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From the Cabinet Secretary

Dear legislators, stakeholders and staff,
I want to thank you for your support and interest in the New Mexico Children, Youth and Families Department (CYFD). The mission of CYFD is to improve the quality of life for our children. We are committed to ensuring that our work is focused on positive outcomes for the children and youth of New Mexico. This annual report outlines the activities, strategic initiatives and performance results for our Juvenile
Justice Service (JJS) Division for FY15.
Over the past year, we have been dedicated to executing our agency’s strategic plan which will drive our
efforts to improve our own performance and actively engage those we work with. This plan includes
shoring up our core functions, focusing on abuse and neglect prevention, improving our communications
with law enforcement, ensuring that we have sound financial controls within CYFD, and involving our
communities in our efforts.
On behalf of the entire CYFD team, thank you for your continued support of our agency. We look forward to working with each and every one of you as we pull together to make New Mexico the best place
to be a kid.
Best regards,
Monique Jacobson
Cabinet Secretary
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From the
Juvenile Jus ce Services Director

Dear Stakeholders:
We are pleased to present you with the Fiscal Year 2015 Annual Report of the New Mexico Children,
Youth and Families Department, Division of Juvenile Justice Services (JJS). The majority of the data for
this report is extracted from our case management system (FACTS), which has been operational in JJS
since 1999. We hope this information will be useful, not only as it relates to your respective efforts, but
in our collaborative commitment to effectively serve the youth and families of New Mexico.
This year under the leadership of Secretary Jacobson our department has been unified under one mission:
To improve the quality of life for our children. The expanded application for JJS is: To keep our children safe and to prepare them to be contributing members of society.
Building on our foundational elements/practices, we will continue to demonstrate resiliency and the sustained commitment to the continuous improvement of the juvenile justice system so that it protects public
safety, holds clients accountable, and provides treatment and rehabilitative services tailored to the needs
of juveniles and their families. Throughout the system we have established data standards and quality
assurance measures to monitor compliance with policy and adopted standards to ensure that our youth are
receiving the highest quality services and care.
This report represents the hard work of over 900 JJS employees. Day in and day out they work to make
the State of New Mexico a safer place and I commend them for working together to navigate the many
challenges we currently face. They perform their duties in an honorable and professional manner while
accomplishing the CYFD mission. I remain grateful for their service and blessed to work beside them
and with each of you.
Sincerely,
Tamera Marcantel
Director of Juvenile Justice Services
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CYFD’s mission is to improve the quality of life for our children. To have quality of life, children need to be alive, be
safe, be nurtured, be a contribu ng member of society, and have connec ons. Towards this end, CYFD uses the
opera ng principles and strategies outlined below.
Opera ng principles
 Be kind, respec ul and responsive
 Be child/youth‐centric
 Create a culture of accountability and support
 Simplify: do fewer, bigger things that produce results
 Behavioral health and program support strategically enveloped in all programs
 It’s all about the quality of our workers

Strategic planks
 Shore up our core func ons
 Preven on
 Improve communica ons with law enforcement
 Financial controls
 Community engagement

CYFD has forty‐five (45) oﬃces statewide that provide an array of services in local communi es in partnership with
other public, private and non‐profit agencies to address the needs of children and families. CYFD has four program‐
ma c divisions intended to integrate and put appropriate emphasis on services provided by mul ple state agencies,
ranging from early childhood development to ins tu onal care. They include the Oﬃce of Community Outreach and
Behavioral Health Programs, Early Childhood Services (ESC), Protec ve Services (PS), and Juvenile Jus ce Services
(JJS).
Unlike many states, all juvenile jus ce func ons, from arrest or other referral, to release from court ordered supervi‐
sion or custody, are unified in a single governance structure that includes: Secure Facili es, Reintegra on Facili es,
Releasing Authority, Proba on/Supervised Release, the Juvenile Jus ce Advisory Commi ee, Community Correc‐
ons, and Transi on Services. Figure A on page 11 provides a geographic descrip on of FY15 New Mexico JJS facili‐
es and centers.

10

Figure A: Map of Juvenile Jus ce Services facili es and centers, New Mexico, FY15

Secure Facili es

Reintegra on Centers

Youth Diagnos c & Development Center (YDDC)

Eagle Nest Reintegra on Center (ENRC)

Camino Nuevo Youth Center (CNYC)

Carlsbad Community Residen al Facility (CCRF)

John Paul Taylor Center (JPTC)

Albuquerque Girls Reintegra on Center (AGRC)

Lincoln Pines Youth Center (LPYC) (closed in 2015)

Albuquerque Boys Reintegra on Center (ABRC)

San Juan Juvenile Deten on Center (SJDC)
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Juvenile Jus ce System Reform Eﬀorts
During the 1980s the United States began to realize a dramatic pendulum swing away from individualized treatment
and services for youth towards “law and order” efforts. The perception of a growing juvenile crime epidemic in the ear‐
ly 1990s fueled public scrutiny of the system's ability to effectively control violent juvenile offenders. State legislatures
responded to this outcry by passing laws to crack down on juvenile crime.
Contrary to predictions, violent juvenile crime arrests declined by the mid 1990s. During the same time frame, the num‐
ber of incarcerated youth also dropped significantly. Mass incarceration proved not to be fiscally sustainable, and inno‐
vative ideas began to flourish about how to best deal with these youth. The following provides a brief description of
key reform efforts implemented in New Mexico.
Juvenile Detention Alternatives Initiative
With a vision that all youth involved in the juvenile justice system should have opportunities to develop into
healthy, productive adults, while promoting public safety, the Annie E. Casey Foundation (AECF) began to tackle
juvenile justice reform efforts through the implementation of the Juvenile Detention Alternatives Initiative (JDAI)
using eight (8) core strategies which have been replicated in 200 jurisdictions in 39 states and the District of Colum‐
bia. These strategies are described in Figure B below, and include: data‐driven decision making; objective admis‐
sions based on valid risk assessment instruments; alternatives to detention; case processing reform; special deten‐
tion cases; reducing racial disparities; improving conditions of confinement; and collaborative partnerships.

Figure B: Juvenile Detention Alternatives Initiative, Annie E. Casey Foundation (AECF)
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Around 2003, the New Mexico Children, Youth and Families Department joined in this initiative which sparked both
procedural and program reforms statewide and has now become ingrained in the vision and policies of the depart‐
ment and the New Mexico Children’s Code. In 2013, the AECF broadened the focus of JDAI to the disposi onal
(or “deep”) end of juvenile jus ce and Bernalillo County was selected as one of the five model sites. The CYFD
has been an ac ve partner in the quan ta ve and qualita ve assessment to be er understand local disposi‐
onal trends and to iden fy opportuni es for safely reducing the number of out‐of‐home placements. In FY15,
a statewide steering commi ee was convened to develop a work plan for con nuing our eﬀorts to implement the
JDAI strategies in sites throughout New Mexico.
Juvenile Community Correc ons

Figure C below shows the number of clients served through Juvenile Jus ce Community Correc ons (JCC)
from FY11 through FY15. JCC providers served a total of 911 youth during FY15. The JCC program is funded at
approximately $2.6 million and is one of CYFD’s alterna ves to incarcera on for youth on proba on or super‐
vised release. The JCC program is a unique approach to working with adjudicated delinquent youth to help
them successfully discharge out of the juvenile jus ce system.
The JCC program u lizes a team method which includes the client, family, contracted agency, local public schools
staﬀ, juvenile proba on oﬃcers (JPOs) and other significant individuals in the client’s life. Using the Casey Life Skills
Assessment, clients are evaluated in areas such as permanency, daily living, self care, rela onships, communica on,
housing, money management, work and study, career and educa on planning, and looking forward. This allows for
a service plan to be developed that is relevant to iden fied needs. A pre and post assessment provides evidence of
growth in the core life‐skill domains while in the JCC program. Page 68 of this report ( Section 8: Youth Services)
provides additional information on JCC.
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Screening, Admissions, & Release Applica on (SARA)
In 2008, the New Mexico JDAI team developed and implemented the Screening, Admissions & Release Applica‐
tion (SARA). This web‐based system connects detention centers, juvenile probation officers/offices (JPOs), and
district court judges to one real‐time system. The SARA system enables the implementation of a risk assessment
instrument (RAI) that aids JPOs and other law officers in determining the steps of care needed for each individual
juvenile offender. The system provides access to prior offense information and aids JPOs in monitoring the sta‐
tus of juveniles in detention. Section 7 beginning on page 56 of this report provides additional information on
SARA.

Cambiar New Mexico
In 2008, Juvenile Jus ce Services adopted Cambiar New Mexico as the model for facili es. This rehabilita ve
model for youth in custody includes several concepts from the Missouri Model, including:
 Individualized service plans addressing carefully assessed needs, strengths and risks of New Mexico

youth;
 Smaller, secure regional facili es across New Mexico;
 Smaller, more nurturing living units within those facili es;
 Youth centered unit management and milieu therapy;
 Rich programming, educa on, voca onal training, medical, behavioral health, and community services.

Today, Juvenile Jus ce Services con nues to develop Cambiar New Mexico, employing performance‐based, re‐
search‐driven best prac ces in both facili es and field oﬃces. JJS promotes public safety by engaging youth and
their families to develop the beliefs, skills and rela onships necessary to thrive in their communi es. Services
and support are provided in the most beneficial and least restric ve se ng necessary, including serving youth in
their communi es whenever possible. By combining both the field and facility services under one governing
model, a con nua on of services is provided throughout a client’s involvement with the juvenile jus ce system.

Detention Inspection Certification
In 2001, the legislature passed the New Mexico Juvenile Detention Standards to promulgate requirements for
the maintenance and operation of all juvenile detention facilities, including standards for the site, design, con‐
struction, equipment, care, program, personnel and clinical services. CYFD is responsible for the annual inspec‐
tion and certification of the state’s twelve (10) juvenile detention centers. Additionally, this unit ensures the
detention centers are in compliance with the four core requirements of Juvenile Jus ce and Delinquency Preven‐
on (JJDP) Act, including: deins tu onaliza on of status oﬀenders, separa on of juveniles from adults in secure
facili es, removal of juveniles from adult jails and lockups, and reduc on of dispropor onate minority contact
within the juvenile jus ce system.

Juvenile Justice Advisory Committee (JJAC)
The Juvenile Justice Advisory Committee (JJAC) is appointed by the governor and is an advisory group to CYFD,
the governor, and the legislature. The JJAC advocates for the prevention of delinquency, alternatives to secure
14

detention, improvement of the juvenile justice system, and the development of a continuum of graduated
sanctions for juveniles in local communities. For FY15, over $160,000 in federal grant funds and approximate‐
ly $3.2 million in state grant funds were allocated to twenty (20) con nuum sites that served (21) of thirty‐
three (33) New Mexico coun es (Figure D). This supported a service network of over seventy (70+) pro‐
grams/agencies that were able to oﬀer mentoring, academic enhancement and support, gender specific pro‐
gramming, case management, parent educa on, truancy interven on, gang resistance educa on, substance
abuse preven on, cita on programming, day repor ng centers, recep on and assessment centers, communi‐
ty custody programming, and intensive community supervision. Through this programming, 8,235 youth were
served.
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There is a direct focus on accountability associated with the financial and programma c repor ng of both the
state and federal funds that CYFD and JJAC are tasked to oversee. Addi onally, in partnership with the Juve‐
nile Deten on Alterna ves Ini a ve (JDAI), an online data repor ng system has been created within the ex‐
is ng SARA system. This allows sites to enter data electronically and allows CYFD to access the data in order
to provide accurate and mely informa on to stakeholders regarding the performance measures associated
with each of the federal or state‐funded programs.
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Sec on 1: New Mexico Juvenile Popula on
This sec on presents the latest data available from the United States Census Bureau on popula on numbers and
projec ons for New Mexico juveniles aged 10 to 17 years old. Data are also presented by gender, age, and race/
ethnicity, and provide a context for considering subsequent sec ons of this report.1
In 2014, New Mexico’s Juvenile popula on was 222,459, which was the lowest number of youth aged 10 to 17 years
old during the last 14 years (Figure 1‐1) . This represents a 0.7% decrease from 2013, when the juvenile popula on
was 223,990. As Figure 1‐1 below shows, the juvenile popula on peaked in 2002 when there were 237,910 youth in
New Mexico.

Data source: Puzzanchera, C., Sladky, A. and Kang, W. (2015). Easy Access to Juvenile Popula ons: 1990‐2014. Online.
Available: h p://www.ojjdp.gov/ojstatbb/ezapop/

1

Thoughout this report, the reader should keep in mind that some youth served by Juvenile Jus ce Services in FY15 were

less than 10 years old and some were aged 18 years and older. In addi on, diﬀerent presenta ons of race/ethnic groups are
made because of diﬀerent repor ng standards across data collec on requirements across the juvenile jus ce system. For
example, American Indian may be reported as Na ve Indian/Alaska Na ve, or Hispanic may be reported as Hispanic/La no.
A uniform standard across data set systems for presen ng data could help improve this issue in the future.
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Data source: File 4. Interim State Projec ons of Popula on by Single Year of Age: July 1, 2004 to 2030; United States Census Bureau, Popula‐
on Division, Interim State Popula on Projec ons, 2005.

