50% 

of people with SMI have a co-occurring substance abuse problem, more capacity is needed. 

(See recommendations below for more discussion.) 

 

No providers reported capacity for individual service planning services. Certainly, providers 

create service plans with clients, but service capacity data were not reported for this study. The 

degree to which Region 6 providers are utilizing person-centered service planning approaches 

was not estimated with great precision in this study, but it seems unlikely that such approaches 

are widespread, given the shortage of data reported in this area. 
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Specialty Outpatient Services Provided in Region 6 

Service Type 

Capacity12 

Providers # beds/ 
slots 

# served 
per year 

Outpatient Behavioral Health Treatment Continuum 

Specialty Outpatient 
Individual & Group 
Psychotherapy/ Treatment 

 1,603  4,142 

Catholic Charities, Douglas County CMHC, 
Heartland Family Service, Lutheran Family 
Services, OneWorld Community Health 
Centers, Inc.  

Cognitive Processing 
Therapy 

 34   1,439  
Heartland Family Service, OneWorld 
Community Health Centers, Inc. 

Individual Counseling /  
Therapy 

355 4,636 

Catholic Charities, Charles Drew, 
Community Alliance, Heartland Family 
Service, OneWorld Community Health 
Centers, Inc., UNMC, Lutheran Family 
Services, WCA 

Group Counseling / 
Therapy  

 25   135  
Community Alliance, Heartland Family 
Service 

Integrated COD - 
Outpatient  
Treatment  

 154   324  
Catholic Charities, Community Alliance, 
Psychiatric Associates (of Alegent and 
Creighton University) 

Intensive Outpatient for 
SA/CD Treatment 

 102   988  
Catholic Charities, Lutheran Family Services, 
Psychiatric Associates (of Alegent and 
Creighton University) 

Service Planning - 
Individual  

-  -  None 

Translation Program   20   713  Lutheran Family Services 

 

4. Skills Training and Development 

At the time of this review, no Region 6 providers specifically reported the provision of skills 

training and development. However, some Region 6 programs, such as day rehabilitation, some 

other Medicaid Rehabilitation Option programs, and partial hospitalization, do provide psycho-

education and skills training interventions. The data request was not structured such that 

providers could easily report the number of people receiving skills training and development. In 

addition, peer support workers often assist their peers with illness management and social 

                                                      
12 Italics: Indicates one or more providers submitted encounter data, and unduplicated counts could not be 

obtained. 
13The number of slots is greater than the number served because the program is new and only seven people had 

been served in the most recent 12-month period for which complete data were available. 



Omaha Adult Behavioral Health System of Care Assessment  35 

 

skills, but the specific details on the interventions provided by peer support workers were 

beyond the scope of this study.   

 

Note that rehabilitation programs and partial hospitalization services are provided through 

Community Alliance, Immanuel Medical Center, Friendship Program, and other Region 6 

providers. In a recent 12-month period, they served 1,605 people, with point-in-time capacity 

of 407. (Data on skills training and development are not included in the tables of this report.) 

 

5. Intensive Integrated Community Treatment 

Intensive integrated community treatment includes Assertive Community Treatment (ACT) and 

Integrated Dual Disorders Treatment, both recognized evidence-based practices. 

 

Community Alliance has an ACT team that serves 110 people per year and that was serving a 

caseload of 99 people at the time of data reporting. Benchmarking of ACT programs is 

addressed later in the report.   

 

6. Continuum of Case Management and Community Support 

While there is evidence that case management/community support capacity is not sufficient 

(see below), a full spectrum of case management/community support services is provided 

within Region 6, with several different providers available to provide such services.  

 

a. Intensive Case Management  

At the time of this review, Douglas County Community Mental Health Center was the only 

provider of intensive case management.  Over the most recent 12-month period for which data 

were available, they served 173 clients. Douglas County CMHC reported a capacity of 38 at a 

given point in time. The Woman’s Center for Advancement (WCA) provides case management 

similar to intensive case management, but at the time of this review, evaluators were unable to 

determine what proportion of WCA’s service population met the criteria for SMI. 

 

b. Emergency Community Support  

Salvation Army provided emergency community support to 812 clients in a recent 12-month 

period.  They also reported a capacity to serve up to 150 clients at a given point in time.  

Services are typically delivered within two-and-a-half days of referral.   

 

c. Intensive Community Support  

Community Alliance and Salvation Army provide intensive community support within the 

Region 6 area, but their collective capacity is somewhat low, as they reported having served 72 

clients in a recent 12-month period, and that they were able to serve 36 clients at a given point 

in time.  Waitlists ranged from two (2) to 15 clients, with wait times as long as 20 days.  
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d. Long-Term Community Support  

Four Region 6 providers collectively have a similar capacity for long-term community support.  

In a recent 12-month period, 777 clients were served; providers reported a point-in-time 

capacity of 560.  All providers reported waitlists, some with as many as 20 clients. Additionally, 

clients waited between seven (7) and 60 days to receive services. These waitlists and wait times 

indicate a need for additional provider capacity within the system. 

 

e. Transitional Care Coordination 

Lasting Hope Recovery Center recently developed a very promising transitional care 

coordination resource. Lasting Hope reported having served 350 clients in the last year (which 

was not a full 12-month period). They have a point-in-time capacity to serve 40 clients. This is a 

significant new resource for Region 6. 

 

Continuum of Case Management and Community Support Services 

Service Type 

Capacity14 

Providers # beds/ 
slots 

# served 
per year 

Outpatient Behavioral Health Continuum 

Intensive Integrated Community Treatment 

Assertive Community 
Treatment (EBP) 

 99   110  Community Alliance 

Integrated Dual Disorders 
Treatment (EBP) 

-  -  None 

Continuum of Case Management and Community Support 

Intensive Case Management  38* 173* Douglas County CMHC*, WCA15  

Emergency Community  
Support  

 150  812 Salvation Army 

Intensive Community Support   36   72  Community Alliance, Salvation Army 

Long-Term Community  
Support  

560 777 
Catholic Charities, Community Alliance, 
Friendship Program, Salvation Army 

Transitional Care Coordinators   40     350  Lasting Hope 

                                                      
14 Italics: Indicates one or more providers submitted encounter data, and follow-up is needed to estimate an 

unduplicated figure. 
15 WCA is not included in these figures because we are unable at this time to determine the number of clients they 

served who had SMI. 
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E. Crisis Response System  

The crisis response system is a pivotal part of any mental health system service array and a 

good system has many coordinated components, including the following: detoxification services 

(voluntary and involuntary), crisis stabilization units, urgent stabilization units, crisis triage 

response for law enforcement, jail/prison services for diversion/recidivism avoidance, mobile 

crisis/crisis response programs, crisis response hotlines, peer-run crisis diversion, crisis-related 

transportation, respite services, law enforcement Crisis Intervention Team (CIT) training, 

domestic violence services, homeless services and outreach, residential services, and 

psychiatric emergency services. On the next few pages we provide a descriptive summary of the 

array of crisis-related services in Region 6. The table on page 43, which follows this lengthy 

descriptive summary, represents a quantitative overview of the capacity in Region 6 to provide 

crisis services. 

