






 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

ATTACHMENT B 





Our partners



Our mission

• To ensure language access to
justice and healthcare or individuals
with limited English proficiency, and
for deaf and hard of hearing persons.





2009 Court Interpreter Conference



Visit us!

www.nmcenterforlanguageaccess.org



For more information:
www.nmcenterforlanguageaccess.org

paulacou@unm.edu

505.661.4680
1.800.894.5919, ext. 680
*NMCLA is a result of a State Justice Institute grant and that the points of view expressed do not necessarily represent the
official position or policies of the State Justice Institute.



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

ATTACHMENT C 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 

New Mexico Justice System Interpreter Resource Partnership 
October, 2009 

Partners  
 

New Mexico Supreme Court 
 Justice Patricio Serna 

New Mexico Administrative Office of the Courts  
Arthur Pepin, Director 
Pamela Sánchez, Program Manager Language Access & Jury Services 
Tina Sibbett, Staff Attorney, Access to Justice 

New Mexico Administrative Office of the District Attorney 
New Mexico Public Defenders 

 David Eisenberg, Deputy Director 
University of New Mexico  

Pamela Lambert, Director, Judicial Education Center 
Guadalupe Reyes, University of New Mexico Hospitals 

University of New Mexico – Los Alamos  
 Dr. Cedric Page, Executive Director 
 Dr. Kate Massengale, Dean of Instruction 
 Paula Couselo, Director, NM Center for Language Access 
Central New Mexico Community College 
 Dr. Susan Murphy, Vice President for External Affairs 
Doña Ana Community College 

Kristian Chervenock, Director, Community Education  
New Mexico Department of Children, Youth & Families 
 Frank Weissbarth, General Counsel 
 Scott Cameron, Staff Attorney 
New Mexico Corrections Department 
 Michael Estrada  
New Mexico State Police, Department of Public Safety 
 Captain Randy Trujillo 
Community Outreach Program for the Deaf 

 Lin Marksbury, Executive Director  
New Mexico Commission for the Deaf and Hard of Hearing 
  Lisa Dignan, Interim Executive Director 
 
New Mexico Translators and Interpreters Association 
 Bob Lopez, President 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

ATTACHMENT D  



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

State Justice Institute Grant: SJI 08-N-173 

 

New Mexico Justice System Interpreter Resource Partnership (JSIRP) 

 

Interpreter Services Needs Assessment 

 

April 30, 2009 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Submitted by: 

 

Brian D. Schwarz, Project Manager, Justice System Interpreter Resource Partnership (JSIRP) 

 

New Mexico Administrative Office of the Courts 

237 Don Gaspar Ave., Room 25 

Santa Fe, New Mexico 87501-2178 

 

505-660-4213 



Interpreter Services Needs Assessment    1 

 

Table of Contents 

 

Assessment of System-Wide Need for Training and Services    2 

 

The Interpreter Services Survey (ISS): Methodology and Limiting Factors   3 

 

Methodology          3 

Limiting Factors         3 

 

Interpreter Services Survey: Results        4 

 

Respondents: Question #1        4 

New Mexico’s Languages: Questions #2 through #11    4 

The Nature of Existing Interpreter Services: Questions #12 through #21   7 

The Future of Serving LEP Persons: Questions #22 through #30   10 

 

Need for Further Research         12 

 

Conclusion           13 

 

References           14 

 

Appendix 1: The Interpreter Services Survey – Survey Respondents by Agency  15 

 

 

 

 



Interpreter Services Needs Assessment    2 

 

New Mexico Justice System Interpreter Resource Partnership 

Assessment of System-Wide Need for Training and Services 

 

 

Submitted for Review by JSIRP Partners 

April 30, 2009 

 

 

This report aims to further the overall programmatic objective of the New Mexico Justice 

System Interpreter Resource Partnership, which is to ensure that Limited English Proficient 

(LEP) persons who become involved with the New Mexico justice system have access to 

consistent, culturally and linguistically appropriate services. The intent of the questions asked 

and the data collected via the system-wide Interpreter Services Survey and key informant 

interviews is to advance the specific objectives of the partnership. These objectives are to 

implement and maintain: 

 

1. A registry of qualified interpreters recruited and trained based on regionally identified 

needs of the partnership member agencies. 

2. Training and testing to qualify interpreters for work throughout the justice system (civil 

and criminal) and to provide a foundation for Certification as Court Interpreters or 

advanced training in other specific areas of focus, e.g. juvenile justice, corrections. 

3. Training for groups and agencies on the roles, responsibilities, and professional ethics 

expected of qualified interpreters and those who work with them, and 

4. Increased accountability in ensuring meaningful access by Limited English Proficient 

persons to justice system services, consistent with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 

and Executive Order 13166. 

 

As the contextual basis of this study bears in mind Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and 

Executive Order 13166, it is relevant at this point to provide a clearer definition of these laws. 