Popula on projec ons in Figure 1‐2 suggest that New Mexico’s juvenile popula on will decrease to a low in the
year 2015, but will then rebound and increase un l the year 2030, and that there will be slightly more males than
females.

In 2014, 50.9% (113,140) of New
Mexico’s Juvenile popula on
were male and 49.1% (109,319)
were female (Figure 1‐3). These
are similar numbers to the years
in the past, and also to the pro‐
jected popula on numbers dis‐
cussed earlier.

Data source: Puzzanchera, C., Sladky, A. and Kang, W. (2015). Easy Access to Juvenile Popula‐
ons: 1990‐2014. Online. Available: h p://www.ojjdp.gov/ojstatbb/ezapop/
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Data source: Puzzanchera, C., Sladky, A. and Kang, W. (2015). Easy Access to Juvenile Popula ons:
1990‐2014. Online. Available: h p://www.ojjdp.gov/ojstatbb/ezapop/

Figure 1‐4 presents the number
of juveniles by gender and age
group in New Mexico. In 2014,
juvenile males outnumbered fe‐
males by an average of 3.4%
across all ages. The biggest diﬀer‐
ence between males and females
occurred among 16 year olds, at
4.9%. Together, males and fe‐
males aged 14 years old formed
the largest juvenile group at
28,234 youth.

Data source: Puzzanchera, C., Sladky, A. and Kang, W. (2015). Easy Access to Juvenile Popula‐
ons: 1990‐2014. Online. Available: h p://www.ojjdp.gov/ojstatbb/ezapop/
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Figure 1‐5 presents New Mexico’s
juvenile popula on by race/
ethnicity. In 2014, almost 59% of
youth in New Mexico were His‐
panic. The next largest group was
non‐Hispanic White at 27.0%, fol‐
lowed by American Indian
(10.6%), Black (2.2%) and Asian/
Pacific Islander (1.4%).

Sec on 2: Client Referral Pathway
This sec on begins to describe juvenile arrests in FY15. Figures 2‐1 and 2‐2 illustrate ver cal and horizontal dia‐
grams, respec vely, of how juvenile cases were handled from arrest/detainment (i.e., referrals) to final disposi on

Figure 2‐1. Client referral pathway, Juvenile Jus ce Services, New Mexico
Juvenile is arrested /
detained by police or
other en ty*

Preliminary inquiry
(PI) conducted by JPO
Case is referred to the
Children’s Court a or‐
ney for further review

Case is handled by JPO
oﬃce (informal han‐
dling)

Juvenile completes
informal programs; no
charges are filed

Juvenile refuses infor‐
mal programs or does
not complete; refer to
CCA

Case rejected or re‐
turned to JPO for infor‐
mal handling

Case not adjudicated

Consent decree,
me waiver

Dismissed/Nolle

Juvenile pe on filed;
case goes to court

Youthful oﬀender pe on
filed (Children’s Court)

Case adjudicated

Adult sanc ons

Admi ed, found to have
commi ed, no contest

Commitment to juvenile
facility: up to 1‐year, up
to 2‐years, or up to age 21

Community supervi‐
sion (fines, deten on,
proba on)

*Other en es include County, State, Municipality, University/College, Public School Police Department, Fire Department, Correc onal/Deten on Facility,
Border Patrol, Federal Agency, Parent/Guardian, and Ci zens. Referrals for Proba on Viola ons are handled similarly.
**The CCA is in the Oﬃce of the District A orney specializing in juvenile cases. Cases referred to the CCA will be evaluated, and if enough evidence is pre‐
sent, will be remanded to juvenile court (pe on will be filed).
Youthful Oﬀender pe

on may be filed a er a juvenile pe

on was filed.

Serious Youthful Oﬀender is not within the juvenile system and excluded from this pathway.

20

as clients navigated the Juvenile Jus ce System. Figure 2‐2 is a Tree‐sta s cs diagram and includes melines and
numbers on outcomes for juveniles clients arrested/detained (N=14,101) by the New Mexico Juvenile Jus ce Sys‐
tem in FY15. Of the referrals for FY15, 41.4% were handled formally, 58.6% were handled informally, and the re‐
mainder were pended.
In general, juveniles who were detained and/or arrested were referred to a district Juvenile Proba on Oﬃce. A er
assignment to a JPO oﬃcer, the client and family members met to discuss the case (preliminary inquiry or PI). A er
hearing the client’s version of the events, the JPO made a decision to either refer the case to the children’s court
a orney (CCA) or to handle the case through informal means. If the JPO referred the case to the CCA (formal han‐
dling), then the client went on to court proceedings to determine the next steps. Outcomes for cases sent to the
CCA included commitment, deten on, fines, proba on, and dismissal.

Figure 2‐2: Outcomes for juvenile referrals/arrests (Tree Stats), New Mexico, FY15
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Sec on 3: Juvenile Referrals
This sec on presents juvenile referral data. The Juvenile Jus ce System follows the law set forth in the New Mexico
Children’s Code [32A‐1‐1 NMSA 1978], and observes the following three juvenile referral/oﬀense types:
 Delinquent Referrals: An act commi ed by a child that would be designated as a crime

under the law if commi ed by an adult.
 Status Referrals (non‐delinquent oﬀenses): Also referred to as Families In Need of Services (FINS) referrals,

an act that is a viola on only if commi ed by a juvenile, and include: runaway, incorrigible, and truancy.
 Proba on Viola ons: Any viola on of the terms of proba on (which are specific to each client), which may

include, but are not limited to the following categories (in FACTs):
‐ Alcohol/Drugs
‐ Curfew
‐ Residence

‐ Travel

‐ Associates
‐ Driving
‐ Res tu on

‐ Community Service
‐ General Behavior
‐ School/Educa on

‐ Weapons

‐ Counseling
‐ Parents
‐ Special Condi on

Overall in FY15, there were 21,526 accrued oﬀenses. The most serious charge determined if a referral proceeded as
delinquent, status, or proba on viola on. In FY15, there was a total of 11,207 unduplicated clients across all three
referral types, and there was a total of 14,102 referrals (some clients had mul ple referrals/arrests and could have
been represented in one or more referral types). Figure 3‐1 shows that of the 14,102 referrals, 78.6% were delin‐
quent referrals (N=11,086), 13.5% were proba on viola ons referrals (N=1,115), and 7.9% were status (non‐
delinquent) referrals (N=1,901).
The following pages present addi onal data for FY15 by each referral type. Because a client may have mul ple
oﬀenses for one or more referral type, data is presented for number of clients with referrals and for the total num‐
ber of referrals in that category during the repor ng period.
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Figure 3‐2 presents the number of delinquent referrals by both number of clients and by total delinquent refer‐
rals for fiscal years 2009 through 2015; both numbers have been steadily declining. The number of clients peaked
in FY09 at 14,904 delinquent referral clients, and 19,997 total delinquent referrals. Since then, FY15 produced the
lowest number of delinquent referral clients, with 8,648 delinquent referral clients and 11,086 total delinquent
referrals, represen ng a decrease of 10.4% and 10%, respec vely, compared to FY14.

Table 3‐1 describes delinquent referral
sources. In FY15 there were a total of
14,101 referrals to New Mexico Juvenile
Jus ce Services; of that, 11,086 were for
delinquent referrals. The majority of delin‐
quent referrals (61.6%) came from a mu‐
nicipal police department, while county
sheriﬀ’s and public safety departments
came in at second (14.9%) and third
(12.4%), respec vely. In all, the top 3 re‐
ferral sources made up 88.9% of all delin‐
quent referral sources.

23

Table 3‐2: Top 15 oﬀenses for delinquent referrals, New Mexico, FY15
Use or possession of drug paraphernalia
Shopli ing ($250 or less)
Possession of marijuana or synth cannabis (one ounce or less, first oﬀense)
Ba ery
Public aﬀray
Possession of alcoholic beverages by a minor
Ba ery (household member)
Criminal damage to property
Resis ng, evading or obstruc ng an oﬃcer
Larceny ($250 or less)
Disorderly conduct
Unlawful carrying of deadly weapon on school premises
Concealing iden ty
Burglary (dwelling house)
No driver's license
Top 15 delinquent oﬀenses
Total delinquent oﬀenses of all accrued oﬀenses
Total accrued oﬀenses

Number
1,617
1,432
1,181
1,176
805
775
688
623
493
299
269
214
156
148
138
10,014
16,148
21,526

Percent
10.0%
8.9%
7.3%
7.3%
5.0%
4.8%
4.3%
3.9%
3.1%
1.9%
1.7%
1.3%
1.0%
0.9%
0.9%
62.0%

Table 3‐2 lists the top 15 oﬀenses for delinquent referrals in FY2015, accoun ng for 62% of all delinquent oﬀenses.
Out of the 21,526 total oﬀenses for FY15, 16,148 or about three‐quarters were from delinquent referrals. Use or pos‐
session of drug paraphernalia accounted for most (10.0%) of the delinquent referrals. This was followed by shopli ‐
ing ($250 or less) at 8.9%, and possession of marijuana or synthe c cannabis (once ounce or less, first oﬀense) at
7.3%.

Delinquent referrals made to
Juvenile Jus ce Services o en
had mul ple oﬀenses ed to
them. Figure 3‐3 is a pie chart
of the most serious oﬀense
(MSO) by security level for
FY15 delinquent referrals.
About 77.1% of most serious
delinquent oﬀenses were mis‐
demeanor, 22.7% were felo‐
nies, and less than one per‐
cent were oﬀenses of city or‐
dinances.
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Figure 3‐4 presents data on delin‐
quent referrals by gender. In FY15
there were a total of 8,648 clients
that received at least one delin‐
quent referral. The majority of de‐
linquent referrals were for juvenile
males at 5,767 or 66.7%, while fe‐
males accounted for 2,863 or
33.1%.

As shown in Figure 3‐5, the
majority of delinquent refer‐
ral clients iden fied as His‐
panic (66.0%), followed by
White (21.7%), and American
Indian/Alaskan Na ve (7.5%).
Clients from these three
race/ethnic groups account‐
ed for 95.2% of all delinquent
referral clients.

Table 3‐3 illustrates delinquent
referrals by age group. Together,
youth in the aged 14‐15 and 16‐17
years old groups accounted for
77.7% of all clients with a delin‐
quent referral. These two age
groups also accounted for 77.2% of
all referred clients in FY15.
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As shown in Table 3‐4, there were a total of
11,072 delinquent referrals in FY15 that had
either a formal or informal ac on taken.
This number includes unprocessed delin‐
quent referrals from FY14 that were carried
over to FY15. Approximately 6,068 or 55.7%
of delinquent referrals were handled infor‐
mally. The remaining 4,983 or 44.1% were
handled formally. Of the referrals handled
formally, 22.1% were se led with a consent
decree while 10.3% were dismissed en rely.
Table 3‐5 lists the top 15 disposed oﬀenses
for delinquent referrals, accoun ng for
44.0% in FY15. In FY15 there were a total of
7,743 oﬀenses that were disposed of, or
handled in the juvenile court. The top dis‐
posed oﬀense was for use or possession of
drug paraphernalia which accounted for
5.3% of all disposed oﬀenses.

26

S

(

‐

)R

Figure 3‐6 shows that the total number of status referral clients, and total status referrals, have been steadily
declining since FY12, when there were 2,306 status referral clients and 2,579 total status referrals. In FY15 there
were, 1,717 status referral clients and 1,901 total status referrals which represented a decrease of 4.7% and
2.7%, respec vely, from FY14.
In FY15 there were 1,901 total status refer‐
rals (Table 3‐6), of which, the majority
(58.3%) came from schools, followed by
municipal police departments (18.0%)and
county sheriﬀ departments (9.5%). To‐
gether, these top 3 referral sources made
up 85.8% of all status referral sources.
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Table 3‐7 shows that in FY15,
1,908 (8.9%) of the 21,526 total
oﬀenses were from status refer‐
rals. The top oﬀense for status
referrals was truancy which ac‐
counted for 61.3%, followed by
runaway (21.6%), and incorrigible
at (15.9%).

Figure 3‐7 shows that males had a greater propor on
of status referrals in FY15 compared with females.
Overall, there was a total of 1,717 clients that received
at least one status referral. The majority of status refer‐
rals were for juvenile males who made up 52.2% or
896, of all status referral clients. Juvenile females ac‐
counted for 47.6% of status referral clients.
Figure 3‐8 presents the number of clients with a status
referral by race/ethnicity. Most clients with a status
referral iden fied as Hispanic (69.8%), followed by
White (17.8%), and American Indian/Alaska Na ve
(9.0)%. Together, these three race/ethnicity groups
accounted for 96.8% of all clients with a status referral.
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Table 3‐8 presents status re‐
ferrals by age group for FY15.
Youth aged 14‐15 and 16‐17
years old together accounted
for 72.5% of all status referral
clients. Youth in this age group
were also overrepresented in
other referral types in FY15.