 

1. Detoxification Services  

Catholic Charities is the only provider of detoxification services in the Region 6 area. In a recent 

12-month period, they served over 4,100 clients.  They currently maintain a 24-bed facility. 

 

2. Crisis Stabilization 

At this time there is not a crisis stabilization unit in the Region 6 area. This represents a 

significant service gap and is discussed further in the next section.  

 

3. Urgent Stabilization 

Lutheran Family Services provides urgent stabilization services in the Region 6 area. In a recent 

12-month period, they served 200 clients with serious mental illness. They have the capacity to 

serve up to 60 people at any given point in time. Clients are typically served with urgent 

stabilization services within two (2) days. 

 

4. Jail/Prison Services for Diversion and to Avoid Recidivism 

Through Catholic Charities and Douglas County Community Mental Health Center, 517 people 

received jail diversion services within the most recent 12-month period for which data were 

available. Collectively, they have the capacity to serve about 65 people in these diversion 

programs at any given point in time.  

 

Approximately 13% of people arrested have moderate or high mental health needs and low 

criminogenic risk, and individuals in this population are likely to be seen as good “candidates” 

for jail diversion. Douglas County Community Mental Health Center reported an average jail 

population of 1,097 inmates in 2013, but more data would be needed to identify the total 

number of bookings at the jail in a 12-month period. It is likely that that 517 people served by 

Catholic Charities and Douglas County Community Mental Health Center is not as distant from 
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the number in need of jail diversion as would be the case in most other communities around 

the nation.    

 

5. Mobile Crisis/Crisis Response Program – 24 Hours & Regular Hours  

Heartland Family Service, Lutheran Family Services, and Salvation Army combined to provide 

over 17,000 episodes of mobile crisis/24-hour crisis response care in the most recent 12-month 

period for which data were available. Immanuel Medical Center responded to over 30,000 crisis 

calls during regular hours. The Women’s Center for Advancement also provided crisis responses 

calls; however, their proportion of clients with serious mental illness could not be determined 

for this analysis.  

 

During a recent 12-month period, Lutheran Family Services’ crisis triage response team, in 

collaboration with law enforcement, served 420 people. Their Crisis Response Program (a 

mobile crisis service) provides a specific alternative to law enforcement personnel, whereby, 

instead of automatically taking a person in crisis to the emergency room, they can contact the 

Crisis Response Program, which is responsible to be on the scene within 30 minutes of the 

officer’s phone call.   

 

6. Peer-Run Crisis Diversion 

Over 15,000 episodes of peer-run crisis diversion care were provided by Community Alliance in 

a recent 12-month period, most of which were provided by their Safe Harbor warm-line 

services calls (15,293).16  The peer-run program, however, also includes a “guest services” 

program, which allows people to stay in a comfortable home-like setting that does not include 

beds, but does have recliners and access to peer support.   

 

7. Crisis-Related Transportation 

Transportation to shelter or services in response to domestic violence episodes is provided by 

the Women’s Center for Advancement. However, their proportion of clients with serious 

mental illness could not be determined for this analysis. 

 

8. Respite Services 

The Salvation Army has 16 beds available for mental health respite services. During a recent 12-

month period, 261 people received respite services. Services are primarily for homeless persons 

who are discharged to the program from inpatient and other crisis-related settings.  At the time 

of this review, 46 people were on the waiting list, with an average wait time of more than two 

                                                      
16 WCA provides other crisis and transportation services, but there is uncertainty as to the proportion of clients 

served who live with SMI. 
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weeks. On the other end, Salvation Army staff indicated that people are most often discharged 

to a shelter because there is not enough quick access to permanent housing from this program.  

 

9. Law Enforcement CIT Training  

More than five hundred (500) law enforcement officers have received Crisis Intervention Team 

(CIT) training within the Region 6 service area. A multi-agency collaboration, working as the 

Heartland CIT Council, involves Region 6 provider agencies, consumers, and advocacy groups. 

Weeklong CIT training is provided at least twice a year, with class sizes typically around 30 

persons per class.  

 

10. Domestic Violence Shelter/Services 

Within the Region 6 service area domestic violence services are provided by Catholic Charities, 

Heartland Family Service, and the Women’s Center for Advancement. Collectively, they served 

299 individuals over the course of a 12-month period; they reported the capacity to serve as 

many as 29 people at a given point in time. The Women’s Center for Advancement served 

nearly 2,000 women with domestic violence shelter and other services in a recent 12-month 

period, however their proportion of clients with SMI could not be determined for this analysis. 

 

11. Homeless Services and Outreach 

Community Alliance and Heartland Family Service provide homeless services within Region 6. 

Within a recent 12-month period, they served 629 individuals and had the capacity to serve as 

many as 218 people at a single point-in-time. 

 

12. Residential Services 

Residential services consist of residential treatment (locked), residential treatment and/or 

rehabilitation (unlocked), and transitional housing. Telecare’s secured (locked) residential 

treatment facility has 32 beds and served 58 people in a recent 12-month period.  

 

Catholic Charities, Community Alliance, and Heartland Family Service provided voluntary 

(unlocked) residential treatment/rehabilitation services to 740 people in a recent 12-month 

period. Collectively, these providers have 159 beds available for residential (unlocked) 

treatment/rehabilitation at a given moment in time. All providers reported waitlist data, with 

the longest reported waitlist including 10 individuals. Average wait times ranged from 14 to 61 

days. Some of these beds are for people with substance use disorders, but providers did not 

specifically break out the data by mental health/substance use disorder; all mental health and 

substance use disorder beds are combined. 

 

At a given point in time, the Salvation Army has capacity to serve 127 people across a spectrum 

of transitional housing services, and in a 12-month period they served 247 people. (See the 
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“Transitional Housing” rows of the table on page 44 below.) The specific transitional housing 

placement is determined by a client’s current degree of stability. Although there is a full 

spectrum of residential services provided within the system, waitlist times for residential 

services are as high as 135 days. 

 

13. Psychiatric Emergency Services  

Psychiatric emergency services can be provided within a general emergency department or in a 

separate psychiatric emergency room setting.  Ideally, psychiatric emergency services are 

provided as part of a larger psychiatric emergency service that includes co-location or very close 

coordination with crisis stabilization, extended observation, and other related services. 