President John F. Kennedy said in 1963, when signing Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 into 

law, said, “Simple justice requires that public funds, to which all taxpayers of all races [colors, 

and national origins] contribute, not be spent in any fashion which encourages, entrenches, 

subsidizes or results in racial [color or national origin] discrimination.”  In the section titled 

National Origin Discrimination Against Persons With Limited English Proficiency, the Act 

“prohibits recipients of federal financial assistance from discriminating against or otherwise 

excluding individuals on the basis of race, color, or national origin in any of their activities.” 

Executive Order 13166, titled "Improving Access to Services for Persons with Limited English 

Proficiency," was signed August 11, 2000. It states that “it is expected that agency plans will 

provide for such meaningful access [for LEP persons] consistent with, and without unduly 

burdening, the fundamental mission of the agency.”  

 

Bearing these facts in mind, it is the intent of the investigator that this report provide 

constructive guidance to the JSIRP Partners for devising organizational strategies that will fulfill 
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the aforementioned objectives, and in particular, in making informed decisions regarding the 

provision of interpreter and bilingual services to Limited English Proficient persons. 

 

The Interpreter Services Survey (ISS): Methodology and Limiting Factors 

 

Methodology 

 

The primary research tool used in preparing this report is the Interpreter Services Survey, which 

is based on a survey created by the State of Alaska as part of a State Justice Institute grant. The 

online survey, hosted by Zoomerang, Inc., was distributed to targeted members of the New 

Mexico justice system; a link to the survey was sent to all participating members of the 

partnership. Partners in turn distributed the link internally to staff members familiar with their 

agency’s procedures for providing services for LEP persons. Links were sent to court personnel 

at each division of the 13 state district courts, the Bernalillo County Metropolitan Court, and 

magistrate courts in all 33 counties. In order to help create the survey’s questions and interpret 

its data, interviews were conducted with key informants within these agencies.  

 

Respondents to the Interpreter Services Survey include eight officers from the New Mexico 

State Police; two directors from the New Mexico Children, Youth and Families Department; 

One administrator from the Community Outreach Program for the Deaf; two respondents from 

the New Mexico Corrections Department (one from probation and parole and one from 

prisons); four Public Defenders; and three District Attorneys. From New Mexico Courts, 

respondents included judges, clerks, court executive officers and trial court administrative 

assistants. Specifically, the survey represents 37 respondents from 24 Magistrate Courts, 49 

respondents from 12 (out of 13) District Courts, and nine respondents from the Bernalillo 

County Metropolitan Court. To date there have been no respondents from the New Mexico 

Sheriffs or Police Chiefs, although interviews with these entities are forthcoming. 

 

The actuality that demand for qualified interpreters, especially in languages other than Spanish, 

outweigh supply in many areas of the state served as the impetus for this needs assessment. 

Questions for the Interpreter Services Survey were developed in such a way as to obtain 

relevant information that could provide the Justice System Interpreter Resource Partnership 

with a more concrete picture of the nature of this gap between supply and demand. As such, 

The questions on the ISS are organized among three distinct sections, which highlight New 

Mexico’s Languages, The Nature of Existing Interpreter Services, and The Future of Serving LEP 

Persons. 

 

Limiting Factors 

 

This survey allowed for multiple respondents from each agency. The idea was that it would be 

beneficial to allow people serving in different posts within each agency to share their unique 

perspectives on how Limited English Proficient persons are served. The result of this method is 

that some agencies may be represented more heavily than others. However, most agencies 

delegated one point person to answer the survey at each of its internal divisions where Limited 
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English Proficient persons are served. So while the data is not faultless, it provides a 

significantly more qualified view of the subject matter than was previously available and should 

be considered a snapshot and stepping off point for further inquiry rather than a firm 

calculation. 

  

Interpreter Services Survey: Results 

 

Respondents: Question #1 

 

Question #1 of the survey asked for each respondent’s name, title and the agency the 

represent. While the names of individual responses will remain confidential, their responses 

may be categorized and reviewed along with other respondents from their agency to form 

agency- and region-specific statistics. This report, however, does not provide such targeted 

statistics. 

 

New Mexico’s Languages: Questions #2 through #11 

 

While it is difficult to determine the number of individuals within certain ethnic groups who 

speak primarily or exclusively the language of their culture of origin, according to the 2006 

American Community Survey (ACS) from the United States Census Bureau, 348,194 New 

Mexicans speak a language other than English at home. Of that number, 188,670 reportedly 

speak English less than "very well". These individuals are among those who, when involved with 

the justice system, may need some language assistance services, including language 

interpreting. 

Not surprisingly, New Mexico hosts a significant number of Spanish-speakers both as residents 

and non-residents. In fact, according to the ACS, some 155,380 New Mexicans reportedly speak 

Spanish less than “very well”. What may surprise some, however, is the growing number of 

individuals in the state who speak languages other than Spanish (LOTS) and may require 

services in their native languages in order to access to state services. 