Table 3‐9 shows that there were a total of 1,901 status referrals in FY15 that had either a formal or informal ac‐
on taken. This number includes unprocessed status referrals from FY14 that were carried over to FY15. Of the
total status referrals that had an ac on taken in FY15, 1,753 (92.2%) were handled informally, while 147 (7.7%)
were handled formally.
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As shown in Figure 3‐9, both the number of clients with a proba on viola on and the total number of proba on
viola on referrals have been steadily declining since FY10. A low of 909 proba on viola on clients and 1,115 proba‐
on viola on referrals were reported in FY15, represen ng a decrease of 7.4% and 6.5%, respec vely, from FY14.

Table 3‐10 shows that in FY15, there
was a total of 1,115 referrals for pro‐
ba on viola ons, the majority of
which came from juvenile proba on
oﬃcers (95.9%), followed by munici‐
pal police departments (3.1%) and
public safety departments (0.7%).
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Table 3‐11 presents oﬀenses for
proba on viola ons, which ac‐
counted for 16.1% of total refer‐
rals (3,470/21,526) in FY15. Of
proba on viola ons, most were
due to alcohol/drugs (20.8%), fol‐
lowed by residence (14.8%),
school/educa on (11.1%), special
condi ons (11.0%), and curfew
(10.5%).

In FY15 there was a total of 842 clients
that received at least one proba on vio‐
la on referral. As illustrated in Figure 3‐
10, the majority of proba on viola on
referrals were for juvenile males (74.5%),
while females accounted for 25.5%.
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As illustrated in Figure 3‐11, the majority of clients with a proba on viola on iden fied as Hispanic (72.2%),
followed by White (15.7%), and American Indian/Alaskan Na ve (5.3)%. Together, the three race/ethnic groups
accounted for 93.3% of all clients with a proba on viola on referral.
Table 3‐12 shows that youth in age groups 14‐15 and 16‐17 years old accounted for 84.6% of all clients with a
proba on viola on.
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Table 3‐13 shows ac on taken/disposi ons for proba on viola on referrals in FY15. A total of 1,128 proba‐
on viola on referrals had either a formal or informal ac on. This number includes unprocessed proba on
viola on referrals from FY14 that were carried over to FY15. A total of 1,117 (99.1%) of proba on viola on
referrals were handled formally, of which, 41.5% received a judgment of proba on, while 9.1% received a
judgment of CYFD commitment. A total of 11 (1.0%) proba on viola on referrals were handled informally.
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Sec on 4: Juvenile Screening and Classifica on (SDM)
In 1998, with the assistance of the Na onal Council on Crime
and Delinquency (NCCD), the Children, Youth and Families
Department (CYFD) implemented Structured Decision Making
(SDM) as the risk and needs classifica on instrument for juve‐
nile oﬀenders in New Mexico. SDM in New Mexico is com‐
prised of:
 a risk assessment;
 risk reassessments; and
 a needs assessment.
Source: h p://www.siue.edu/educa on/psychology/abc/

Every me there is a disposi on ordered for an adjudicated juvenile oﬀender, a risk assessment and a needs as‐
sessment is completed. A risk reassessment and a needs assessment are completed on a set schedule of me be‐
tween assessments, depending on what type of supervision the youth is on, or whenever there is a significant
change in the youth’s situa on or behavior. These reassessments con nue un l the youth is discharged from su‐
pervision by the department.
These tools are to provide consistent and standardized decisions aﬀec ng juveniles, as well as guide treatment
planning. Specifically, CYFD uses the SDM instrument to guide disposi on recommenda ons, define which set of
minimum contact standards to u lize when supervising a youth in the community, and assist in the classifica on
process of youth commi ed to CYFD facili es. Periodic reassessments are completed to track progress, and if in‐
dicated, modify treatment plans. Aggregate data provide important management informa on about client char‐
acteris c trends, workload, service u liza on, and gaps in service, and enable managers to plan, monitor, and
evaluate JJS’ outcomes.
The risk assessment piece of the SDM instrument is used to classify individuals according to their likelihood of re‐
oﬀending. Responses for the risk ques ons are either a number entry or a dichotomous response (yes/no). The
risk assessment tool consists of the following six items:
▪ R1: Number of Referrals/Arrests
▪ R2: Age at First Juvenile Referral/Arrest
▪ R3: Pe on Oﬀense History
▪ R4: Gang Aﬃlia on
▪ R5: Educa on/School Issues
▪ R6: History of Substance Abuse/Experimenta on
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The needs assessment/reassessment tool is the companion piece to the risk assessment/reassessment. It is used to
evaluate the presen ng strengths/problems of each youth and to systema cally iden fy cri cal problems in order to
plan eﬀec ve interven ons. The needs assessment encompasses twelve variables, which are evaluated for the
youth, the youth’s treatment se ng, and in one case (N1) the client’s family in order to determine needs and
strengths of the client. Responses for the needs ques ons are scored on a likert‐type scale, with ques on specific
responses ranging from no to chronic. The needs variables are as follows:
▪ N1: Family Rela onships
▪ N2: Emo onal Stability
▪ N3: Educa on
▪ N4: Substance Abuse
▪ N5: Physical Issues
▪ N6: Life Skills
▪ N7: Vic miza on
▪ N8: Social Rela ons
▪ N9: Employment/Voca onal
▪ N10: Sexuality/Sexual History
▪ N11: Criminal History of Biological Parents
▪ N12: Community Resources

In 2008, CYFD incorporated the SDM system for field supervision into the Family Automated Client Tracking System
(FACTS), the department’s case management system, and in 2011, the facility supervision component of the SDM
system was incorporated into FACTS. FACTS automa cally calculates a risk and needs score for each client based on
the risk and needs assessment values. The risk score will determine the risk level of the client ranging from low (3 or
less) to medium (4‐6) to high (7 or more). A similar score for needs is calculated: low (‐1 or less), moderate (0‐9), or
high (10 or more). In addi on to an overall needs score, FACTS will also determine the “priority” needs and
strengths of the client (the 3 needs that scored the highest and the lowest).

Further informa on on the SDM tool used by Juvenile Jus ce can be found at h p://cyfweb/jjf/tools.html?tab=2. In
addi on, the staﬀ in the Data Analysis Unit have wri en two papers on the SDM instrument; in 2010, a study on the
valida on of the risk assessment tool was completed using data from a fiscal year 2008 cohort (Courtney, Howard,
and Bunker), and in 2011, a study on the inter‐rater reliability of the risk assessment tool was analyzed using a co‐
hort of JPOs (Courtney and Howard).

In FY15, there were 1,707 clients that had cases that went to disposi on, resul ng in a risk and needs assessment.
The remainder of this sec on presents data for 1,597 (93.6%) of these clients; a total of 110 clients had missing data.
Client risk and need levels by selected demographics (age, gender, and race/ethnicity) are presented, as well as cli‐
ent’s top five priority needs and top five priority strengths as iden fied by the needs assessment tool.
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Figure 4‐1 presents client risk level as as‐
sessed by the SDM risk classifica on tool
for juvenile oﬀenders. In FY15, 1,597 cli‐
ents were issued a SDM as compared to
1,759 clients in FY14, a 9.2% decrease.
Approximately 66.5% of the clients were
classified as a medium risk level, while
15.9% as high risk and 17.6% as low risk.

As shown in Figure 4‐2, there were more male clients in all three risk level groups during FY15 compared to
female clients. Of 1,195 males issued a SDM, 18.7% were classified as high risk, 64.7% as medium risk, and
16.7% as low risk. Of 402 females issued a SDM, 7.7% were classified as high risk; 71.9% as medium risk, and
20.4% as low risk.
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Table 4‐1 presents risk level data by race/ethnicity. For all three risk level categories in FY15, Hispanic clients
were the largest race/ethnic group, and accounted for 71% of all clients who received a SDM, followed by non‐
Hispanic White, and Na ve American. Across all race/ethnic groups largest, most clients were classified as a medi‐
um risk level.
Table 4‐2 shows that the age group comprised of 16‐17 year old youth had the most clients (51.1%) issued a
SDM in FY15, as well as the most clients presented in all three client risk levels. Youth aged 14‐15 years old had
the second highest number of clients who received a SDM, and were also second in all risk category levels. To‐
gether, youth aged 14‐17 year old accounted for 83.9% all SDM clients.
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Figure 4‐3 presents client risk level as as‐
sessed by the SDM needs classifica on tool
for juvenile oﬀenders. In FY15, 42.5% of
the 1,597 clients issued a SDM were classi‐
fied as a moderate needs level. Over a
third of clients were classified as low needs
and 24.2% as high needs.

As illustrated in Figure 4‐4, for both genders, the needs level with the most clients was moderate, followed by
the low and high needs level. Of 1,195 males issued a SDM, 22.6% were classified as high needs, 43.9% as mod‐
erate needs, and 33.5% as low needs. Of 402 females issued a SDM, 28.9% were classified as high needs, 38.1%
as moderate needs, and 33.1% as low needs.
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Table 4‐3 presents client needs level by race/ethnicity. The moderate needs level had the most SDM clients
(42.5%) in FY15. This was followed by low with 33.4% and high which had 24.2% of clients.
Table 4‐4 shows needs level by age group. As with risk level, most clients in need were aged 14 and 17 years
old. In all age groups except for clients age 18 years and older, most clients had moderate needs.
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As men oned earlier, implementa on
of the SDM tool also provided infor‐
ma on for determining the priority
needs and strengths of the client by
taking the three needs that scored the
highest and the lowest.
Table 4‐5 shows that the top priority
client need in FY15 was educa on, as it
was in both FY14 and FY13. This need
indicates that many of the clients who
received a SDM had a combina on of
the following factors: were either not
a ending school or an educa onal pro‐
gram; were receiving poor grades; had
consistent nega ve teacher reports
and/or had been suspended in the last
90 days prior to comple ng the SDM.
Other top needs were family rela on‐
ships and emo onal stability, which
came in second and third. The top 5
priority needs in table 4‐5 accounted
for 93% of all the total priority needs.
As described in Table 4‐6, the top cli‐
ent priority strength in FY15 was vic‐
miza on, indica ng that many of the
clients who received a SDM did not
report having a history of trauma c
vic miza on (either perpetrated
against or witnessed either physical/
sexual abuse or a trauma c incident).
The top 5 priority strengths accounted
for 86.9% of all priority strengths.
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Sec on 5: Juveniles in Secure Facili es
Secure facili es are facili es that are either physically or
staﬀ secured. CYFD had four secure facili es and one con‐
tracted facility in FY15:
 Camino Nuevo Youth Center (CNYC) in Albuquer‐

que;
 John Paul Taylor Center (JPTC) in Las Cruces;
 Lincoln Pines Youth Center (LPYC) in Lincoln County

(closed in 2015);
 Youth Development and Diagnos c Center (YDDC)

in Albuquerque; and in addi on,
 San Juan Deten on Center (SJDC) in San Juan

Entrance to Camino Nuevo (Bernalillo County)

County (contractual agreement for ten beds).

The intake unit for males is at YDDC and the intake for females is at CNYC. All the secure facili es are male only with
the excep on of CNYC, which houses both male and female clients. In this report, clients are described by three se‐
cure commitment types:
 Term clients: The main popula on housed in CYFD’s secure facili es is adjudicated youth who received a dis‐

posi on of commitment. Commitment terms can be for 6 months, one year, two years, or in special cases,
up to age twenty‐one years old;
 Diagnos c clients: These were youth court ordered to undergo a 15‐day diagnos c evalua on; and
 Non‐adjudicated treatment clients: These were youth under the jurisdic on of a tribal court who may have

been placed in a secure facility by ac on of tribal court order through an intergovernmental agreement.
In FY15, 173 term clients, 34 diagnos c clients and 10 non‐
adjudicated treatment clients were admi ed to CYFD secure
facili es. The overall capacity at the four secure facili es plus
the one contracted facility was 286 beds. The average daily
popula on (ADP) of CYFD secure facili es during the fiscal
year, including all client types, was 193 clients.
The remainder of this sec on presents addi onal data for
juveniles housed in secure facili es, by facility and selected
demographics (gender, age, and race/ethnicity). Also pre‐
sented are most serious oﬀenses commi ed by term clients,
average length of stay, and disciplinary incident report rates.
Secure Hallways in Camino Nuevo (Bernalillo County)
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As illustrated in Figure 5‐1 above, term commitments have steadily declined over the last 15 years, from 530 in
FY01 to a low of 173 in FY15.