 

Immanuel Medical Center, Mercy Medical Center, and Lasting Hope Recovery Center 

collectively have a 27-bed capacity to provide emergency room services to psychiatric patients. 

In a recent 12-month period, they provided 5,645 episodes of care. These services are provided 

in the context of a general emergency department, however, and not in a psychiatric 

emergency room. 

 

At the time of this review, there were no extended observation units (which allow for observing 

patients, without admitting them to an inpatient unit, until they are stabilized enough to be 

released to their homes or to outpatient care) reported within the system.  

 

14. Inpatient Psychiatric Hospital Services 

Immanuel Medical Center, Douglas County Community Mental Health Center, Lasting Hope 

Recovery Center, Mercy Hospital, and the University of Nebraska Medical Center provided 

5,525 episodes of acute community psychiatric inpatient services in a recent 12-month period.  

At any moment in time, these providers have 127 beds available. Additionally, Region 6 has 

allocated 30 beds within the state psychiatric hospital in Lincoln.17  

 

Lasting Hope Recovery Center provides community inpatient psychiatric hospital sub-acute 

services. They have 14-beds available and served 362 patients in a recent 12-month period.   

 

All inpatient facilities provide pharmacological and medication management services, but 

Immanuel Medical Center specifically reported data on the delivery of those services:  

Immanuel reported a capacity of 29 pharmacological/medication management slots and that 

they served 1,642 patients during a recent 12-month period. 

 

 

                                                      
17We were not able to obtain data on the number of people served at the state psychiatric hospital in a recent 12-

month period.   
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Crisis Response System Services in Region 6 

Service Type 

Capacity18 

Providers # beds/ 
slots 

# served 
per year 

Detox services – voluntary and involuntary   24   4,148  Catholic Charities 

Crisis Stabilization Unit  -  - None 

Urgent Stabilization   60   200  Lutheran Family Services 

Jail/Prison Services for Diversion/Avoid 
Recidivism 

 65   517  
Catholic Charities, 
Douglas County CMHC  

Mobile Crisis/Crisis Response Program – 24 
Hours  

 60    17,123 
Heartland Family Service, 
Lutheran Family Services, 
Salvation Army 

Crisis Response Program/Hotline – regular hours N/A 30,400 
Immanuel Medical 
Center, WCA 

Crisis triage response for law enforcement (this 
is included in Mobile Crisis also) 

N/A     420  Lutheran Family Services 

Peer-Run Crisis Diversion    

Guests per day N/A  163*  
Community Alliance*, 
WCA 

Warm line calls N/A 15,293* 
Community Alliance*, 
WCA 

Crisis and Other Transportation19 N/A - WCA 

Respite Services  16  261 Salvation Army 

Law Enforcement CIT Training  2 classes   60  
Heartland CIT (multiple 
agencies) 

Domestic Violence Shelter/Services20 29 299 
Catholic Charities, 
Heartland Family Service, 
WCA 

Homeless Services and Outreach  218   629  
Community Alliance, 
Heartland Family Service 

Residential Treatment – locked, voluntary meds  32   58  Telecare 

                                                      
18 Italics: Indicates one or more providers submitted encounter data, and follow-up is needed to estimate an 

unduplicated figure. 
19 WCA provides other crisis and transportation services, but there is uncertainty as to the proportion of clients 

served who live with SMI. 
20 WCA served 1,857 women with domestic violence shelter/services in a recent 12-month period. However, at this 

time there is uncertainty as to the proportion of clients served living with SMI. 
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Service Type 

Capacity18 

Providers # beds/ 
slots 

# served 
per year 

Residential Treatment and/or Rehab –  
unlocked, voluntary meds 

 159   740  
Catholic Charities, 
Community Alliance, 
Heartland Family Service 

Transitional Housing – THRU stable  34   93  Salvation Army 

Transitional Housing – 37th Street – stable  45   127  Salvation Army 

Transitional Housing – Harrington Homes 18 
months  

 38   31  Salvation Army 

Transitional Housing – Homeless Vets with BH  10   16  Salvation Army 

Psychiatric Emergency Services         

Extended Observation Unit (EOU) Local  
Emergency Rooms (General) 

-  -  None 

Emergency Room Services provided to  
Psychiatric Patients 

 27     5,645  
Immanuel Medical 
Center, Mercy Medical 
Center, Lasting Hope 

Psychiatric Emergency Room Services  -  -  None 

Inpatient Psychiatric Hospital Services    

State Regional Center Hospital Services  30   -    
State allocation to 
Region 6  

Community Inpatient Psychiatric Hospital  
Services – Acute 

 127   5,525  

Immanuel Medical 
Center, Douglas County 
CMHC, Lasting Hope, 
Mercy Hospital, UNMC 

Community Inpatient Psychiatric Hospital  
Services – Sub-Acute 

 14   362  Lasting Hope 

Pharmacological/Medication Management -  
Inpatient 

 29   1,642  
Immanuel Medical 
Center 
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F. Adequate Medical Care in Restrictive Settings 

While there is medical care provided in restrictive settings, such as adult detention centers and 

prisons, the assessment did not obtain data from those settings on the capacity to provide 

behavioral health and integrated physical health/behavioral health in those settings. (But see 

information and data provided above on jail diversion, co-located treatment, and peer support 

services provided by core providers.) 
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V. Priority Gaps and Recommendations for Filling Them 

 

Overview 

On September 23, 2014, TriWest met with Behavioral Health Support Foundation, 

regional/state, and provider leaders to review a preliminary set of nine (9) priority gaps and 

recommendations for how to address them. The list of priority gaps was again reviewed on 

November 11 with the same group of leaders. Participants at both meetings endorsed the list of 

priority gaps and asked TriWest to draft a complete report of the assessment findings, including 

a full description of the priority gaps. 

 

In the following pages, we identify each of the nine priority gaps and include data from the 

system assessment or from existing Region 6 performance indicator reports, as available. In 

addition, we identify best practices in the field that could address each gap, along with 

recommendations for the Omaha/Region 6 adult mental health system in developing or 

expanding on best practices that are already in place.   

 

Please note that listing a gap does not indicate that the region currently is bereft of any 

programs, services and supports, but rather that that there is a gap in the system relative to the 

need for programs, services and supports.  

 

While significant gaps in the crisis response system were identified, and while many of the 

concerns of key informants were identified within the crisis domain, most priority gaps included 

here pertain to the domains of Recovery Supports for Tertiary Prevention and the Outpatient 

Behavioral Health Treatment Continuum. 21  This is partly because, as is often the case in other 

systems around the country, the roots of problems observed in the crisis response system (too 

much use of intensive care unit level of inpatient beds, for example) are found in insufficient or 

inappropriately allocated outpatient and recovery support resources. Insufficiency in those 

areas then puts too much pressure on the crisis response system for it to operate adequately. 