The ACS provides pertinent information regarding speakers of LOTS languages. Of those who 

speak other Indo-European languages, 3,810 reportedly speak English less than “very well”. Of 

those who speak Asian and Pacific Islander languages, 7,339 people report speaking English less 

than “very well”, as do 22,141 speakers of other languages. Unfortunately, statistics are not 

clear as to the number of New Mexicans who use American Sign Language to communicate. 

 

Because these statistics give only anecdotal insight into the probable need for language services 

throughout the justice system, Questions 2 through 11 of the Interpreter Services Survey (ISS) 

attempt to quantify in better terms the number of individuals involved in the New Mexico 

justice system who speak Spanish as well as languages other than Spanish. According to the ISS, 

services have been provided to individuals in no fewer than 25 languages during the past year. 

After Spanish, which is reported by all respondents to the ISS as being requested by those they 
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serve, individuals communicating primarily in Navajo, American Sign Language, Vietnamese, 

Chinese and Arabic are also being served with notable frequency. 

 

Question #2: Approximately what percentage of your potential clients or 

customers communicates using a primary language other than English? 

 

As part of the total number of clients or customers, the percentage of those communicating in 

a primary language other than English varies. About three percent of respondents report that 

less than one percent of their customers communicate in a language other than English. 

Meanwhile, 54 percent of respondents report that between one and less than 15 percent of 

their agency’s client base requests services in their native language. Another 25 percent of 

respondents report that 15 to less than 30 percent are served in a language other than English. 

Sixteen percent of respondents report that between 30 and less than 60 percent of their clients 

request services in their native language. And 3 percent of respondents report that more than 

90 percent of the clients they serve speak a language other than English. 

 

Question #3: For the next questions, we want to know about current or potential clients who 

approach your organization for services in any given month who have limited ability to speak 

and understand English. First, are there any clients approaching your organization who speak 

primarily or exclusively these languages? (Check all that apply) 

 

For this question, six languages – Spanish, Navajo, Vietnamese, Chinese and American Sign 

Language – were identified as the primary languages of New Mexico as evidenced by the 

federal American Community Survey. Others were identified by respondents in an open-ended 

response category. By far the most pressing need is serving Spanish-speaking individuals – 100 

percent of respondents report serving Spanish-dominant clients on a regular basis. At 32 

percent, Navajo is the second most needed language requiring interpreters. Asian languages 

Vietnamese and Chinese are the next most-requested languages by those progressing through 

the justice system, at 18 percent and 11 percent respectively. Eight percent of respondents cite 

a need for Arabic interpreters on a regular basis. And American Sign Language rounds out the 

top six most-requested languages at 29 percent. Sixteen percent of respondents cited that 

other languages are requested with some frequency. These include, in no particular order, 

German, Russian, Korean, Japanese, Thai, Lao, Farsi, Hindi, Amharic, Tagalog, and French. 

 

Question #4: Of all potential clients or customers who approach your organization in an average 

month and speak a primary language other than English, approximately what number speaks 

primarily or exclusively Spanish or Spanish Creole? Please give your best estimate. 

 

Nearly half or 47 percent of respondents report that up to 15 percent of those they serve speak 

primarily or exclusively Spanish. Another 24 percent of respondents report that between 15 

and 40 percent of their clients are Spanish speakers. About 12 percent say that between 40 and 

90 percent of clients speak Spanish. And 18 percent of those polled say they serve a client base 

that is nearly 90 percent Spanish-dominant. 
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Question #5: … approximately what number speaks primarily or exclusively Navajo? Please give 

your best estimate. 

 

Forty-five percent of all respondents report that they serve no clients who speak predominantly 

or exclusively Navajo, while another 34 percent report that the number of Navajo-speaking 

clients served is less than one percent of their client base. Seventeen percent of those polled 

say the number of Navajo-dominant clients served averages between one and 10 percent, and 

another three percent say they serve between a Navajo-speaking client base of between 15 and 

30 percent. One respondent estimated the number of Navajo clients served at between 50 and 

60 percent.  

 

Question #6: … approximately what number speaks primarily or exclusively Chinese? Please give 

your best estimate. 

 

Thirty-six percent of respondents report serving clients who speak primarily or exclusively 

Chinese; in these cases, 33 percent of respondents estimate that less than one percent of their 

total client base in a given month fits this category, while three percent report that between 

one and five percent of their clients are Chinese speakers. 

 

Question #7: … approximately what number speaks primarily or exclusively Vietnamese? Please 

give your best estimate. 

 

Thirty-eight percent of respondents report serving clients who speak primarily or exclusively 

Vietnamese; in these cases, 32 percent of respondents estimate that less than one percent of 

their total client base in a given month base fits this category, while five percent report that 

between one and five percent of their clients are Vietnamese speakers. One respondent reports 

the percent of Vietnamese clients is between five and 10 percent. 