Table 5‐1 shows that proba on viola ons topped the FY15 list of the most serious oﬀenses (MSOs) for term ad‐
missions, accoun ng for 106 (61.3%), which is a decrease of 19.1% when compared to 131 proba on viola on
42

admissions in FY14. As a percentage of all MSOs, proba on viola ons only decreased 2.9% (from 64.2% in FY14 to
61.3% in FY15). Armed robbery was a distant second, accoun ng for six (3.5%) oﬀenses. The top 15 MSOs ac‐
counted for 145 (83.8%) of all MSOs for FY15. Of the 173 term clients admissions, the MSO was a felony for 50
clients (28.9%), a slight increase over FY14. Misdemeanors accounted for 17 (9.8%) of the MSOs.

Figure 5‐2 shows that of the 173
term admissions in FY15, 146 clients
(84.4%) were male and 27 (15.6%)
were female. Twelve male clients
had 2 or more term commitments.

At 69.4%, term admissions among
youth aged 16‐17 years old accounted
for the majority of all term admissions
for FY15 (Table 5‐2). Term admis‐
sions among youth aged 18 years and
older were a distant second at 18.5%,
followed by youth aged 14‐15 years
old (11.6%). The aged 12‐13 years
group only had one term admission
for the third fiscal year in a row.
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Figure 5‐3 illustrates that in
FY15, 130 term admissions
(75.1%) were Hispanic cli‐
ents, and 25 were non‐
Hispanic White (14.5%). Of
the remaining 18 clients ad‐
mi ed, 5.8% were African
American and 4.6% were
Na ve American.

Figure 5‐4 provides a snapshot view of the number of term clients housed in CYFD’s secure facili es in FY15, by
gender and facility. The snapshot is based on the characteris cs of clients residing in secure facili es on
12/31/2014 which was deemed a “typical” day in the fiscal year. Per Figure 5‐4, 154 (81.1%) of CYFD secure facil‐
ity clients were male, while 36 (18.9%) were female.
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Table 5‐3 presents a snapshot of term clients by age group and facility. Youth in the aged 16‐17 years old group
had the most clients (53.2%) at all secure facili es, 39.5% were in the aged 18 years and older, and the remaining
7.4% ranged from age 12‐15 years old.
Table 5‐4 is a snapshot of term clients by race/ethnicity and facility, and shows that 71.1% of clients were His‐
panic and 30 (15.8%) were non‐Hispanic White. The remaining 25 (13.2%) were either African American, Na ve
American, or 2 or more race/ethnic groups. Hispanic clients were the largest percentage at all secure facili es ex‐
cept at the SJDC, where Na ve American was the largest group.
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Figure 5‐5 presents the average daily popula on (ADP) and capacity, by facility. The ADP at secure facili es for
FY15 was 193 clients or 67.5% of capacity (286 beds). The ADP was greatest at YDDC at 73 clients, followed by
CNYC at 69 clients. JPTC had the greatest ADP‐to‐capacity ra o for FY15 at 72.9%.

Figure 5‐6 shows the average length of stay (ALOS) in days by gender and commitment type for clients discharged
in FY15. The ALOS at secure facili es for term clients increased from 377.3 days in FY14 to an average of 385.2 days
in FY15. The ALOS for diagnos c clients decreased from 17.8 days in FY14 to 17.2 days in FY15. On average, female
term clients stayed 30.2 days less than male clients, as opposed to FY14 where female term clients stayed an aver‐
age of 20.7 days longer than male term clients. There were no clients commi ed to non‐adjudicated treatment
during the repor ng period.
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Table 5‐5 presents ALOS by age group and commitment type for clients discharged in FY15. Of the 191 clients
with term commitments, juveniles aged 18 and older had the highest ALOS (407.7 days). Of the 33 diagnos c com‐
mitment clients, the 14‐15 year olds had the highest ALOS at 18.3 days.
As shown in Table 5‐6, of the clients with term commitments discharged in FY15, non‐Hispanic White clients had
the highest ALOS at 406.6 days, which is an average of 11.8 days longer than Na ve Americans, the second highest
group with an average of 394.8 days. Of the diagnos c commitment clients discharged in FY15, Na ve American
clients had the highest ALOS (30 days), followed by Hispanic clients with an ALOS of 17.3 days.
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Figure 5‐7 describes the FY15 rate of disciplinary incident reports (DIR rate per 100 clients, based on average
daily popula on), by facility. The overall DIR rate for all secure facili es was 162.1 per 100 clients. LPYC had
the highest rate of DIRs at 319.4 per 100 clients, followed by YDDC with a rate of 175.5 per 100 clients. SJDC
did not have any reported DIRs.
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Sec on 6: Juveniles in Reintegra on Centers
Reintegra on centers are non‐secure facili es that
house a small popula on of adjudicated CYFD clients
on proba on or supervised release. Proba on cli‐
ents are defined as adjudicated clients placed under
the supervision and care of a juvenile proba on
oﬃcer by a court‐ordered disposi on.
Supervised release clients are youth released from a
secure facility but whose commitment has not yet
expired; they are subject to monitoring by CYFD un l
the term of their commitment expires. Proba on
clients are the only clients admi ed directly to a re‐
integra on center, since the clients on supervised
release are moved over from a secure facility.

Eagle Nest Reintegra on Center (Colfax County)

CYFD had four reintegra on centers in FY15:
 Albuquerque Boys Reintegra on Center (ABRC);
 Albuquerque Girls Reintegra on Center (AGRC);
 Carlsbad Reintegra on Center (CRC); and
 Eagle Nest Reintegra on Center (ENRC).

Each facility had a capacity of twelve beds in FY15, with AGRC being the only reintegra on center housing female
clients.
In FY15, nine proba on clients were admi ed directly to a reintegra on center. The average daily popula on (ADP)
of CYFD reintegra on centers during FY15 was 25 clients. Further informa on on each of the reintegra on centers
can be found at: h p://cyfweb/jjf/index.html.
The remainder of this sec on presents addi onal
data for juveniles housed in reintegra on cen‐
ters, by facility and selected demographics
(gender, age, and race/ethnicity). Also present‐
ed are most serious oﬀenses commi ed by term
clients, average length of stay, and disciplinary
incident report rates.

Common Area in AGRC (Bernalillo County)
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As shown in Table 6‐1, proba on viola ons
topped the list of the most serious oﬀenses
(MSO) for proba on admissions, accoun ng
for 4 or 44.4% of all MSOs. Criminal dam‐
age to property (Over $1000) was second,
accoun ng for 22.2%. For the nine proba‐
on clients admi ed in FY15, the MSOs
were three felonies, two misdemeanors
and four proba on viola ons.

In FY15, there were 3 female and 6
male proba on admissions to a CYFD
reintegra on center (Figure 6‐1). No
clients received more than one pro‐
ba on admission during the fiscal
year, so the 9 admissions are undupli‐
cated by client.

Table 6‐2 shows that most pro‐
ba on viola on admissions were
among clients aged 16‐17 years
old and 18 years and older.
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Figure 6‐2 presents reintegra on cen‐
ter admissions by race/ethnicity. In
FY15, proba on admissions of Hispanic
clients accounted for most admissions
into reintegra on centers (55.6%),
followed by non‐Hispanic White clients
(22.2%), and African Americans and
Na ve Americans at 11.1% each.

While nine clients were admi ed into
reintegra on centers in FY15, a snap‐
shot of facili es (Figure 6‐3) found
that 37 clients were housed in CYFD’s
reintegra on centers on December 31,
2014. The snapshot date was based
on the characteris cs of clients and
deemed a “typical” day. Twenty‐nine
(78.4%) of these clients on the snap‐
shot date were male, while 8 (21.6%)
were female.
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Table 6‐3 shows that on December 31, 2014, 51.4% of the reintegra on center clients were in the aged 18 years
and older group, while the remaining 48.6% were in the 16‐17 age group. CRC and ENRC both had the highest num‐
ber of clients in the 16‐17 age group with 6 each.
A snapshot by race/ethnicity of clients in reintegra on centers is presented in Table 6‐4, showing that on Decem‐
ber 31, 2014, 28 (75.7%) were Hispanic. Four (10.8%) clients were non‐Hispanic White. Of all race/ethnic groups,
Hispanic was the highest percentage at all reintegra on centers, followed by Non‐Hispanic White except at AGRC,
where Na ve American was the second highest.
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As described in Figure 6‐4 above, the average daily popula on (ADP) at reintegra on centers for FY15 was
25 clients. Bed capacity for the fiscal year was forty‐eight. The ADP was greatest at ENRC with eight clients,
followed by ABRC with seven clients. ENRC also had the greatest ADP‐to‐capacity ra o at 66.7%.

Figure 6‐5 shows that the average length of stay (ALOS) at reintegra on centers for proba on clients dis‐
charged in FY15 was 106.6 days, a decrease of 46.8 days compared to FY14. On average, female proba on
clients stayed 8.5 days less than male proba on clients in FY15.
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Table 6‐5 presents average length of stay
(ALOS) for clients housed in reintegra on
centers, by age group. The ALOS for proba‐
on clients discharged in FY15 was 106.6
days. The aged 18 and older group had the
longest ALOS with an average of 205.3 days.
The age group with the greatest number of
discharged proba on clients (14) was the
16‐17 years old group. Those clients stayed
an average of 83.6 days.

Table 6‐6 shows ALOS by race/ethnic
group. For proba on clients discharged in
FY15, Hispanics had the most clients (11)
and the longest average length of stay
(134.1 days). The next highest was Na ve
American clients at seven clients and with
an ALOS of 110.3 days.
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Per Figure 6‐6, ABRC had the highest rate of disciplinary incident reports (DIRs)
in FY15 at 369.4 per 100 clients, followed by AGRC at 235.7 per 100 clients.
ENRC with a DIR rate of 56.3 is the only facility with a rate less than 100.
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Sec on 7: Juveniles Referred to/in Deten on Centers
In 2008, New Mexico launched the first internet/web‐based system in the na on, linking all
deten on centers, JPO oﬃces and district court judges statewide to one real me informa on
tracking system, Screening Admissions & Releases Applica on (SARA). Developed and imple‐
mented by the Juvenile Deten on Alterna ves Ini a ve (JDAI) team and community deten on
partners, SARA enabled the statewide implementa on of the Risk Assessment Instrument, a
NM Children’s Code mandated screening for all youth referred for deten on.

SARA aids JPOs and other law officers in determining the steps of care needed for each individual juvenile referred to
or in detention centers. Specifically, SARA:


Provides a mechanism for the equitable and consistent screening of children referred for deten on
statewide.



Provides access to accurate prior oﬀense informa on 24/7 on any youth screened by the Risk Assessment
Instrument (RAI), for juvenile proba on, and for the courts.



Monitors the status of youth in deten on, and allows juvenile proba on supervisors to manage melines for
case expedi on.



Monitors through a “red flag alert” system any State statutory viola on with respect to JDAI core principles
and JJDPA core requirements.



Increases quality juvenile jus ce systems service assurance, and improves reliability of deten on data.



Provides informa on for monitoring of compliance with State statute and Federal funding requirements.



Provides statewide and regional deten on data across system agencies, the courts, and law enforcement,
and informs policy and aids internal decision‐making.