 

Finally, while the focus of this study primarily was on people with serious mental illness (SMI), 

the gaps and their recommendations apply to all people who contact the publicly funded 

service system. This often includes, for example, people with significant traumatic experiences, 

which often result in a post-traumatic stress disorders, people with severe personality 

disorders, and people with various types and severities of mental health challenges that co-

occur with intellectual and developmental disabilities or severe substance use disorders.  

 

                                                      
21 Please see Appendix B for a diagram that organizes priority gaps by ideal service array domain. 
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Gap 1: Fragmentation and a lack of comprehensive system collaboration 

 

Findings:   

 Region 6 has clinical-level collaborative processes and important pockets of system 

collaboration, as well (e.g., Behavioral Health Education Center of Nebraska, Crisis 

Intervention Team training).  

 But like all publicly funded mental health systems, fragmentation and a “silo-ing” of 

services remain.  

 

Best Practice  

Best practice is the use of a formal, functional, data-driven, quality improvement based system 

level partnership. San Diego is a good example: it is in its 12th year of implementing a mental 

health system collaborative and is now at what could be called a routine monitoring phase. A 

part-time organization serves as the backbone organization for the collaborative. However, 

other models can work; some systems have a private sector behavioral health foundation, like 

the one supporting this system assessment, as the backbone organization, for example. 

 

Recommendation for Addressing Gap 1 – Fragmentation and lack of comprehensive 

system collaboration:  

 Addressing this gap is non-negotiable, as it will be very difficult to achieve sustainable 

change in filling other gaps if a strong plan is not in place to address Gap 1. 

 Develop a functioning, ongoing, and data-driven collaborative structure focused on 

continuous quality improvement and that represents all key partners in the region’s 

mental health and substance abuse services system.  

 The structure should include a Governance Committee that provides overall direction 

for the system change process and appoints a work group for each gap that meets more 

regularly to coordinate and carry out change efforts and focuses on specific change 

projects. Governance Committee membership could rotate so that a wide variety of 

provider organizations, advocacy groups, and other lead agencies could be represented 

over time.   

 In the first year or two, the work groups or special sub-units (e.g., mental health-

criminal justice systems work group or integrated co-occurring disorders care work 

group) should be aligned with the nine gaps identified in this report and endorsed by 

the BHSF, providers, and other stakeholders who participated in this system assessment 

process.  

 However, choose a limited number of projects (about three) to work on over the course 

of the first several months of the group’s existence to establish a foundation of success. 
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 Examples of available models include Collective Impact and the Comprehensive 

Continuous Integrated System of Care.   

 The identification of a “backbone” organization, with adequate staffing to ensure that 

planning and implementation of change efforts maintain momentum, is critical to 

ensure the realization of desired change.  

 Develop a vision and mission statement, perhaps patterned after the example that 

TriWest sent to the group in October 2014. 

 Adopt system metrics for organizing system change. 
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Gap 2: Insufficient access to care 

 

Findings:   

 Non-profits are “maxed out” and inundated by referrals. 

 The system was weakened recently by funding cuts to the Division of Behavioral Health 

/ Regions (anticipating the Affordable Care Act).  

 On some indicators (post-discharge follow-up rates, for example), Region 6 fares well. 

 While the length of waitlists and wait times in Region 6 are not the longest found across 

the country, people too often have to wait too long to see a prescriber (for medication 

management) or other mental health professionals – up to 180 days for some providers. 

 This was one of the three highest priority gaps identified by participants at the 

November 11, 2014 final presentation of findings and recommendations by TriWest 

Group. 

 

Outpatient Wait Times for Region 6 Adults  

Outpatient BH Treatment Continuum - Significant Waits Wait List Wait Time 

FQHC-based BH care – 1 provider with wait time - 8 days 

Supported Housing   

Supported Services 
Rental Assistance 

5 
45 

60 days 
35 days 

Psychiatric Diagnosis, Medication Management & Support High = 175 High = 180 days 

Specialty Outpatient Individual & Group   

Individual Counseling/Treatment 
Cognitive Processing 

High = 175 
230 

0-180 days 
60 days 

Assertive Community Treatment 10 90 days 

Case Management & Post Crisis Community Support   

Intensive Community Support 
Long-Term Community Support 

High = 15 
High = 20 

14-20 days 
7-60 days 

Residential Treatment – Rehab High = 10 14-61 Days 

Transitional Housing – HUD/Salvation Army High = 10 0-135 days 

Transitional Housing – MH Respite Beds High = 46 15 days 

 

Best Practice  

Best practice includes the use of models that prioritize access to both initial appointments and 

prescribers (like the Open Access model developed at the Veterans Administration in Omaha, 

and the programs used by Heartland Family Service and other providers that improve access to 

needed services for priority populations), and coordination among providers to develop a 

referral hub to make sure open slots are utilized as quickly as possible. 
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Recommendations for Addressing Gap 2 – Insufficient access to care: 

 Review existing models in the Omaha area (e.g., Open Access model) as context for any 

planned access enhancements.  

 Outpatient/community providers (with input and feedback from crisis and inpatient 

service providers) each conduct a flow analysis to determine glitches and resources that 

can be addressed and brought to bear (e.g., two weeks of medications when leaving 

Lasting Hope and other acute/sub-acute settings). 

 Focus much of the process improvements in this area on people in need of urgent, 

same-day care. As was discussed at the September 24, 2014 meeting with TriWest, 

providers working together may best solve some of the access problem. For example, 

one key stakeholder suggested that the current, informal process of helping people gain 

same-day access that occurs between Community Alliance and Creighton/Alegent works 

well, but could become more formalized and dependable. 

 Establish learning collaboratives to help providers develop and implement access 

improvement solutions, guided by principles identified in the review process above, 

suited to their contexts, and share results within a collaborative structure. 

 Build on or establish metrics for tracking success – set and track progress toward a 

system-wide goal of having zero wait time; data should be tracked on first appointment 

offered, first appointment used, and time to see a prescriber.  As several participants 

indicated at the September 24 meeting, collectively identifying and tracking metrics 

works better than establishing punishment-oriented incentives for providers. 
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Gap 3: Insufficient availability of integrated care for co-occurring disorder 

services and services to people with complex needs  

 

Findings: 

 Like nearly all systems across the country, Region 6 has struggled to develop wide 

availability of services that are responsive to the complex sets of problems with which 

many clients present to providers. Key informants focused on two particular 

manifestations of this problem:  lack of widespread capability to respond effectively to 

co-occurring mental illness and substance use disorders (SUDs); and the same deficiency 

in responding to co-occurring behavioral health and physical health conditions. 