 

Question #8: … approximately what number speaks primarily or exclusively Arabic? Please give 

your best estimate. 

 

Twenty-nine percent of respondents report serving clients who speak primarily or exclusively 

Arabic; in these cases, 24 percent of respondents estimate that less than one percent of their 

total client base in a given month base fits this category, while four percent report that 

between one and five percent of their clients are Arabic speakers. One respondent estimates 

the number of Arabic-speaking clients they serve to be between 10 and 15 percent. 

 

Question #9: … approximately what number communicates primarily or exclusively 

using American Sign Language (ASL)? Please give your best estimate. 

 

Seventy-three percent of respondents report serving clients who communicate primarily or 

exclusively using American Sign Language; in these cases, 52 percent of respondents estimate 

that less than one percent of their total client base in a given month base fits this category, 
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while 19 percent report that between one and five percent of their clients communicate using 

ASL. Another two percent report higher estimates. 

 

Question #10: … approximately what number communicates primarily or exclusively in a 

language other than one previously listed? Please give your best estimate. 

 

Forty-three percent of respondents report serving clients who speak primarily or exclusively a 

language other than those previously listed; in these cases, 35 percent of respondents estimate 

that less than one percent of their total client base in a given month base fits this category, 

while six percent report that between one and five percent of their clients do. Another two 

percent report a slightly higher estimate. 

 

Question #11: When service has been requested in one of these other languages, what other 

languages have been requested, and with what frequency? (Respondents were asked to list the 

languages in an open-comment format) 

 

While none of these languages make up more than one percent of language requests for any 

agency, interpreters have been required for these other languages within the past year: 

German, Russian, Korean, Japanese, Thai, Lao, Farsi, Hindi, Amharic, Tagalog, French, 

Cantonese, Indonesian, Farsi, Chuukese, Amharic, Kirundi, Urdu, Punjabi, and other Native 

American languages besides Navajo. 

 

The Nature of Existing Interpreter Services: Questions #12 through #21 

 

Because the New Mexico justice system encompasses such a broad range of services and 

scenarios, and because these services are delivered in disparate and demographically distinct 

regions of the state, it is understandable that existing interpreter services would also be 

contrasting in nature. The intent of Questions 12 through 21 is to determine the qualifications 

of who is providing interpreter services and the manner in which such services are being 

delivered. 

 

Question #12: Considering the means you use to facilitate interactions with clients who speak 

languages other than English, please tell us approximately how often clients are served by 

telephone interpreter language line or video relay in the average month. 

 

The use of telephonic and video relay interpreting is rarely used in New Mexico, with 53 

reporting they never use rely on such services and 32 percent reporting they rarely us them. 

Eleven percent of respondents say the use telephonic or video relay whenever possible. Three 

percent use it most of the time. The remaining one percent report relying on these methods 

exclusively. 

  

Question #13: Please tell us approximately how often clients are served by bilingual and/or 

bicultural staff not designated or trained as official interpreters (not in their job descriptions) in 

the average month. 
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Thirty-nine percent of respondents say they use bilingual and/or bicultural staff to interpreter 

whenever possible. Twenty-two percent rely on these staff most of the time, and five percent 

always rely on them. Twenty percent of respondents say they rarely use bilingual staff to act as 

interpreters, and another 14 percent say they never do. 

 

Question #14: Please tell us approximately how often clients are served by the clients' families 

and friends (not agency staff members or professional interpreters) in the average month. 

 

Employing clients’ families and friends to assist in carrying out judicial activities rarely takes 

place, according to 37 percent of respondents. Eighteen percent say this never occurs. Forty-

one respondents, however, say they rely on clients’ family and friends whenever possible, and 

another four percent say they rely on this method most of the time. 

 

Question #15: Please tell us approximately how often clients are served by professional 

interpreters (paid) in the average month. 

 

Paid professional interpreters are always used by 17 percent of respondents and most of the 

time by another 34 percent. Thirty-three percent say they use paid interpreters whenever 

possible. Twelve percent of respondents say they rarely use paid interpreters, and four percent 

say they never do. 

 

Question #16: Please tell us approximately how often clients are served by professional 

interpreters (unpaid volunteer) in the average month. 

 

Professional interpreters who serve as unpaid volunteers are never used according to 57 

percent of respondents. Another 30 percent say they rarely do. Nine percent, however, say 

their agency relies on volunteers whenever possible, and three percent say this happens most 

of the time. 

 

Question #17: Please tell us approximately how often no interpretation is available (make do 

with limited English, pantomime, pictures, bilingual dictionary, etc.) in the average month. 

 

Making do with limited English, pantomime, pictures, bilingual dictionaries and such, when no 

interpretation is available, rarely occurs according to 50 percent of respondents, and another 

30 percent say it rarely does. Fourteen percent, however, say they rely on this method 

whenever possible, three percent say they rely on it most of the time, and one respondent says 

this is always the case. 