In FY13, enhancements were made to SARA to streamline processes, specifically in repor ng and providing the ability
to track youth referred to/in deten on. The most significant change was the addi on of support for the na onal
JDAI QRS (Quarterly Report System). Besides posi oning New Mexico to be in alignment with other Annie E. Casey
Founda on grantees, inves ng in SARA oﬀered New Mexico an addi onal tool to look at New Mexico youth at risk
for out of home placement, awai ng placement for treatment, or transport for a juvenile commitment.
Following are some key terms used to aggregate data from SARA. These terms have been in place and consistent in
our repor ng for over ten years since New Mexico implemented JDAI.
Screened:
● Cases referred for a deten on decision
● No special deten on situa on noted
● Reasons for a referral for deten on in which the risk assessment instrument (RAI) is applied include:
▪ Delinquent oﬀense
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 Proba on viola on
▪ Delinquent oﬀense + proba on viola on (no warrant)
▪ Proba on viola on (warrant)
Special Deten on:
● Cases referred "for a deten on decision" when there is an outstanding arrest or bench warrant
● Most serious oﬀense is usually proba on viola on; some are le blank
● RAI is usually scored; however, there are some situa ons where scoring is not possible or not considered
necessary
● Reasons for a “special” deten on referral include:
▪ Warrant—arrest
▪ Warrant—bench
▪ Warrant—Failure to appear
▪ Warrant—parole deten on order/supervised release retake
▪ Warrant—not indicated
▪ Warrant—magistrate/municipal
Auto Deten on:
● Cases where a decision is not necessary
● RAI is NOT SCORED
● Most serious referred oﬀense is not completed
● Reasons for “auto” referral for deten on:
▪ Commi ed/Diagnos c‐ return to court on pending case
▪ Detained pending post‐disposi onal placement
▪ Viola on of court order/condi on of release
▪ GPS (Global Posi oning System) viola on
▪ Hold for out of state—Interstate Compact on Juveniles (ICJ)
▪ Electronic monitoring
▪ Hold for out of state—Immigra on and Customs Enforcement (ICE)
▪ Drug court hold
▪ Remand order
▪ Juvenile court hold (not drug court)
▪ Community custody hold
▪ Program for Empowerment of Girls (PEG) hold
▪ Transport order
In FY15, a total of 4,249 referrals for deten on involved 2,770 unduplicated youth. The data in this sec on is ex‐
tracted from SARA and includes informa on on oﬀenses and overrides that resulted in youth being brought to de‐
ten on centers, as well as admission and release dates.
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SARA database system outcomes by referral reason within each repor ng category are listed in Table 7‐1 below.
There were three possible client outcomes: not detained, non‐secure deten on (treatment facility, group home, or
shelter), or detained. Of the 4,249 referrals entered into SARA, 3,160 (74.4%) were detained, 1,072 (25.2%) were not
detained, and 17 (0.4%) went to non‐secure deten on facili es. The majority of screened referrals (2,189 or 80.5%)
were for delinquent referral reasons, while drug court and juvenile court holds (727 or 66.6%) accounted for the ma‐
jority of auto deten ons.
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Figure 7‐1 shows client risk
assessment instrument out‐
come by SARA report catego‐
ries (screened, special deten‐
on and auto deten on). In
FY15, there were 4,249 total
referrals for deten on, a de‐
crease of 4.5% compared to
FY14. Of the 2,718 screened
referrals, 1,638 (60.3%) result‐
ed in the client being detained
in FY15.

The pie chart in Figure 7‐2 presents
client referrals to deten on by gen‐
der. The 4,249 referrals for deten on
involved 2,770 unduplicated youth.
Males comprised 71.7% of the total in
FY15, down 1.2% compared to FY14.
Females comprised 28.2%, which was
up 1.2% over FY14.

The age of juveniles referred for deten on is calculat‐
ed based on the first referral in the repor ng period.
As shown in Table 7‐2, juveniles aged 16‐17 years
represented over half (56.9%) of all referrals.
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Figure 7‐3 presents data on clients
referred to deten on by race/
ethnic group. In FY15, 1,778
(64.2%) of the youths referred
were Hispanic, followed by non‐
Hispanic White (18.7%) and Na ve
American (6.4%). A total of 169
(6.1%) referrals records were miss‐
ing the youth’s race/ethnicity.
As shown in Table 7‐3, the top 15
oﬀenses represented 54.2% of all
screened oﬀenses (2,718). Ba ery
(household member) topped the
list with 342 referrals, followed by
proba on viola on ‐ residence with
145. Ba ery (household member)
had 11 more youths not detained
(176) than detained (165).
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For those 3,160 referrals resul ng
in deten on in FY15, there were
2,375 unduplicated youth with at
least one deten on admission dur‐
ing the year (Figure 7‐4). It is pos‐
sible for a client to be counted in
more than one category.
Overall, 72.5% percent of juveniles
detained were male. By category,
males comprised 72.7% of
screened, 70.5% of special, and
73.5% of auto deten on.

Table 7‐4 presents the number of detained cli‐
ents by age group at first detained intake in FY15.
Out of the 3,160 referrals resul ng in deten on in
FY15, there were 1,925 unduplicated youths de‐
tained. The age of juveniles detained was based
on the client’s earliest deten on admission in the
fiscal year. Any detained youth were only counted
once. Youth aged 16‐17 years old accounted for
the most detained clients at 58.8%. No juveniles
under age 11 were detained.

Figure 7‐5 presents deten on
data by race/ethnicity. Of
the 1,925 unduplicated
youths detained in FY15,
63.4% were Hispanic, fol‐
lowed by 19.1% who were
non‐Hispanic White. A total
of 97 (5.0%) detained youth
did not have a race/ethnicity
entered into the SARA data‐
base.
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Figure 7‐6 presents the average daily popula on (ADP) by gender and juvenile deten on center. The ADP was
generated from SARA, which calculates a daily census for each day in the repor ng period and then averages the
daily census.
Note that youth aged 18 or older may be transferred or admi ed to an adult deten on center instead of being
housed in a juvenile facility. Due to errors in the data for FY15, we do not have an accurate ADP for these adult fa‐
cili es, and, therefore, an ADP for adult facili es is not included in this chart. The error is being corrected for FY16.

Figure 7‐7 presents ALOS in deten on, by referral county. During this repor ng period, there were 3,094 releas‐
es from deten on including youth who may have been admi ed prior to FY15. A youth may have had mul ple
stays in deten on during this period. SARA oﬀers the ability to calculate the length of stay from admission date to
release date. The length of stay is a simple calcula on of release date minus admission date.
Length of stay is typically associated with facility bed space. Rather than report by facility where transfers impact
ALOS, we calculated averages by deten on referral county in order to provide a more relevant dura on for com‐
munity programs aimed at alterna ves to deten on or expedited case processing me. The referral county most
likely retains jurisdic on over formal case processing hearings and outcomes.
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Youth transfers between deten on centers can be tracked independently. Transfers between deten on centers
may occur for several reasons. Available bed space, transport, arrangements between coun es, or appearance in
court are the most common reasons.
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Sec on 8: Youth Services
This sec on describes client services related to educa on, medical, behavioral health, substance abuse, and com‐
munity‐based programs. These services are provided by New Mexico Children, Youth and Families Department
Juvenile Jus ce Services (JJS).

E

S
Educa on services during secure commitment —JJS operates two New Mexico Public Educa on Depart‐
ment accredited high schools: Foothill High School and Aztec Youth Academy. Foothill High School is locat‐
ed on the grounds of the secure JJS facili es in Albuquerque (Youth Diagnos c and Development Center
and Camino Nuevo Youth Center), and Aztec Youth is located on the grounds of the secure facility in Las
Cruces (John Paul Taylor Youth Center). Juveniles who have not graduated from high school and who are
commi ed to these secure facili es by the New Mexico courts a end one of these two high schools during
secure commitment.
Both high schools oﬀer special educa on direct services including: teachers, speech language therapists,
occupa onal therapists, educa on diagnos cians and school psychologists, voca onal programming, Eng‐
lish as a second language (ESL), library services and General Equivalency Diploma (GED) prepara on and
tes ng. Foothill High School provides extracurricular sports ac vi es (wrestling, basketball) that clients can
par cipate in only if they reach certain academic and behavioral standards.
Accredi ng authority — As the New Mexico Public Educa on Department (PED) maintains statutory au‐
thority and responsibility for the assessment and evalua on of the JJS high schools, Foothill High School
and Aztec Youth Academy comply with the provisions of New Mexico Administra ve Code, Title 6‐Primary
and Secondary Educa on.
Figure 8‐1 above presents data on the number of General Equivalency Diploma (GED) and graduates of
CYFD/JJS supported high schools over the last five school years. During the 2014‐2015 school year, there
were a total of 42 graduates. Of these, 25 clients received their GED, while 17 received a high school diplo
ma.
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Voca onal educa on — JJS also oﬀers post‐secondary courses to high school graduate juveniles commi ed
to the Albuquerque or Las Cruces facili es via agreements with Central New Mexico Community College
(CNM) and Eastern New Mexico University‐Roswell (ENMUR). JJS Educa on provides these programs in or‐
der to help students gain employable skills that will allow them to be produc ve ci zens upon release. Cli‐
ents are able to earn college credits from CNM and ENMUR through their online programs in computer
classrooms located at each facility.
During fiscal year 2015, clients achieved the following voca onal educa on outcomes:
 37 were accepted to par cipate in post‐secondary educa on opportuni es at CNM or ENMUR;
 completed a total of 181 job training courses;
 received 110 industry based cer ficates;
 20 obtained and maintained employment a er supervised release; and
 34 received high school diplomas while in an integra on center, while 7 completed their GED.

Partnering with CNM Workforce Solu ons has provided clients the opportunity to earn industry based cer‐
ficates. Occupa onal Safety and Health Administra on (OSHA), Introduc on to Construc on, and Culi‐
nary/Hospitality cer fica on are examples of classes that have been oﬀered onsite at the Youth Diagnos c
and Development Center by CNM workforce instructors.
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The Juvenile Jus ce Services Medical Department provides care to facility clients by licensed health care
professionals. During the first week, a medical doctor, physician’s assistant or nurse prac oner will per‐
form a physical exam. Clients receive tes ng for sexually transmi ed infec ons (STIs), if necessary. If re‐
quired, clients will also be tested for human immunodeficiency virus (HIV). Clients are updated on required
vaccina ons if necessary, and are addi onally given flu and hepa s vaccina ons to be er protect them
while in the facility. A den st examines and x‐rays each client’s teeth and gums to address any dental needs.
Addi onally, each client also receives an eye and hearing exam.
The Medical Department also provides a nutri on program that begins by collec ng Body Mass Index (BMI)
measurements from clients four mes a year. This data is given to the registered die an who then uses
the informa on in conjunc on with other health factors to iden fy those who are underweight, within nor‐
mal limits, overweight or obese. Clients who are underweight, overweight or obese receive individualized
nutri onal counseling on weight management, risk factors and strategies to improve their overall health.
These clients also receive health educa on about the benefits of proper nutri on and healthy food choices.
The registered die an also monitors the meals served in the cafeteria to ensure overall quality and nutri‐
on. Our nutri on program seeks to educate our clients about the impact of proper nutri on on nearly eve‐
ry aspect of their daily lives from energy level and self‐percep on to emo onal regula on and relapse pre‐
ven on.

B

H

S

Behavioral health counselors are available to respond to facility clients 24 hours per day. Counselors are
available for individual and group counseling during regular business hours, and a counselor remains on call
a er regular business hours in case of emergencies. Clients meet with a behavioral health staﬀ upon intake
and are screened (resul ng in a DSM and needs level) to determine their specific needs. There are many
behavioral health services available in the facili es, and in the community. These include:
Alcoholics Anonymous
Anger management
Art therapy
Behavior management
Community group
Dialec cal behavior therapy
Empathic skills
Family therapy
Family visita on
Group therapy

Individual therapy
Journaling/feedback
Paren ng classes
Psycho‐educa onal classes
Resiliency/emo onal intelligence
Sex oﬀender treatment
Substance abuse programs
Trauma spectrum
Phoenix Curriculum (gang preven on, life skills and
and more)

Cogni ve Behavioral Therapies which focus on trauma indices, namely Trauma Focused‐Cogni ve Behavioral
Therapy (TF‐CBT), Dialec cal Behavioral Therapy (DBT) Coping Skills Training, and Seeking Safety, are all
used to some degree in all JJS facili es. Sex Specific Therapy is also used for youth who have caused sexual
harm.
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Phoenix Curriculum
One programming component of the Cambiar New Mexico Model (for a descrip on of this model, see page 14 of
this report) is the Phoenix/New Freedom Program, a resource recognized as an evidence‐based curriculum by the
Oﬃce of Juvenile Jus ce and Delinquency Preven on (OJJDP)/Na onal Gang Center. This program contains 100
one‐hour lessons organized into five 20‐lesson modules to reduce high risk, delinquent, criminal, and gang‐related
behaviors. Through the skillful use of cogni ve behavioral therapy and mo va onal interviewing techniques, the
Phoenix Curriculum teaches clients to recognize their specific risk factors and inoculates them against the highest
risk factors for gang involvement. It also links clients to the most available protec ve factors and assets.
Phoenix Curriculum lessons aim to help clients:
 increase mo va on (specifically importance, self‐confidence, and readiness to change);
 develop emo onal intelligence and empathy;
 iden fy risk factors (people, places, things, situa ons) for violence, criminal behavior, and gang ac vity;
 develop concrete ac on plans to successfully address these risk factors, and demonstrate eﬀec ve skills to
do so;
 increase self‐eﬃcacy;
 iden fy specific protec ve factors for buﬀering risk factors, including a safety net of suppor ve people
who can help;
 develop coping skills and impulse control;
 manage aggression and violence;
 master new problem‐solving skills; and
 prepare to reenter former neighborhood, school, and family se ngs, including specific ac on plans.
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Camino Nuevo Youth Center (CNYC) has implemented a combina on of evidence‐based treatments that
were developed and tested in New Mexico – namely mo va onal interviewing and community reinforce‐
ment approach ‐ with the goal of building mo va on to change and learning the coping skills needed to
maintain those changes in the community. These approaches were chosen because of their empirical evi‐
dence, cultural inclusivity, age appropriateness and cost eﬀec veness. This program is in the process of be‐
ing disseminated throughout all of the CYFD/JJS facili es statewide, and behavioral staﬀ in all facili es will
be trained and monitored for fidelity and consistency in using this program. Collabora ons are being devel‐
oped with community substance abuse providers, par cularly the Addic on and Substance Abuse Program
(ASAP) at the University of New Mexico Hospital. Training and educa on of medical and security staﬀ are
ongoing. In addi on, several Alcoholics Anonymous groups meet at CNYC and the Youth Diagnos c and De‐
velopment Center (YDDC), and will be in all facili es in FY16. Narco cs Anonymous group meets at CNYC.
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Juvenile Community Correc ons (JCC) —This program is a unique approach to working with adjudicated
delinquent youth. The program u lizes a team approach which includes client, family, contracted agencies,
local public schools staﬀ, juvenile proba on oﬃcers and other significant individuals in the client’s life. The
program provides par cipants with program services based on the client’s individualized needs. Case man‐
agers are able to work with clients on a daily basis to help them learn new skills, search for employment,
build social skills, find community service opportuni es, assist with school work and help them make more
posi ve decisions. JCC can also provide transporta on for clients to appointments, work, community service
and school.
In accordance with the Juvenile Community Correc ons Statute (NM 33‐9 ar cles 1‐6), youth eligible to par‐
cipate in JCC programs are as follows:





All adjudicated youth who are on proba on status and who are at risk of further involvement with
the Juvenile Jus ce System. This includes consent decrees regardless of level of adjudicated oﬀense
(misdemeanor, felony and proba on viola ons are eligible);
Commi ed youth who are on supervised release status. JCC providers can ini ate JCC services and
planning while the client is in CYFD custody; and
Adjudicated youth on proba on who are at risk of having their proba on revoked.