Quantitative findings supported the observations of key informants. 

 While integrated services for people with co-occurring (COD) SMI/SUD and SMI/physical 

health (PH) are available to some people in the region, and while several providers have 

strong COD (SMI/SUD) service capacity, not enough people with co-occurring SMI/SUD 

are reported to be receiving integrated services (2.7%). Region 6 is below the statewide 

average in providing mental health and substance use disorder services separately to 

those who have both needs.   

 For primary care, there is only one community mental health provider with a behavioral 

health home for people with SMI. 

 More people with SMI and chronic health conditions, who are highest utilizers of 

physical health services, need access to a behavioral health home. 

 This was one of the three highest priority gaps identified by participants at the 

November 11, 2014 final presentation of findings and recommendations by TriWest 

Group. 

 
Co-Occurring Behavioral Health and Substance Abuse Services for People with SMI 
 

Specialty Co-Occurring Disorder (COD) 
Outpatient Treatment 

# Slots # Served Per Year 

Integrated COD – Outpatient Treatment 154 324 

Intensive Outpatient SUD/COD Treatment 102 988 

 

Specialty Co-Occurring Disorder 
(COD) Outpatient Treatment 

SMI/SA Prevalence # Served/ Year Percent 

Nebraska – Total 30,000 3,460 12% 

Region 6 – Total (Provided Separately) 12,172 1,312 10.8% 

Region 6 – Integrated 12,172 324 2.7% 
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Co-Occurring Behavioral Health (BH) and Physical Health (PH) Services for People with SMI 
 

Specialty Co-Occurring BH/PH # Slots # Served Per Year 

PH Care in BH Settings for Adults with SMI 375 375 

Behavioral Health Care in PH Care Settings for Adults with SMI 793 2,840 

 

Best Practice – Mental Illness/Substance Use Disorders  

Best practice for people with serious mental illnesses (SMI) and substance use disorders 

establishes co-occurring disorder (COD) capability across providers and levels of care – routine 

chemical dependency assessment / screening, training of staff in COD services for people with 

SMI, and ensuring clinical coordination with chemical dependency treatment providers. 

Providers should be trained in core aspects of co-occurring capability, such as the stages of 

change model and Motivational Interviewing interventions. Integrated Dual Disorders 

Treatment is an expensive evidence-based practice to implement, but very effective in 

addressing the needs of people with SMI and substance use disorders, and is often used to 

meet the needs of people with co-occurring disorders who find it most difficult to recover from 

mental illness and substance use disorders, or to live and work productively in the community 

as they cope with their co-occurring challenges. 

 

Best practice – Mental Illness /Physical Health  

For people with SMI and physical health problems, Person-Centered Healthcare Homes (or 

behavioral health homes) start by identifying the highest utilizers in order to establish cost-

effectiveness, as seen in Missouri.  

 

Recommendations for Addressing Gap 3 – Insufficient availability of integrated care 

for co-occurring conditions: 

 Develop a system-wide plan for training remaining staff in complexity competence: co-

occurring disorder screening and services, and skillful coordination with substance use 

disorder treatment providers. Include providers at all levels of care – outpatient, 

rehabilitation, residential, and inpatient. Include all types of providers, including peers. 

 For behavioral health homes, draw on work in Missouri showing cost-effective models 

(this will help gain momentum with policy makers), but also use the seminal experience 

of Community Alliance through their Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services 

Administration grant to identify best practice model(s) for Omaha. 

 Psychiatric residents at Creighton University are learning integrated care approaches 

through placements at the Veterans Administration, for example, and arrangements 

with federally qualified health centers for training in integrated care are also being 

discussed. In addition, dual certification for family nurse practitioners and psychiatric 
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nurse practitioners is being pursued in the region. These efforts to train the future 

mental health workforce in integrated care should continue to be expanded. 

 Pursuing financing approaches that can support these efforts is important. The National 

Council for Behavioral Health has conducted an analysis of billing codes available in each 

state that can support integrated care. This could be reviewed as part of an analysis of 

current opportunities and gaps in the area of integrated mental health and physical 

health care.  

 TriWest can provide readiness / fidelity tools and analytics. 

 Identify and prioritize high utilizers of physical health care who have SMI.  

 Seek legislative support for demonstration/innovation projects. 
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Gap 4: Insufficient availability of intensive community-based services 

 

Findings:   

 Region 6 has a solid continuum and mix of these services (e.g., Assertive Community 

Treatment, Intensive Case Management program, Community Support levels of care). 

 But it has too little ongoing intensive treatment capacity (only one Assertive Community 

Treatment team; Denver has eight); available intensive services are not enough to help 

transition from homelessness, criminal justice and inpatient settings and support 

recovery. 

 
Intensive Community-Based Services in Omaha/Region 6 

Assertive Community Treatment (ACT) 

Region SMI. Pop. Need ACT ACT Teams Receive ACT ACT Penetration 

Cuddeback et al22  - (4.3%) - - - 

United States 12.97 M 557,543 - 65,383 12% 

Nebraska 74,298 3,194 ~3 277 9% 

Region 6 30,145 1,296 1 110 8% 

Colorado 213,816 9,194 ~30 3,182 35% 

Denver  25,435 1,093 8 800 75% 

 

Intensive Case Management & Community Support # of Slots # People Per Year 

Intensive Case Management23 38 173 

Emergency Community Support 150 812 

Intensive Community Support 36 72 

Long-Term Community Support 540 777 

Transitional Care Coordinators 40 350 

 

                                                      
22Cuddeback, G. S., Morrissey, J. P., & Meyer, P. S. (2006). How many assertive community treatment teams do we 

need? Psychiatric Services, 57, 1803-1806. This study examined the prevalence of people with serious mental 

illness who need an ACT level of care and concluded that 4.3% of adults with serious mental illness (SMI) receiving 

mental health services needed ACT level of care. The authors stipulated people with SMI needed ACT level of care 

if they met three criteria: received treatment for at least one year for a qualifying mental health disorder; had 

been enrolled in SSI or SSDI and in treatment for at least two years, and had three or more psychiatric 

hospitalizations within a single year.  
23WCA also provides case management services to women experiencing homelessness, many of whom have been 

victimized by domestic violence, have experienced trauma, and/or have mental illnesses. We are not yet certain 

what percentage of women served by WCA has SMI.  
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Best Practice  

Best practices would include increasing the number of intensive supports (e.g., Assertive 

Community Treatment and Integrated Dual Disorders Treatment teams) to help ensure 

adequate services (in terms of intensity and duration) to meet the community integration 

needs of some of the hardest to serve people, while ensuring at least the same level of 

Intensive Case Management and of Community Support Program services as currently 

available. 