 

Question #18: Please tell us approximately how often proceedings are conducted in the client's 

primarily (non-English) language in the average month. 

 

Proceedings are conducted in the client’s primary, non-English language with some frequency 

in the State of New Mexico. Eighteen percent of respondents say this is the preferred method 
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and that it is always the case; another 15 percent say this is the preferred method most of the 

time, and 14 percent say this happens whenever possible. Twenty-two percent of respondents 

say this rarely takes place, and 32 percent say it never does. 

 

Question #19: Please tell us approximately how often clients are not served because of language 

barriers in the average month. 

 

It is rare that clients are not served due to language barriers according to 59 percent of 

respondents. Thirty-eight percent say this never happens. Three percent of respondents admit 

this does happen, but not often. 

 

Question #20: When your agency uses a professional interpreter, what percentage of the time is 

that individual a court interpreter certified by the State of New Mexico? 

 

When using interpreters, the interpreters used are court interpreters certified by the State of 

New Mexico between 91 and 100 percent of the time, according to 62 percent of those who 

responded to the Interpreter Services Survey. Fourteen percent of respondents say they use 

certified interpreters between 61 and 90 percent of the time. Eight percent report using 

interpreters who are certified between 31 and 60 percent of the time, and 15 percent use 

certified interpreters 30 percent of the time or less. Only one respondent reports certified 

interpreters are never used. 

 

Question #21: Which of the following characteristics apply to the language interpreters used by 

your agency? Please mark all that apply. 

 

Fifty percent of respondents report the interpreters used in judicial proceedings by their agency 

successfully completed an oral performance test in justice system interpreting. Fifty-five 

percent report that the interpreters they use have demonstrated proficiency in English and the 

other language(s). Forty-eight percent say the interpreters used are trained in the ethics of 

interpreting. Fifty-four percent of respondents say the interpreters have demonstrated 

knowledge (in both languages) of specialized terms or concepts. And 45 percent of respondents 

say the interpreters they use are trained in interpreting for individuals with limited English 

proficiency.  

 

Just one respondent says that none of the aforementioned qualifications fit the profile for any 

interpreters used. Fifteen percent of respondents commented specifically on the interpreters 

they use. One respondent reports US Border Patrol Agents are used as interpreters. Another 

says non-certified interpreters are used for arraignments. One says the court bailiff and family 

members are often used. Another says he/she is not sure of the credentials of interpreters 

used, “but they do the job!” One respondent reports they select interpreters based on their 

availability and professional demeanor. Finally, one respondent says they use only trained 

interpreters in court, but in the office they rely on untrained staff. 
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The Future of Serving LEP Persons: Questions #22 through #30 

 

The intent of Questions 22 through 30 deal with satisfaction with how services are currently 

being provided and attempt to determine the current and future need for interpreters as well 

as the possible need for staff training within each member institution and according to 

geographic region. 

 

Question #22: How satisfied are you with the way your organization handles clients who speak a 

primary language other than English? 

 

Forty percent of respondents say they are satisfied with the way their organization handles 

clients who speak a primary language other than English, and 18 percent say they are very 

satisfied. Ten percent, however, say they were unsatisfied with their organization’s procedures, 

and another 14 percent say they are very unsatisfied. Eighteen percent chose to remain neutral 

on this subject. 

 

Question #23: Let’s assume there is a service that provides qualified interpreters (who have 

completed coursework and passed examinations) as needed, and at a reasonable cost. Let’s also 

assume that you have the authority to direct your organization to use or not use any and all 

interpretation services. About what percent of the time would you want to use such an 

interpretation service to communicate with clients, potential clients, and members of the public 

with limited English proficiency? 

 

Half of those polled say they would use a service to hire qualified freelance interpreters 

between 76 to 100 percent of the time, if such a service were to be made available. Ten percent 

they would use such a service between 51 and 75 percent of the time. Fourteen percent say 

they would use one between 26 and 50 percent of the time. And 25 percent say they would 

only use such a service 25 percent of the time or less. 

 

Question #24: How would you say that the number of potential clients who speak a primary 

language other than English will change in the coming year? Would you say there will be a lot 

more such clients, some more, about the same number, a bit fewer, or a lot fewer? 

 

While a small percentage say they would anticipate the number of LEP clients to decrease 

somewhat or a lot over the next year – five percent – a large percentage believe the number 

will increase. In fact, 38 percent of respondents anticipate some more LEP clients and nine 

percent anticipate a lot more. Forty-eight percent of those polled believe the number will stay 

about the same. 

  

Question #25: Some organizations rely in whole or in part on staff-members who speak 

languages other than English to help facilitate interactions with clients with limited English 

proficiency, even though interpretation is not officially part of their job description. 