Desired client outcomes include:







Decreased involvement or termina on of involvement with the Juvenile Jus ce System;
Improved client competencies in social, living, coping and thinking skills;
Improved academic performance;
Improved client behavior at home and in the community;
At least 75% of the clients will successfully complete the JCC program; and
At least 75% of clients are sa sfied with the JCC program services.

Other community services can be found at: h p://www.nmjus ce.net/nmsc/juvenile/search.php
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Sec on 9: Behavioral Health
Sec on 9 presents informa on on three key youth behavioral health topics: 1) the number of clients with substance
abuse oﬀenses and with minor in possession and driving while intoxicated (MIP/DWI) oﬀenses; 2) behavioral health
services recommenda ons; and 3) Diagnos c and Sta s cal Manual (DSM‐4) diagnoses for clients admi ed to se‐
cure facili es.

S

A

M

P

/D

W

I

(MIP/DWI)

This sec on is a summary of the substance abuse and MIP/DWI oﬀenses drawn from FY15 charges dataset. Out of
the total accrued charges (21,526) in FY15, 19.4% were substance abuse oﬀenses (4,271), and 4.3% were MIP/DWI
oﬀenses (936). Also included is the number of facility clients diagnosed with substance and alcohol DSM diagnoses.
Figure 9‐1 illustrates that the number of clients referred for MIP/DWI has steadily decreased over the last few
years, from 2,059 in FY11 to 844 clients in FY15. Similarly, the number of clients charged with MIP/DWI oﬀenses
has declined, from 2,979 charges in FY10 to 936 charges in FY15. Data also show that the number (844) of MIP/DWI
oﬀenses declined 34.6% from FY14 (1,291), and the number (936) of MIP/DWI oﬀenses declined 48% (1,799) from
FY14.

Figure 9‐2 on the next page presents data on substance abuse oﬀenses, by gender and race/ethnicity. In FY15,
Hispanic male and female clients had the most substance abuse oﬀenses, with 1,349 and 557 oﬀenses, respec vely.
This was followed by non‐Hispanic White male and female clients at 418 and 201, respec vely, and Na ve American
clients at 163 males and 82 females. For FY15, there were 1,998 male clients and 876 female clients with substance
abuse oﬀenses, in comparison to 2,051 male clients and 690 female clients in FY14.
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Table 9‐1 describes substance abuse oﬀenses by age, in FY15. The age groups with the most substance abuse
oﬀenses were aged 14‐15 year olds and 16‐17 year olds, together accoun ng for 88% of all substance abuse
oﬀenses. Of all clients aged 14‐17 years old, substance abuse oﬀenses accounted for 42.5% of all oﬀenses.
Note: mul ple clients may be represented more than once in each category (i.e., in substance abuse oﬀenses, in
all oﬀenses, or both).
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Figure 9‐3 shows that Hispanic male and female clients had the most MIP/DWI oﬀenses, 343 and 213, respec‐
vely, in FY15. This was followed by non‐Hispanic White male and female clients, at 114 and 74, respec vely.
Table 9‐2 presents MIP/DWI oﬀenses by age in New Mexico during FY15. The age groups with the most MIP/
DWI oﬀenses were aged 16‐17 years old, followed by clients aged 14‐15 years old (70.2% and 25.4% of all MIP/
DWI oﬀenses, respec vely). Of all clients aged 14‐17 years old, MIP/DWI oﬀenses accounted for 9.6% of all their
oﬀenses.
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Each client, upon intake, receives comprehensive screening and assessment. Screenings and assessments will vary
from client to client, depending on the results of the ini al screen. Some clients will show greater needs than others
in the ini al screen.
Screening, assessments and diagnos c interviews result in tailored service recommenda ons for each client. The fol‐
lowing is a list of some (not all) of the screening and assessments that are administered to clients:






Massachuse s Youth Screening Instrument – Version 2 (MAYSI‐2)
Kaufman Schedule for Aﬀec ve Disorders and Schizophrenia for School Aged Children ‐ Present and Life‐
me (K‐SADS‐PL)
Millon Adolescent Clinical Inventory (MACI)
Adolescent Substance Abuse Subtle Screening Inventory (SASSI‐A2)
Child and Adolescent Func onal Assessment Scale (CAFAS)

A er a client has completed all screening, assessments and diagnos c interviews, behavioral health staﬀ involved
a end an Intake, diagnos c and disposi on mee ng, and a consensus is reached for the level ra ng and DSM‐4 diag‐
nosis for the client. The level ra ng represents the level of needs each client has, with level 1 being the lowest and
level 3 being the highest. The DSM‐4 provides a common language and standard criteria for classifying mental and
behavioral health disorders.
The ADE database, ini ated in 2009, is a secure web‐based client tracking program that provides a way of monitoring
behavioral health recommenda ons made by CYFD clinical staﬀ for adjudicated youth. CYFD contracted with ADE,
Incorporated, from Clarkston, Michigan to develop this case management so ware. The goals of crea ng this client
tracking system are to integrate work processes into the so ware, oﬀer collabora on between services providers,
enhance repor ng func ons, and provide mely and accurate data for consistent decision making. Service recom‐
menda ons, treatment plans, diagnoses, and clinical staﬀ notes are only small por ons of the informa on stored in
the ADE database.
The remainder of this sec on presents some results for clients diagnosed with mental and behavioral health disor‐
ders in FY15.
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Figure 9‐4 shows that cannabis related disorder was the most common substance abuse diagnosis for cli‐
ents admi ed to secure facili es in FY15. Of 234 clients admi ed, over a third (33.8%) had a cannabis relat‐
ed disorder. The other most common disorders included: alcohol (18.8%); amphetamine (16.7%); substance
induced (9.4%); polysubstance (8.5%); and opioid (3.4%). (Note: mul ple clients may be represented in one
or more diagnosis categories).
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There were 10,334 behavioral health services recommenda ons made in FY15 (Table 9‐3). The top 20
comprised 90.3% (9,334) of all recommenda ons made. The top three recommended services were: indi‐
vidual therapy (1,319); residen al treatment (1,242); and other services (858); and together, comprised
about a third of the total number of service recommenda ons. The number of recommended services re‐
flected that there were mul ple recommenda ons per client.
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In FY15, the Diagnos c and Sta s cal Manual, 4th Edi on (DSM‐4) was used for diagnoses of clients. Table 9‐4
illustrates the top 15 DSM‐4 diagnoses for clients admi ed to secure facili es in FY15; (note: mul ple clients may
be represented in more than one diagnosis category). Of the 234 admi ed facility clients, the most common
diagnoses were: an abuse/neglect problem (76.9%); a conduct disorder (47.4%); a cannabis related disorder
(33.7%); a depressive disorder (26% ), an alcohol related disorder (18.8%); an amphetamine related disorder
(16.7%); a rela onal problem (14.9%); and a pos rauma c stress disorder (10.3%). The top 15 DSM‐4 diagnoses
accounted for 96.7% percent of the total DSM diagnoses made for clients admi ed to secure facili es. DSM‐5
will be used in FY16.
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Sec on 10: Case Processing and Caseloads
CASE PROCESSING
Case Processing Time is directly related to both the type of
charge and the seriousness of the charge. The Children’s Code
currently dictates the following me frames for case processing if
a juvenile is NOT detained:
1. The JPO has thirty (30) days from the date a referral is
received to conduct the preliminary inquiry (PI).
2. If the referral is handled formally, the children’s court
a orney has sixty (60) days to file a pe on alleging a
delinquent oﬀense/proba on viola on.
3. Once the pe on is filed, the court then has one hun‐
dred twenty (120) days to adjudicate the case and sixty (60) days from adjudica on to dispose the case.
If a juvenile IS detained, the Children’s Code dictates the following me frames:
1. The preliminary inquiry must be held within twenty‐four (24) hours.
2. The children’s court a orney must file the pe

on within forty‐eight (48) hours.

3. All court hearings up to and including disposi on must occur within thirty (30) days.
It is important to note that case processing mes begin at the me the referral is received by the JPO. The follow‐
ing figures indicate that all en es are complying with the intent of the Children’s Code to expedite juvenile cas‐
es, with the excep on of disposi onal hearings for grand jury indictments.
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Figure 10‐1 shows that in FY15, grand jury pe ons had the longest processing mes compared to proba on
viola ons and delinquent referrals. On average, grand jury pe ons took 406 more days to process than delin‐
quent referrals and 450 more days to process than proba on viola ons. The pe on type that had the quickest
on average case processing mes was proba on viola ons.
Figure 10‐2 shows the average case processing me for the diﬀerent degrees of charges. First degree felony
cases took the longest me to process, while high misdemeanors took the shortest amount of me. Furthermore,
first degree felony cases had a significantly higher average of days from “incident to referral” than the other levels
of charges.
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JUVENILE PROBATION OFFICER CASELOAD
Juvenile proba on oﬃcer (JPO) caseload is categorized into three groups:
 Pre‐disposi on: refers to the number of youth who have had a pe

on filed and are awai ng adjudica‐

on, but are not being formally supervised by the JPO.
 Monitoring: consists of informal condi ons, informal supervision, and me waiver. Time waivers also

may, or may not, involve ac ve JPO supervision depending on the condi ons set by the a orneys.
 Supervising: consists of condi onal release, proba on, supervised release, Interstate Compact on Juve‐

niles parole, and Interstate Compact on Juveniles proba on. Condi onal release refers to any condi ons
of release ordered by the court either at the first appearance or upon release from secure deten on that
require JPO Supervision.
Juveniles on proba on status may be seen at diﬀerent intervals, depending on their supervision level as deter‐
mined by the Structured Decision Making® (SDM) system for juvenile jus ce. According to the Na onal Council
on Crime and Delinquency, the SDM model “...is an evidence– and research‐based system that iden fied the key
points in the life of a juvenile jus ce case and uses structured assessments that are valid, reliable, equitable, and
useful.” Key components of the model includes deten on screening instruments, actuarial risk assessments, a
disposi on matrix, post‐disposi on decisions and case management tools, a response matrix, and a custody and
housing assessment.
Supervision levels range from minimum (client is seen face to face by a JPO at least once a month); medium
(client is seen every two weeks); maximum (client is seen at least once a week); and intensive (client is seen mul‐
ple mes a week). SDM standards also recommend that the JPO meet with both the client’s family and any
treatment providers at the same intervals. These supervision levels are minimum contact standards for JPOs, and
supervisor/chief JPOs may also assign community support oﬃcers (CSO) to supervise cases and/or provide addi‐
onal support on an individual basis. All clients on supervised release (Parole) receive AT LEAST maximum super‐
vision for ninety (90) days following their release, and clients placed in a residen al treatment center (RTC) re‐
ceive minimum supervision.
SDM reassessments are conducted at least every one‐hundred eighty (180) days for clients on proba on status
and at least every ninety (90) days for clients on supervised release. Supervision levels may change up or down at
each reassessment, depending upon various individual circumstances taken into account by the SDM tool. The
SDM tool may also be used to jus fy termina ng supervision early if the juvenile’s risk and/or needs scores are
improving and the juvenile demonstrates that he/she has either achieved the goals developed in conjunc on
with the needs score on the SDM, or no longer needs supervision to be able to a ain those goals.
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Figure 10‐3 illustrates the number of
supervising and monitoring caseloads in
FY15. Juvenile proba on oﬃcers handled
more cases that required supervision
(58.6%), than monitoring (41.4%). Over‐
all, the number of cases was down from a
total caseload of 3,657 (with 56.2% re‐
quiring supervision and 43.8% requiring
monitoring) in FY14.