 

Recommendations for Addressing Gap 4 – Insufficient availability of intensive 

community-based services: 

 Add one more Assertive Community Treatment (ACT) or Integrated Dual Disorders 

Treatment Team (IDDT) team and assess whether the gap for people experiencing 

homelessness, inpatient episodes, and criminal justice involvement is filled. If not, 

consider adding another team. 

 Teams must function in ways that are cost-effective and allow for good flow of new 

clients onto the team; e.g., for ACT: 

 The Tool for the Measurement of Assertive Community Treatment (TMACT)24 

“Active Recruitment” fidelity item – Ensure ACT teams recruit the most-difficult-to-

serve people; 

 TMACT “Transition to Less Intensive Services” – Ensure ACT teams also have a “back 

door.” 

 Critical Time Intervention25 evidence-based practice might further inform transitional 

coordinator work out of Lasting Hope. 

 Community Support Program levels of care need to be at least maintained. 

  

                                                      
24The Tool for the Measurement of Assertive Community Treatment (TMACT) is the most comprehensive 

instrument for assessing the degree to which ACT teams are implemented as they are supposed to be 

implemented. It contains various “fidelity” indicators and we are highlighting a couple pertinent ones in this 

report. 
25 Critical Time Intervention is an evidence-based practice which provides a comprehensive program over the 

course of several months to ensure a successful transition from homelessness or inpatient treatment to the 

community. Even though its resource allocation is intensive compared to other transitional care programs, it 

prevents unnecessary readmissions and has potential to reduce service costs in the long-term.  
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Gap 5: Insufficient availability of Supported Employment 

 

Findings:   

 There are insufficient resources for Supported Employment (SE). Region 6 is slightly 

below the Nebraska state level benchmark and significantly below best practice levels. 

 Note that, nationally, people with SMI have an approximately 90% unemployment rate, 

but research shows about 50% of people with SMI want vocational help. 

 
Supported Employment (SE) in Region 6 vs. Benchmarks  

Region SMI Pop. Need SE 
SE Programs 
/ Providers 

Receive SE 
% of SMI 

Receive SH 

United States 12.97 M 5.8M - 48,880 0.8% 

Nebraska 74,298 33,434 - 716 2.1% 

 Region 6 30,145 13,656 1 260 1.9% 

Colorado 213,816 96,217 -- 1,380 1.4% 

 Denver  25,435 11,446 1 680 5.9% 

 

Best Practice  

Denver is a best practice model for Supported Employment (SE), providing SE to nearly 6% of 

consumers with SMI, and helping approximately 50% of those served obtain employment. 

Employment Specialists work closely with clinical teams throughout the city’s clinics as well as 

on ACT and other intensive teams. 

 

Recommendations for Addressing Gap 5 – Insufficient availability of Supported 

Employment: 

 Omaha has always had lower unemployment compared to most other communities 

nationally, and this is a strength that could help address the excessively high 

unemployment rates among Region 6 residents with SMI.  

 Working with Nebraska’s vocational rehabilitation office to increase the availability of 

Supported Employment units could be another issue to add to your advocacy efforts.  

 Ensure implementation of the Individual Placement and Support Model of Supported 

Employment (the most effective model). For example, co-locate Employment Specialists 

with clinical teams to help ensure widespread support for vocational goals, and 

coordinate services with vocational rehabilitation (for better outcomes).  

 Develop a Business Advisory Group to help develop employment opportunities. 

 Ensure inclusion of Employment Specialists on any new Assertive Community Treatment 

teams (which is part of fidelity to the ACT model).  
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Gap 6:  Lack of a comprehensive psychiatric emergency system (PES) 

 

Findings:   

 Lasting Hope embodies much of this: it has a 24 hour, seven day per week Assessment 

Center; it is a primary site for law enforcement; it has acute and sub-acute units; as of 

the time of our interviews with Alegent administrators, it had nurse practitioners 

available 12 hours per day (to help with medical capacity); it has a co-located peer 

diversion program; and it has developed new Transitional Care Coordinators. 

 But like most communities, Region 6 needs a comprehensive, 24/7 Psychiatric 

Emergency Support (PES) system that has either one or a few well-coordinated “go-to, 

one-stop” locations that everyone can invariably count on. 

 Enhanced medical capacity is crucial to Lasting Hope taking on the role of a 

comprehensive PES (and Lasting Hope has expressed an openness to working 

collaboratively on solutions). 

 Another pressing problem is the practice of “default to the safest choice.” For example, 

there are inappropriate referrals from emergency rooms (ERs) to the highest-level acute 

care, and often people are sent to ERs when they could be triaged at Lasting Hope or a 

centralized psychiatric emergency system. (In a recent 12-month period, 5,645 patients 

were seen for emergency mental health services at Immanuel Medical Center, Mercy 

Medical Center and Lasting Hope.) 

 This was one of the three highest priority gaps identified by participants at the 

November 11, 2014 final presentation of findings and recommendations by TriWest 

Group. 

 

Selected Crisis Services in Region 6 

Related Services 
# of 

Beds/Slots 
# People Served Per Year 

Crisis Stabilization Unit - - 

Psychiatric Emergency Room (psychiatric 
patients served at several ERs, however) 

- - 

Crisis Triage Response for Law Enforcement  42026 

Jail/Prison Services for Diversion/Avoid 
Recidivism 

65 517 

Emergency Rooms Services Provided to 
Psychiatric Patients 

27 5,645 

 

                                                      
26 Duplicated figure. 
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Best Practice  

Best practice is a single site (or well-coordinated sites) with: 

 Psychiatric emergency response, crisis triage, crisis stabilization; 

 Coordinated medical clearance for which facilities take responsibility; 

 Integrated detox capacity on site;  

 Coordination of access to inpatient psychiatric and detox resources across the 

community (including extended observation units); 

 Anchor for mobile crisis response; 

 Primary site for forensic drop-off and jail diversion; 

 Robust linkages to outpatient competency restoration (OCR) diversion, intensive 

outpatient mental health hospital diversion programs (including Assertive Community 

Treatment and Integrated Dual Disorders Treatment), and intensive outpatient 

substance use disorder resources; 

 Broader linkages to the full system of mental health and substance use disorder services 

in the community for less acute needs.  

 

Recommendations for Addressing Gap 6 – Lack of a comprehensive psychiatric 

emergency system: 

 The comprehensive psychiatric emergency system could either be one site (e.g., Lasting 

Hope) or one coordinated set of sites. 