Approximately how much did your organization spend last year on training these general 

bilingual staff (including volunteers) in delivering interpreting services? 
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Despite the fact that many respondents report that general bilingual staff is often called upon 

to serve in a dual-role as interpreters, none of the respondents cited any training dollars (or any 

training offered at no cost – see Question #28) being spent on training general bilingual staff in 

delivering interpreting services. 

 

Question #26: How would you rate the ease at which you are able to find and contract a 

qualified interpreter when you need one? Would you say finding a qualified interpreter is very 

easy, easy, difficult, or very difficult? 

 

Fifty-nine percent of respondents say it is easy to find a qualified interpreter and nine percent 

say it is very easy. Twenty-six percent of those polled, however, say it is difficult to find a 

qualified interpreter, and six percent say it is very difficult. 

 

Question #27: When providing service to speakers of languages other than English, how 

important to your organization is it that… 

 

…cost of service be kept as low as possible? 

 

Fifty percent of those polled say low cost is extremely important. Twenty-eight percent say it is 

somewhat important. Five percent say keeping the cost of interpreter services low is not very 

important. One respondent says it is not important at all. Sixteen percent were not sure. 

 

…interpreters are certified? 

 

Sixty-seven percent of respondents say it is extremely important that the interpreters they use 

be certified. Twenty percent say this is somewhat important. Six percent say certification is not 

very important, and one percent says it is not important at all. Another six percent say they are 

not sure of the importance of using certified interpreters. 

  

…interpreting services are easy to use? 

 

Seventy percent of respondents say it is extremely important that interpreting services are easy 

to use, while another 23 percent say this is somewhat important. Just two percent say this 

factor is not very important, while six percent say they are not sure of its importance. 

 

…all individuals are given equal access? 

 

Eighty percent believe that equal access to all individuals regardless of the language they speak 

is of extreme importance. Ten percent say it is only somewhat important. Three percent say it is 

not very important, and six percent say they are not sure. 

 

…staff receives special training? 
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Twenty-nine percent of those polls say it is extremely important that staff receives special 

training with regard to providing service to speakers of languages other than English, and 29 

percent say training is somewhat important. Fourteen percent say training is either not very 

important or not important at all. Another 29 percent say they are not sure of the importance 

of training. 

 

Question #28: If training was offered to general bilingual staff on the delivery of interpreting 

services, please describe the type and number of hours of training that was offered. 

 

Despite the fact that nearly 60 percent of respondents believe that staff receive some sort of 

special training for the provision of service to speakers of languages other than English (see 

Question #27), none of the 105 respondents who answered this open-ended question cited any 

training currently being offered to this end. 

 

Question #29: How satisfied are you with the costs relating to providing interpretation services? 

 

Regarding satisfaction with the costs related to providing interpretation services, 75 percent say 

they are satisfied and five percent say they are very satisfied. Fourteen percent of respondents 

say they are unsatisfied with costs, and six percent say they are very unsatisfied. 

 

Question #30: How satisfied are you with the availability of certified interpreters in your area? 

 

The availability of interpreters varies throughout the state, so it is no surprised that half of all 

respondents are either unsatisfied or very unsatisfied with interpreter availability and another 

half are either satisfied or very satisfied. The precise breakdown is: 15 percent very unsatisfied; 

35 percent unsatisfied; 44 percent satisfied; and six percent very satisfied. 

 

Need for Further Research 

 

While the Interpreter Services Survey provides more insight than was previously available with 

regard to New Mexico’s languages, the nature of existing interpreter services, and the future of 

serving LEP persons, it also brings many other questions to the forefront. These include, but are 

not limited to: 

 

• What is the number of certified interpreters versus working non-certified interpreters 

working on a regular basis in the state? 

• What is the specific need for certified interpreters by agency and by geographic region? 

• How can certified interpreters be attracted to parts of the state where there is greater 

need than supply of interpreter services? 

• What is the precise nature of services being provided to LEP individuals by bilingual 

staff? 

• What types of training might be beneficial to bilingual staff at the various justice system 

agencies?  (i.e. Professional ethics of providing language interpreting services; how to 

examine the qualifications of interpreters for the various contexts, etc.) 
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• How can the Administrative Office of the Courts help organizations within the greater 

justice system develop plans to improve day-to-day service to clients who speak a 

primary language other than English? 

• How can the registry of interpreters be promoted and made more user-friendly so that 

all associated justice system agencies may benefit from it? 

• How can agencies streamline the process of finding interpreters to fulfill their specific 

needs? 