Figure 10‐4 presents the number of cases that were monitored by juvenile proba on oﬃcers, by case type. Over
two thirds (69.5%) of the cases were handled through informal condi ons. This was followed by me waiver
(21.6%) and informal supervision (8.8%).
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Figure 10‐5 shows the number of the cases that required supervision by juvenile proba on oﬃcers, by case type.
A vast majority of these supervision cases were for proba on (83.9%), followed by condi onal release (12%) and
supervised release (2.2%).
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Sec on 11: Dispropor onate Minority Contact
Dispropor onate Minority Contact (DMC) as defined by the na onal Oﬃce of Juvenile Jus ce and Delinquency Pre‐
ven on (OJJDP) “refers to the dispropor onate number of minority youth who come into contact with the juvenile
jus ce system.” DMC is currently measured across nine decision points: arrest; referral (to court); diversion (from
court); deten on; pe on filed; adjudicated delinquent; proba on placement; commitment; and juveniles bound
over to adult court. The sta s cs at these decision points are combined with es mated popula ons for the state and
each county for each ethnicity to develop the Rela ve Rate Index (RRI) for each race/ethnicity category. Defini ons
for these nine decision points can be found in OJJDP’s DMC Databook (h p://ojjdp.gov/ojstatbb/dmcdb/).
The RRI is an es mate of the likelihood that a minority youth will come into contact with the jus ce system at each of
the above decision points. The reference group for this measure is non‐Hispanic White males (value given is 1.0). For
example, in FY15 (Table 11‐2 on page 85), the statewide RRI for a Black/African American at arrest was 1.59, so for
every ten non‐Hispanic White youth, almost sixteen Black/African American youth were arrested statewide. Or, put
another way, a Black/African American youth is almost 1.6 mes more likely to be arrested in the State of New Mexi‐
co compared to a non‐Hispanic White youth. In the State of New Mexico, each contact with a juvenile is counted
separately (poten al for a client to be counted mul ple mes depending on the number of referrals incurred during
the fiscal year). The RRI is calculated for each county in the State of New Mexico, as well as statewide.
RRI calculations, provided by the OJJDP, look at rates between the nine decision points using the following key. It is
important to note some aspects which are unique in New Mexico and do not necessarily align with the model. We
began to look at these differences and its impact on RRI calculations in FY14.
Key:
Sta s cally significant results:
Results that are not sta s cally significant:
Group is less than 1% of the youth popula on:
Insuﬃcient number of cases for analysis:
Missing data for some element of calcula on:
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Defini ons of rates:
Recommended base
1. Juveniles Arrested—rate per 1000 popula on
2. Referrals to Juvenile Court—rate per 100 arrests
3. Juveniles Diverted before adjudica on—rate per 100 referrals
4. Juveniles Detained—rate per 100 referrals
5. Juveniles Pe oned—rate per 100 referrals
6. Juveniles found to be delinquent—rate per 100 youth
pe oned (charged)
7. Juveniles placed on proba on—rate per 100 youth found
delinquent
8. Juveniles placed in secure correc onal facili es—rate per 10
youth found delinquent
9. Juveniles transferred to adult court—rate per 100 youth pe oned
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Base used in New Mexico
per 1000 youth
per 100 arrests
per 100 referrals
per 100 referrals
per 100 referrals
per 100 youth pe oned
per 100 youth found delinquent
per 100 youth found delinquent
per 100 youth pe

oned

Example: The model assumes that diversion (line 4) is a subset of cases referred to Juvenile
Court. In New Mexico, this represents the number of cases handled informally and not re‐
ferred to juvenile court. Therefore, the rate calculated of cases per 100 referrals is using refer‐
rals to Juvenile Court rather than the rate of diversion to arrest.
To reduce overrepresenta on of minority youth at all nine points of the Juvenile Jus ce system, New Mexico is cur‐
rently implemen ng the DMC Reduc on Model recommended by the OJJDP. This model focuses on studying sys‐
temic problems rather than problems of individuals/youth and uses a con nuous quality improvement public health
approach that includes the following five phases:
▪

Iden fica on – in this phase, states calculate the RRI at
the nine contact points.

▪

Assessment/Diagnosis – states assess the possible expla‐
na ons for dispropor onality, and begin to ask ques ons
about the data collected.

▪

Interven on – plans for delinquency preven on and any
system improvement ac vi es are implemented in this
phase.

▪

Evalua on – each state should be conduc ng a system‐
a c, thorough and objec ve evalua on of each DMC program.

▪

Monitoring – this phase involves examining any changes in demographics that may aﬀect DMC trends, ad‐
jus ng exis ng programs if necessary, and sustaining DMC eﬀorts.

The remainder of this sec on presents FY152 data on both the number of individuals from each race/ethnicity
(counts) as well as the RRI for each race/ethnicity at the nine decision points (Note: in FY15, zero (0) cases were
transferred to adult court—the ninth decision point). This analysis provides both the counts and RRIs statewide for:
▪

all referrals, as reported to OJJDP; and

▪

a new, refined methodology we are tes ng which delineates referrals by referral type (delinquent
referral, proba on viola on, and status referral).

Iden fying the RRI for separate categories of oﬀenses may assist in iden fying possible short term as well as long
term goals to begin to address this cri cal issue, though the intent is to be er focus on arrests as compared with
other types of referrals.
Appendices A‐N present the same informa on by New Mexico county.
2

Juvenile Justice Services implemented a change in the data source used for the decision points in FY13. Prior to FY13, multiple
data files which gathered data at each point, independently, were used. This means data which were not directly limited to
outcomes of “arrests” were reported. A single data file which is selected on referrals in the period through outcomes was uti‐
lized in FY13. The short term disadvantage of using this method is that data is not finalized and complete until adequate time
has elapsed for cases to process through the system. Most cases will have received a final disposition within 6‐9 months after
the fiscal year; however, more serious cases may take years to complete. Beginning in FY14, case processing reflected longer
case processing times given this change in methodology. This is most noticeable with first degree offense charges that resulted
in a grand jury outcome.
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Rela ve Rate Index (RRI) Count —In FY15, there were 222,459 youth aged 10‐17 years residing in the
State of New Mexico (Table 11‐1). During this me period, there were 14,101 arrests, with the majority of
these arrests involving youth iden fied as Hispanic/La no (67.3%). At the nine decision points that occur as
a client moved through the juvenile jus ce system, Hispanic/La no clients outnumbered all of the other
race/ethnic groups at eight of nine decision points (no cases were transferred to adult court in fiscal year
2015 in New Mexico). Hispanic/La no clients were the largest race/ethnic group, the next two largest
groups were non‐Hispanic White and American Indian/Alaska Na ve.
When grouping all of the minority ethnici es into one group, at all eight decision points, all minori es repre‐
sented more than 79.0% of the total client popula on as follows: juvenile arrests (79.8%); cases involving
referral to juvenile court (81.0%); cases diverted (78.8%); cases involving secure deten on (80.7% ); cases
where charges were filed (81.9%); cases resul ng in delinquent findings (83.0%); cases resul ng in proba on
placement (82.8%); and cases resul ng in confinement in secure juvenile correc onal facili es (85.7%).

Table 11‐1: All New Mexico referrals ‐ dispropor onate minority contact (DMC) rela ve rate index (RRI) counts,
New Mexico, FY15
Black or Hispanic
Non‐
or La ‐
Hispanic African
no
White American

Total
Youth

1. Popula on at Risk (age 10‐17 years)

Asian

Other/
All
Mixed Minori es

23,635

162,361

60,098

14,101

2,849

376

9,487

17

12

1,039

321

11,252

3. Refer to Juvenile Court

6,247

1,185

225

4,289

6

7

366

169

5,062

4. Cases Diverted

7,832

1,661

151

5,190

11

5

666

148

6,171

5. Cases Involving Secure Deten on

2,986

576

143

2,005

6

1

211

44

2,410

6. Cases Pe

4,396

797

171

3,055

6

7

252

108

3,599

7. Cases Resul ng in Delinquent Findings

2,668

454

95

1,912

2

5

136

64

2,214

8. Cases Resul ng in Proba on Placement

2,325

400

79

1,656

2

5

121

62

1,925

189

27

10

143

8

1

162

oned (Charge Filed)

9. Cases Resul ng in Confinement in Se‐
cure Juvenile Correc onal Facili es
10. Cases Transferred to Adult Court
Meets 1% rule for group to be analyzed
separately

3,083

American
Indian or
Alaska
Na ve

222,459

2. Juvenile Arrests

4,991 130,652

Na ve
Hawaiian
or other
Pacific

0

0
Yes

Yes

Repor ng for July 2014‐June 2015
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Yes

Yes

No

Yes

No

Rela ve Rate Index (RRI) —Table 11‐2 illustrates the RRI for clients of each ethnic group compared to non
‐Hispanic White clients. In FY15, Black/African American clients had the highest risk of being arrested, having
their cases go to juvenile court, having their cases involve secured deten on, and having charges filed as com‐
pared to non‐Hispanic White clients. Moreover, Black/African American clients were the least likely of all
race/ethnic groups to have their cases diverted. Hispanic/La no clients were at highest risk of being arrested,
referred to juvenile court, having charges filed, and have their cases result in delinquent findings as compared
to non‐Hispanic White clients. Also, Hispanic clients were less likely to have their cases diverted when com‐
pared to non‐Hispanic White clients. American Indian/Alaska Na ve clients had the lowest risk of being ar‐
rested and being referred to juvenile court, but were more likely to have cases involved in secure deten on
compared to non‐Hispanic White clients. Alaska Na ve/Na ve Americans were also more likely to have their
cases diverted, compared with non‐Hispanic White clients and other minority groups.
When considering the comparison of all minori es vs. Non‐Hispanic White clients, all minori es were signifi‐
cantly more likely to be arrested, have their case referred to juvenile court, have charges filed, and have their
cases result in delinquent findings during FY15.

Table 11‐2: All New Mexico referrals ‐ dispropor onate minority contact (DMC) rela ve rate index (RRI), New Mexico, FY15
Na ve
Hawaiian or American Indian
other Pacific or Alaska Na ve
Islander

Black or
African
American

Hispanic
or La no

Asian

2. Juvenile Arrests

1.59

1.53

0.12

*

3. Refer to Juvenile Court

1.44

1.09

**

4. Cases Diverted

0.48

0.86

5. Cases Involving Secure Deten on

1.31

6. Cases Pe

Other/
Mixed

All
Minori es

0.93

*

1.46

*

0.85

*

1.08

**

*

1.30

*

0.87

0.96

**

*

1.19

*

0.98

1.13

1.06

**

*

1.02

*

1.06

7. Cases Resul ng in Delinquent Findings

0.98

1.10

**

*

0.95

*

1.08

8. Cases Resul ng in Proba on Placement

0.94

0.98

**

*

1.01

*

0.99

9. Cases Resul ng in Confinement in Secure
Juvenile Correc onal Facili es

1.77

1.26

**

*

0.99

*

1.23

‐‐

‐‐

‐‐

*

‐‐

*

‐‐

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

Yes

No

oned (Charge Filed)

10. Cases Transferred to Adult Court
Meets 1% rule for group to be analyzed
separately
Repor ng for July 2014‐June 2015

Key:
Sta s cally significant results:
Results that are not sta s cally significant:
Group is less than 1% of the youth popula on:
Insuﬃcient number of cases for analysis:
Missing data for some element of calcula on:
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Rela ve Rate Index (RRI) Count—During FY15, 11,072 arrests occurred for delinquent acts (Table 11‐3), with
the majority of these arrests involving Hispanic/La no youth (66.4%). At the nine decision points that occur as a
client moves through the juvenile jus ce system, Hispanic/La no clients outnumbered all of the other race/
ethnic groups at eight of the points (no cases were transferred to adult court in FY15 in New Mexico). Hispanic/
La no clients were the largest race/ethnic group, followed by non‐Hispanic White and American Indian/Alaska
Na ve clients.
When grouping all of the minority ethnici es into one group, at all eight decision points, all minori es repre‐
sented more than 78.0% of the total client popula on: juvenile arrests (78.9%); cases involving referrals to juve‐
nile court (80.1%); cases diverted (77.8%); cases involving secure deten on (80.7% ); cases where charges were
filed (81.0%); cases resul ng in delinquent findings (81.7%); cases resul ng in proba on placement (81.4%); and
cases resul ng in confinement in secure juvenile correc onal facili es (88.5%).