 Establish agreements with all acute and sub-acute facilities: Who will see which 

patients? What roles will each play in assessment (including substance use disorders, 

medical), triage, crisis stabilization, acute and sub-acute care, etc.? 

 Identify the strategic investments needed to fill remaining gaps. 

 Preserve and further develop existing innovations, including transitional care 

coordinators and co-located peer-run diversion program. 

 Build on or establish metrics for tracking success, including admissions, rejected 

referrals, readmission rates, etc. (Region 6 is already tracking some of this). 

 This is a potentially very large project and there would need to be a strong commitment 

on the part of all partners, including Magellan, Region 6, and inpatient and emergency 

service providers, for example, to make this project successful. 
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Gap 7: Insufficient resources and supports to help people find an appropriate 

place to live 

 

Findings:   

 Primary Concern: There is a need for more Permanent Supportive Housing (PSH). Levels 

of rental assistance and support services in Region 6 are comparable to state and 

national averages, but those averages are inadequate, and the region lags behind best 

practice levels. 

 Secondary Concern: Several residential rehabilitation homes exist, but there is a lack of 

long-term, semi-permanent residential alternatives for the small subset of people with 

complex mental illness/substance use disorder/physical health issues (including older 

adults with SMI or dementia), who need a level of care in between what Telecare 

(secure residential) and community providers (residential rehabilitation) offer.   

 

Residential Treatment in Region 6 

Residential Treatment # of Beds 
# People Served 

Per Year 

Residential Rehab – locked, voluntary medications    
(Telecare) 

32 58 

Residential Treatment and/or Rehab – unlocked, 
voluntary medications 

159 740 

Transitional Housing 127 247 

 
Supported Housing (SH) in Region 6 vs. Benchmarks 

Region SMI Pop. SH Programs Receive SH 
% of SMI  

Receive SH 

United States 12.97 M - 73,212 0.4% 

Nebraska 74,298 - 825 1.1% 

Region 6 30,145 2 273 0.9% 

Colorado 213,816 - 1,436* 0.7% 

Denver  25,435 ~2 1,650* 6.5% 

 

Best practice  

Permanent Supportive Housing (PSH) should be the “go to” model, both in practice and as a 

framework. In addition to robust PSH for those in need, the residential continuum should 

include:  
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 Crisis residential (< 90 days LOS): These are not places where people live; they are places 

to transition back to home. 

 Long-term residential:  These are homes. A subset of people with very high needs will 

require a variety of semi-permanent group homes, some of which are intensively staffed 

residential settings that allow people with complex needs and difficult challenges to live 

as independently as possible in the community. They include psychiatric rehabilitation 

training for community living to maximize potential, as well as the specialized assisted 

living model (see more on this in the Recommendations section below).  

 

Recommendations for Addressing Gap 7 – Insufficient resources and supports to help 

people find an appropriate place to live: 

 Increasing the availability of Permanent Supportive Housing (PSH)27 could be another 

issue to add to legislative advocacy and system development efforts. 

 Ensure that PSH is, in fact, permanent for people; avoid artificial, time-limited 

constraints on the support and assistance people need.  

 Some mental health providers also have established close relationships with the local 

housing authority such that people with SMI receive priority on the list of those awaiting 

a voucher or rental assistance. (To what extent is this happening in Region 6 was not 

fully assessed in this project.) 

 Identify potential funding for development of additional small, intensively staffed, semi-

permanent residential alternatives for people with complex needs who cannot live in 

the community.   

 The state of Delaware has developed different “tiers” for these types of residential 

alternatives, with staffing specified for two different sizes of homes in which four to 

five people or eight to 10 people with SMI and co-occurring complex medical 

conditions reside, or in which people with SMI and histories of dangerousness to self 

and/or others reside.  

 Onsite staff assist in the performance of activities of daily living when residents need 

assistance, and provisions also are made for assisting with previously prescribed 

medication regimens. Otherwise, residents’ needs for treatment and psychosocial 

rehabilitation are to be met outside of the group home setting in order to maximize 

independence and recovery.   

                                                      
27Permanent Supportive Housing (PSH) is a comprehensive approach to ensuring that people with behavioral 

health conditions obtain and maintain the most independent level of secure housing they can. The approach 

emphasizes a “housing first” model, rather than requiring that a person achieves abstinence from substance use or 

stabilization from mental illness before being offered a housing unit. It also involves helping people obtain the 

supports and skills needed for living successfully in an apartment or home. 
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 The Delaware model and similar models from communities such as Denver could be 

explored in more detail by a Gap 7 work group.  

 The current Nebraska Medicaid Plan may not provide for habilitation services28 

outside of the long-term care system. This may be an issue for which a Gap 7 work 

group and the larger system enhancement group (including the Governance 

Committee) might develop a policy enhancement agenda. 

 However, do not pour resources into estimating the need for long-term residential 

facilities until PSH and crisis residential services are optimally available. Currently, the 

state has hired Technical Assistance Collaborative to conduct an assessment of 

community integration issues in Region 6, which can help determine the degree to 

which the Region is in compliance with the Olmstead Act. 

 But do analyze further the needs of people who are making transitions from inpatient 

settings to Telecare and from Telecare to intensive community-based services to ensure 

that these transitions are successful and that people do not have to be unnecessarily 

“pulled back” to the higher level of care.  

 Choose metrics to track success. 

  

                                                      
28Habilitation services are those that help people attain functional abilities they never had. Rehabilitation services 

help people regain functional abilities lost, due to illness (including mental illness or substance use disorder)  
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Gap 8: Unavailability of First Episode Psychosis Care 

 

Findings:  

 Approximately 180 Region 6 adults have a first psychotic episode each year. 

 There is no First Episode Psychosis (FEP) Care program we know of in Region 6. 

 FEP Care is cost-effective and has promising outcomes. 

 

First Episode Psychosis Care is cost-effective, relative to usual care.29 The following table 

provides a simulation from use of the Humensky, Dixon, & Essock (2013) FEP Care planning 

tool:   

 

First Episode Psychosis Care  

Basic Method Steps Data/Calculations 

Adult Population 558,243 

FEP Incidence / Year 32 / 100,000 

FEP Incidence/Year – Region 6 179 

# People Who Can Be Enrolled 67 

# Active Individuals / Team 35 

# Months in Treatment 12 

# Teams Needed 2 

 

Best practice 

Dixon and colleagues’ model in New York includes: illness management, medications, 

collaborative decision-making, supported education/employment, family psycho-education, 

and substance use disorder treatment. SAMHSA encourages use of set-aside funding for FEP 

Care in state block grant applications, and an interactive planning tool is available. Region 6 has 

strong medical school leadership and good providers that could support this. 