 

Conclusion 

 

In conclusion, more needs to be done to ensure that Limited English Proficient persons are 

provided with equal access to justice in the State of New Mexico. Just how this is to be 

accomplished is the goal of the Justice System Interpreter Resource Partnership. Now, it is up to 

the partnership to review the data presented in this report and devise the next steps that need 

to be taken in order to achieve this overarching goal. 
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New Mexico Justice System Interpreter Resource Partnership  

Interpreter Services Needs Assessment 

Appendix 1 

 

The Interpreter Services Survey: Survey Respondents by Agency 

 

In order to produce the Interpreter Services Needs Assessment, the Interpreter Services Survey 

launched February 18, 2009 9:55 a.m. and closed April 27, 2009 at 5:02 p.m. During that time, 

120 respondents submitted completed surveys. In addition to the surveys, interviews were 

conducted with key informants in several agencies. These interviews are not explicity 

accounted for in the needs assessment; rather, they were used to provide insight into the 

questions to be asked in the survey and in its analysis. Listed below are the respondents to the 

Interpreter Services Survey as well as those who were interviewed for additional information. 

 

Respondents to the Interpreter Services Survey 

 

State Police 8 respondents 

 

Daniel Becker, Farmington 

Randy Trujillo, Socorro 

Lt. Keith Duncan, Alamogordo 

Captain Steve Harvill, Deming 

Toby Dolan, Las Vegas 

Richard Williams, Las Cruces 

Michael C. Leistikow, Gallup 

Captain David C. Martinez, Investigations, Santa Fe 

 

Metro Court 9 respondents 

 

Christy A. Burrows, Administrative Assistant, Bernalillo County Metropolitan Court, ABQ 

Judge Kevin Fitzwater, Bernalillo County Metropolitan Court, ABQ 

Anna Martinez, Bernalillo County Metropolitan Court, ABQ 

Judge Sandra Engel, Bernalillo County Metropolitan Court, ABQ 

Sandra Clinton, Bernalillo County Metropolitan Court, ABQ 

Victor E. Valdez, Bernalillo County Metropolitan Court, ABQ 

Judge Julie Altwies, Bernalillo County Metropolitan Court, ABQ 

Judge Benjamin Chavez, Bernalillo County Metropolitan Court, ABQ 

Erika Alfaro, Bernalillo County Metropolitan Court, ABQ 

 

Magistrate Courts: 37 respondents from 24 Magistrate Courts 

 

Julie Martinez, Harding County Magistrate Court, Roy 

Karen Mitchell, Harding County Magistrate Court, Roy 

A. Michelle Jones, Union County Magistrate Court, Clayton 
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Ilene S. Taylor, Union County Magistrate Court, Clayton 

Ciane Mains, Court Manager, Roosevelt County Magistrate Court, Portales 

Jane Martin, Roosevelt County Magistrate Court, Portales 

Lisa Arnold, Court Leadworker, Soccorro (County) Magistrate Court, Soccorro 

Isabel Chavez, Socorro (County) Magistrate Court, Soccorro 

Cecilia Rojas, Bernalillo (Sandoval County) Magistrate Court, Bernalillo 

Lorina Barriga, Chief Clerk, Sandoval Magistrate Div. I & III, Bernalillo 

Henry T. Castaneda, Carlsbad Magistrate Court, Carlsbad 

Ollie Fitzgerald, Carlsbad (Eddy County) Magistrate Court, Carlsbad 

Judge Ron Hall, (Grant County) Magistrate Court, Silver City 

Maurine Laney, Court Manager II, Magistrate Court (Grant Div.), Silver City 

Norma Juarez-Velasco, Hobbs (Lea County) Magistrate Court, Hobbs 

Sharon Payne, Hobbs (Lea County) Magistrate Court, Hobbs 

Judge Russell Martin, Eunice (Lea County) Magistrate Court, Eunice 

Lynn Steele, Court Manager, Eunice (Lea County) Magistrate Court, Eunice 

Evelyn Ortiz, Supervisor/Civil Div., Santa Fe (County) Magistrate Court, Santa Fe 

Judge Richard M. Padilla, Santa Fe (County) Magistrate Court, Santa Fe 

Lori Proctor, Judicial Supervisor, Aztec (San Juan County) Magistrate Court, Aztec 

Blanch Raymond, Farmington (San Juan County) Magistrate Court, Farmington 

Lisa Zajicek, (Colfax County) Magistrate Court, Springer 

Judge Warren Walton, Raton (Colfax County) Magistrate Court, Raton 

Pat Casados, Los Alamos Magistrate Court, Los Alamos 

Paula Chacon, Quay County Magistrate Court, Tucumcari 

Tobie Fouratt, Chaves County Magistrate Court, Roswell 

Hon. John L. Sanchez, Mora County Magistrate Court, Mora 

Judge James D. Hall, Hidalgo County Magistrate Court, Lordsburg 

Sandra E. Martinez, Rio Arriba County Magistrate Court, Espanola 

Trish Carbajal, Bayard (Grant County) Magistrate Court, Bayard 

Carla Gonzalez, Court Manager, (Valencia County) Magistrate Court, Los Lunas 

Marianne Nichols, (Otero County) Magistrate Court, Alamagordo 

Tina M. Jaramillo, Court Manager II, (Cibola County) Magistrate Court, Grants 

Martha M. Proctor, (Lincoln County) Magistrate Court, Carrizozo 

Jinger K. Fiola, Curry County Magistrate Court, Clovis 

Sara Jasso, Luna County Magistrate Court, Deming 

 