Table 11‐3: Delinquent referrals only ‐ dispropor onate minority contact (DMC) rela ve risk index (RRI) counts,
New Mexico, FY15
Na ve
Hawaiian
or other
Pacific
Islander

American
Indian or
Alaska
Na ve

Non‐
Hispanic
White

Black or Hispanic
or La ‐
African
no
American

222,459

60,098

4,991 130,652

11,072

2,341

302

7,350

13

10

802

254

8,731

3. Refer to Juvenile Court

4,983

990

175

3,377

5

5

296

135

3,993

4. Cases Diverted

6,068

1,348

127

3,966

8

5

499

115

4,720

5. Cases Involving Secure Deten on

1,024

198

42

687

1

1

79

16

826

6. Cases Pe

3,283

625

126

2,242

5

5

201

79

2,658

7. Cases Resul ng in Delinquent Findings

1,834

336

58

1,293

2

3

100

42

1,498

8. Cases Resul ng in Proba on Placement

1,694

316

52

1,187

2

3

93

41

1,378

87

10

6

66

4

1

77

Total
Youth

1. Popula on at Risk (age 10‐17 years)
2. Juvenile Arrests

oned (Charge Filed)

9. Cases Resul ng in Confinement in Se‐
cure Juvenile Correc onal Facili es
10. Cases Transferred to Adult Court
Meets 1% rule for group to be analyzed
separately

Asian

3,083

Other/
Mixed

23,635

All
Minori es

162,361

0

0
Yes

Yes

Repor ng for July 2014‐June 2015
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Yes

Yes

No

Yes

No

Rela ve Rate Index (RRI) —Table 11‐4 illustrates the RRI for clients with delinquent referrals for each race/
ethnic group compared to non‐Hispanic White clients. In FY15, Black/African American clients had the highest
risk of being arrested for a delinquent oﬀense, being referred to juvenile court, having charges filed, and for
having cases resul ng in confinement in secure juvenile jus ce correc onal facili es as compared to non‐
Hispanic White clients. Moreover, Blacks/African American clients were less likely to have their cases diverted
(i.e., handled informally) as compared to non‐Hispanic White youth. Hispanic/La no clients had higher rates of
juvenile arrests and referrals to juvenile court compared to non‐White Hispanic clients, and were also less likely
to have their cases diverted. American Indian/Alaska Na ve clients were less likely to be arrested and to be
referred to juvenile court for a delinquent oﬀense, but more likely to have their cases diverted, and to have
their cases involve secured deten on when compared to non‐Hispanic White clients.
When considering the comparison of all minori es vs. non‐Hispanic White clients in FY15, all minori es were
significantly more likely to be arrested for a delinquent act, have cases referred to juvenile court, and have cases
that resulted in pe oning. Minori es were also less likely to have their cases diverted.

Table 11‐4: Delinquent referrals only ‐ dispropor onate minority contact (DMC) rela ve rate index (RRI), New Mexico, FY15
Na ve
American
Hawaiian or
Indian or
other Pacific
Alaska Na ve
Islander

Black or
African
American

Hispanic
or La no

Asian

2. Juvenile Arrests

1.55

1.44

0.11

*

3. Refer to Juvenile Court

1.37

1.09

**

4. Cases Diverted

0.53

0.86

5. Cases Involving Secure Deten on

1.20

6. Cases Pe

Other/
Mixed

All
Minori es

0.87

*

1.38

*

0.87

*

1.08

**

*

1.24

*

0.87

1.02

‐‐

*

1.33

*

1.03

1.14

1.05

**

*

1.08

*

1.05

7. Cases Resul ng in Delinquent Findings

0.86

1.07

**

*

0.93

*

1.05

8. Cases Resul ng in Proba on Placement

0.95

0.98

**

*

0.99

*

0.98

9. Cases Resul ng in Confinement in Secure
Juvenile Correc onal Facili es

3.48

1.72

**

*

**

*

1.73

‐‐

‐‐

‐‐

*

‐‐

*

‐‐

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

Yes

No

oned (Charge Filed)

10. Cases Transferred to Adult Court
Meets 1% rule for group to be analyzed
separately
Repor ng for July 2014‐June 2015

Key:
Sta s cally significant results:
Results that are not sta s cally significant:
Group is less than 1% of the youth popula on:
Insuﬃcient number of cases for analysis:
Missing data for some element of calcula on:
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Rela ve Rate Index (RRI) Count—As Table 11‐5 suggests, 1,128 arrests occurred for proba on viola ons
during FY15, with the majority of these arrests involving youth iden fied as Hispanic/La no (72.3% ). At the nine
decision points that occur as a client moves through the juvenile jus ce system, Hispanic/La no clients outnum‐
bered all of the other race/ethnic groups at eight of the points (no cases were transferred to adult court in fiscal
year in New Mexico). Hispanic /La no clients were the largest race/ethnic group, followed by non‐Hispanic
White and American Indian/Alaska Na ve clients.
When grouping minority clients into one group, at all eight decision points, all minori es represented more than
81.0% of the total client popula on: juvenile arrests (84.8%); cases involving referral to juvenile court (84.8%);
cases diverted (81.8%); cases involving secure deten on (84.0% ); cases where charges were filed (85.1%); cases
resul ng in delinquent findings (85.8%); cases resul ng in proba on placement (86.6%); and cases resul ng in
confinement in secure juvenile correc onal facili es (83.3%).

Table 11‐5: Proba on viola on referrals only ‐ dispropor onate minority contact (DMC) counts, New Mexico, FY15

Total
Youth

1. Popula on at Risk (age 10‐17 years)

Non‐
Hispanic
White

Black or
African
American

Hispanic
or La no

Na ve
Hawaiian
or other
Pacific
Islander

Asian

American
Indian or
Alaska
Na ve

Other/
Mixed

222,459

60,098

4,991

130,652

3,083

2. Juvenile Arrests

1,128

172

50

815

1

2

56

32

956

3. Refer to Juvenile Court

1,117

170

49

809

1

2

54

32

947

11

2

1

6

769

123

43

540

1

1,060

158

45

774

1

7. Cases Resul ng in Delinquent Findings

831

118

37

8. Cases Resul ng in Proba on Placement

628

84

9. Cases Resul ng in Confinement in
Secure Juvenile Correc onal Facili es

102

17

4. Cases Diverted
5. Cases Involving Secure Deten on
6. Cases Pe

oned (Charge Filed)

10. Cases Transferred to Adult Court
Meets 1% rule for group to be analyzed
separately

23,635

All
Minori es

162,361

2

9

54

8

646

2

51

29

902

617

2

36

21

713

27

467

2

28

20

544

4

77

4

85

0

0
Yes

Yes

Repor ng for July 2014‐June 2015
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Yes

Yes

No

Yes

No

Rela ve Rate Index (RRI) —Table 11‐6 illustrates the RRI for clients of each race/ethnic group compared
to non‐Hispanic White clients in FY15. When grouping all of the minority ethnici es into one group, minority
clients were significantly more likely to be arrested for a proba on viola on when compared to non‐Hispanic
White clients. Black/African Americans, followed by Hispanic/La no clients had the highest risk of being ar‐
rested for a proba on viola on as compared to non‐Hispanic White clients; and American Indian/Na ve Amer‐
icans, followed by Black/African American clients had the highest risk of having cases involving secured deten‐
on as compared to non‐Hispanic White clients.

Table 11‐6: Proba on viola on referrals only ‐ dispropor onate minority contact (DMC) rela ve rate index (RRI),
New Mexico, FY15
Na ve
American
Hawaiian or
Indian or
other Pacific
Alaska Na ve
Islander

Black or
African
American

Hispanic
or La no

Asian

2. Juvenile Arrests

3.50

2.18

**

*

3. Refer to Juvenile Court

0.99

1.00

**

**

**

5. Cases Involving Secure Deten on

1.21

6. Cases Pe

Other/
Mixed

All
Minori es

0.83

*

2.06

*

0.98

*

1.00

**

*

**

*

**

0.92

**

*

1.38

*

0.94

0.99

1.03

**

*

1.02

*

1.02

7. Cases Resul ng in Delinquent Findings

1.10

1.07

**

*

0.95

*

1.06

8. Cases Resul ng in Proba on Placement

1.03

1.06

‐‐

*

1.09

*

1.07

9. Cases Resul ng in Confinement in Secure Juve‐
nile Correc onal Facili es

**

0.87

‐‐

*

**

*

0.83

10. Cases Transferred to Adult Court

‐‐

‐‐

‐‐

*

‐‐

*

‐‐

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

Yes

No

4. Cases Diverted

oned (Charge Filed)

Meets 1% rule for group to be analyzed
separately

Key:
Sta s cally significant results:
Results that are not sta s cally significant:
Group is less than 1% of the youth popula on:
Insuﬃcient number of cases for analysis:
Missing data for some element of calcula on:
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Rela ve Rate Index (RRI) Counts—As presented in Table 11‐7, 1,901 arrests occurred for status referrals
(non‐delinquent oﬀenses) in FY15, with the majority of these arrests involving youth iden fied as Hispanic/La no
(69.5%). At the nine decision points that occur as a client moves through the juvenile jus ce system, Hispanic/
La no clients outnumbered all of the other race/ethnic groups at eight of the points (no cases were transferred to
adult court in FY15 in New Mexico). Hispanic /La no clients were the largest race/ethnic group, followed by non‐
Hispanic White clients and American Indian/Alaska Na ve youth.
When grouping minority clients into one group, at all eight decision points, all minori es represented more than
73.0% of the total client popula on: juvenile arrests (82.3%); cases involving referral to juvenile court (83.0%); cas‐
es diverted (82.3%); cases involving secure deten on (75.6% ); cases where charges were filed (73.6%); cases re‐
sul ng in delinquent findings (100%); cases resul ng in proba on placement (100%); and cases resul ng in con‐
finement in secure juvenile correc onal facili es (0.0%).

Table 11‐7: Status referrals only ‐ dispropor onate minority contact (DMC) rela ve rate index (RRI), New Mexico, FY15

Total
Youth

1. Popula on at Risk (age 10‐17 years)
2. Juvenile Arrests
3. Refer to Juvenile Court
4. Cases Diverted
5. Cases Involving Secure Deten on
6. Cases Pe

oned (Charge Filed)

Non‐
Hispanic
White

Black or
Hispanic
African
or La no
American

Na ve
Hawaiian
or other
Pacific
Islander

Asian

American
Indian or
Alaska
Na ve

Other/
Mixed

All
Minori es

222,459

60,098

4,991

130,652

3,083

23,635

1,901

336

24

1,322

3

181

35

1,565

147

25

1

103

16

2

122

1,753

311

23

1,218

165

33

1,442

512

124

21

321

35

11

388

53

14

3

162,361

39

39

7. Cases Resul ng in Delinquent Findings

3

2

1

3

8. Cases Resul ng in Proba on Placement

3

2

1

3

9. Cases Resul ng in Confinement in
Secure Juvenile Correc onal Facili es

0

0

10. Cases Transferred to Adult Court

0

0

Meets 1% rule for group to be analyzed
separately

Yes

Yes

Repor ng for July 2014‐June 2015
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Yes

Yes

No

Yes

No

Rela ve Rate Index (RRI) ‐ Table 11‐8 illustrates the RRI for clients of each race/ethnic group compared to
non‐Hispanic White clients. In FY15, Hispanic/La no clients, followed by American Indian/Alaskan Na ve cli‐
ents, had a higher risk of being arrested for a status (non‐delinquent) oﬀense as compared to non‐Hispanic
White clients. When considering the comparison of all minori es vs. non‐Hispanic White clients, all minori es
were significantly more likely to be arrested for a status oﬀense.

Table 11‐8: Status referrals only ‐ dispropor onate minority contact (DMC) rela ve rate index (RRI), New Mexico, FY15
Na ve
Hawaiian or
other Pacific
Islander

American
Indian or Alas‐
ka Na ve

Other/
Mixed

Minori es

**

*

1.37

*

1.72

1.05

**

*

1.19

*

1.05

**

**

‐‐

*

**

*

**

5. Cases Involving Secure Deten on

**

**

‐‐

*

**

*

**

6. Cases Pe

**

**

‐‐

*

**

*

**

7. Cases Resul ng in Delinquent Findings

‐‐

**

‐‐

*

‐‐

*

**

8. Cases Resul ng in Proba on Placement

‐‐

‐‐

‐‐

*

‐‐

*

‐‐

9. Cases Resul ng in Confinement in Secure Juve‐
nile Correc onal Facili es

‐‐

‐‐

‐‐

*

‐‐

*

‐‐

10. Cases Transferred to Adult Court

‐‐

‐‐

‐‐

*

‐‐

*

‐‐

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

Yes

No

Black/
African
American

Hispanic
or La no

Asian

0.86

1.81

3. Refer to Juvenile Court

**

4. Cases Diverted

2. Juvenile Arrests

oned (Charge Filed)

Meets 1% rule for group to be analyzed
separately

Key:
Sta s cally significant results:
Results that are not sta s cally significant:
Group is less than 1% of the youth popula on:
Insuﬃcient number of cases for analysis:
Missing data for some element of calcula on:
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