 

Recommendations for Addressing Gap 8 – Unavailability of First Episode Psychosis 

(FEP) Care:  

 A world-class city ought to have this cutting-edge practice available.  

 The availability of FEP Care could enhance the reputation of Region 6 as a desirable 

place to work, thereby enhancing workforce recruitment efforts. 

                                                      
29Humensky JL, Dixon LB, Essock SM (2013). State mental health policy: an interactive tool to estimate costs and 
resources for a first-episode psychosis initiative in New York State. Psychiatric Services. 2013 Sep 1;64(9):832-34.  
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 While it may seem unrelated to what feels like the more urgent matters of addressing 

treatment access, residential needs, and emergency service integration and 

coordination gaps, for example, this early intervention approach could positively alter 

the illness trajectory courses for many people and prevent the need for more intensive 

or restrictive care later on.  

 Region 6 has the psychiatric expertise and the educational and quality medical centers 

that are often the centers of FEP implementation efforts. 

 Track developments with the statewide FEP work group that currently is planning for 

FEP in Nebraska and identify an opportunity to collaborate in the implementation of an 

FEP pilot. 
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Gap 9: Workforce shortages 

 

Findings:   

 The Region’s psychiatrist shortage (estimated at 40%) is slightly higher than the national 

shortage level of 38%.  

 There is currently no nurse practitioner psychiatric specialist program or specific 

psychiatric nursing focus. And, while data are not available on RN and LPN level nurses 

with psychiatric expertise, it is widely reported that they are in short supply as well. 

 Other licensed mental health professionals, residential staff (and other bachelors-level 

staff), crisis workers, and certified peers often are difficult to hire. 

 Turnover is high among CSP, rehabilitation, and recovery support staff. 

 

Shortage in the Supply of Psychiatrists 

County 
Needed 

Psychiatrists30 
Psychiatrists In 

Region 634 
Shortage 

Cass 5 0 5 

Dodge 7 0 7 

Douglas 99 84 15 

Sarpy 29 3 26 

Washington 4 0 4 

Total 145 87 56 

 

Supply of Psychiatric Prescribers and Other Mental Health Professionals31 

County Psychiatrists ANPs &  PAs Psychologists LIMHP/LMHP 

Cass 0 0 0 2 

Dodge 0 2 0 21 

Douglas 84 26 123 610 

Sarpy 3 1 11 67 

Washington 0 0 0 4 

Total 87 29 134 704 

 

                                                      
30 Based on 25.9 needed per 100,000 population: Konrad et al. (2009).  Psychiatric Services, Volume 60, 1307-1314.   
31 Nguyen, Anh T., Chen, Li-Wu, Watanabe-Galloway, Shinobu, et al. (2013). Nebraska's Behavioral Health 

Workforce - 2000-2012. Nebraska Center for Rural Health Research. Available at 

http://unmc.edu/bhecn/_documents/BH_Workforce_Report_FINAL_May2013.pdf.  Widely agreed upon standards 

on the number of providers other than psychiatrists are not available nationally or in Nebraska.  

http://unmc.edu/bhecn/_documents/BH_Workforce_Report_FINAL_May2013.pdf


Omaha Adult Behavioral Health System of Care Assessment  63 

 

Best practice  

Best practice includes the development of public-academic linkages, incentives for recruitment, 

development of more mid-level resources, development of career paths for Community 

Support Program and other rehabilitation workers, and legislative modifications that support 

workforce strengthening. 

 

Recommendations for Addressing Gap 9 – Workforce shortages: 

 Addressing this gap is a long-term proposition, and the Collective Impact model32 is 

ideally suited to addressing it, given that it will require a coordinated, persistent 

commitment to work with multiple systems and all system change partners, including 

provider organizations that did not participate in this system assessment process.  

 Further develop public-academic linkages to encourage psychiatrists towards the 

publicly funded system. 

 Develop mid-level resources by investing in a doctoral-level nurse practitioner program 

lead; establish mentoring programs to recruit more bachelors-level psychiatric nurses 

(which will create a larger pool for nurses and/or nurse practitioner programs); and 

provide peer/recovery presentations, such as In Our Own Voice, to nursing and medical 

school trainees to reduce stigma. 

 This group’s legislative agenda should continue to address legislation that excludes 

potentially valuable providers from practicing in Nebraska, and that requires advanced 

nurse practitioners to be under the supervision of physicians. 

 Further explicate the leadership/supervisory role of the psychiatrist on clinical teams 

and within the system. 

 Develop a plan for bolstering peer specialist resources and enhancing career paths for 

peer workers (review Georgia, Arizona, Illinois examples). 

                                                      
32Kania & Kramer. (2011). Collective Impact. Stanford Social Innovation Review. 36-41.  
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Appendix A 

List of Key Informants Interviewed 

 

Name Organizational Affiliation 

Heather Bird Heartland Family Service 

Carole Boye  Community Alliance (President & CEO) 

Aileen Brady Community Alliance (COO) 

Karen Bricklemyer United Way of the Midlands (President & CEO) 

Marti Christianson Douglas County Community Mental Health Center 

Robin Conyers Alegent Health (Administrator, Lasting Hope Recovery Center) 

Kelly Dorfmeyer Telecare Corporation (Program Administrator) 

Richard Henrichs Lutheran Family Services (Vice President of Finance) 

Ruth Henrichs Lutheran Family Services (President & CEO) 

Lt. Colene Hinchey Omaha Police Department 

Kristin L. Huber Douglas County Deputy Attorney 

Patti Jurjevich Region 6 (Regional Administrator) 

Kevin Kaminski Catholic Charities (Director, Behavioral Health Services) 

Sheree Keely Alegent Health (Vice President, Behavioral Health) 

Mary Kunes-Connell Creighton University School of Medicine, College of Nursing 

Sue Mimick Magellan Nebraska (CEO) 

Mary O’Neil Heartland Family Service 

Mike Philips Douglas County Mental Health Center 

Todd Reckling  Lutheran Family Services (Vice President of Programs) 

Amy Richardson Women’s Center for Advancement (President & CEO) 

Andrew Shapiro Magellan Nebraska (COO) 

Pegg Siemek-Asche Lutheran Family Services (Statewide Administrator of BH) 

Steve Spelic Alegent Health 

Dr. Thomas Svolos Creighton Health, University Psychiatric Clinic 

Steven Wengel, MD University of Nebraska Medical Center, Department of Psychiatry 

Jeff Wibel  The Salvation Army, Omaha 

Marti Wilson Lutheran Family Services (Clinical Supervisor/Region 6 Manager) 
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