District Courts 49 respondents from 12 district courts (8
th

 District null) 

 

First 

Michael Eugene Vigil, Santa Fe 

Judge Barbara Vigil, Santa Fe 

Raymond Z. Ortiz, Sante Fe 

James, Santa Fe 

 

Second 
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Geraldine Rivera, 4
th

 and Lomas 

Judge John Romero, 4
th

 and Griegos 

Judge Nan G. Nash, 4
th

 and Lomas 

Judge Angela Jewell, 4
th

 and Lomas 

Judge William Lang, 4
th

 and Lomas 

Judge Clay Campbell, 4
th

 and Lomas 

Judge Kenneth H. Martinez, 4
th

 and Lomas 

Juanita M. Duran, CEO, 4
th

 and Lomas 

Francisca Garcia 

Sue Gonzalez 

 

Third 

Nancy Heavner 

Gregory Toomey 

Angelic Chacon, Luna County 

 

Fourth 

Kathy Garcia 

Abigail Aragon 

Judge Eugenio Mathis 

Frederick A. Sena, CEO, Las Vegas 

 

Fifth 

Bee J. Clem, Roswell 

Judge Don Maddox, Lovington 

Jeannie Wright 

 

Sixth 

J.C. Robinson, Silver City 

Henry Quintero, Silver City 

Angelica Hoover, TCAA 

Ana Reyes, TCAA 

Susan Biggs 

Faythe Medina 

Hilda 

 

Seventh 

Serena Roberts, Truth or Consequences 

Julienne Welch, Estancia 

Virginia G. Vivian, Soccorro 

Jo Ann Baxter 

Jason Jones 

 

Eighth 
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Ninth 

Eleisa Munoz 

Karen Hill, TCAA 

Shelly Burger, Court Manager 

 

Tenth 

Diane Ulibarri, Tucumcari 

 

Eleventh 

Judge Karen Townsend, Aztec 

Yolanda A. Begay, Gallup 

Tanya E. Dalley 

 

Twelfth 

Judge Karen L. Parsons, Lincoln County, Carrizozo 

Jan Perry, CEO, Alamogordo 

 

Thirteenth 

Greg Ireland, Los Lunas 

George P. Eichwald, Bernalillo 

Judge John Davis, Bernalillo 

Dorothy Griego, TCAA 

 

Children, Youth and Families Division 2 respondents 

 

Oneida L’Esperance, Acting Chief Children’s Court, Santa Fe 

Scott Cameron, CYFD-OGC 

 

Community Outreach Program for the Deaf 1 respondent 

 

Lin Marksbury 

 

New Mexico Corrections Department 2 respondents 

 

Michael Estrada, Probation and Parole, Santa Fe 

Colleen McCarney, Deputy Classification Bureau Chief, Prisons, Santa Fe 

 

Public Defenders 4 respondents 

 

Mark R. Horton, Managing Attorney, Carlsbad 

Christian Hatfield, District Defender, Aztec 

Douglas W. Vitt, New Mexico Public Defender, Hobbs 

Anita Ireland, New Mexico Public Defender Department, Hobbs 
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District Attorneys 3 respondents 

 

Ronald W. Reeves, District Attorney, 10th Judicial District, Tucumcari 

Lloyd Drager, 13th Judicial District Attorney's Office, Grants 

Darla Alarcon, Tenth Judicial District Attorney, Tucumcari 

 

Sheriffs’ Association null 

 

Police Chiefs’ Association null 

 

Key Informant Interviews 

 

13
th

 Judicial District 

 

Dorothy Griego, TCAA 

Doris Sanchez, TCAA 

Bernadette Nelson, TCAA 

 

Bernalillo County Metropolitan Court 

 

Rebecca Garcia, Staff Interpreter (Spanish) 

Christy burrows, TCAA 

 

2
nd

 Judicial District 

 

Judge John Romero 

Chief Judge William Lang 

Judge Angela Jewell 

Juanita Duran, Court Executive Officer 

 

11
th

 Judicial District 

 

Crystal Mezner, Magistrate Court, Aztec 

Andrea Allen, Court Clerk, 11
th

 District Court 

Marilyn Coulson, Court Clerk Supervisor, 11
th

 District Court 

Isabel O'Brien, Court Manager, 11
th

 District Court 

Blanche Raymond, Magistrate Court, Farminton (also a Navajo interpreter) 

 

Corrections 

 

Mike Estrada, Probation and Parole 
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State Police 

 

Captain Randy Trujillo, Socorro 

Major Jesse Orozco, Santa Fe 

 

 

 

 




