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D A T A  A N A L Y T I C S  A D V I S O R Y  C O M M I T T E E

O P E N  M E E T I N G  A G E N D A

Open to the Public (Cal. Rules of Court, rule 10.75(c)(1)) 

THIS MEETING IS BEING CONDUCTED BY ELECTRONIC MEANS 

THIS MEETING IS BEING RECORDED 

Date:  August 5, 2025 

Time:  1:00 p.m. - 4:00 p.m. 

Location: Remote 

Public Call-in Number: https://jcc.granicus.com/player/event/4496 

Meeting materials will be posted on the advisory body web page on the California Courts website at least 

three business days before the meeting. 

Agenda items are numbered for identification purposes only and will not necessarily be considered in the 

indicated order. 

I . O P E N  M E E T I N G  ( C A L .  R U L E S  O F  C O U R T ,  R U L E  1 0 . 7 5 ( C ) ( 1 ) )

Call to Order and Roll Call, 1:00 p.m. – 1:15 p.m. (15 minutes) 

Approval of Minutes 

Approve minutes of the May 13, 2025, Data Analytics Advisory Committee meeting. 

I I . P U B L I C  C O M M E N T  ( C A L .  R U L E S  O F  C O U R T ,  R U L E  1 0 . 7 5 ( K ) ( 1 ) )

Written Comment 

This meeting will be conducted by electronic means with a listen only conference line available for 

the public. As such, the public may submit comments for this meeting only in writing. In accordance 

with California Rules of Court, rule 10.75(k)(1), written comments pertaining to any agenda item of a 

regularly noticed open meeting can be submitted up to one complete business day before the 

meeting. For this specific meeting, comments should be e-mailed to research@jud.ca.gov or mailed 

or delivered to Judicial Council of California, 455 Golden Gate Avenue, San Francisco, California 

94102, attention: Ms. Kristin Greenaway. Only written comments received by August 4, 2025, 12:00 

p.m. will be provided to advisory body members prior to the start of the meeting.

www.courts.ca.gov/daac.htm 

research@jud.ca.gov 
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M e e t i n g  A g e n d a

A u g u s t  5 ,  2 0 2 5

2 | P a g e D a t a  A n a l y t i c s  A d v i s o r y  C o m m i t t e e

I I I . D I S C U S S I O N  A N D  P O S S I B L E  A C T I O N  I T E M S  ( I T E M S  1 – 4 )

Item 1 

Data Dashboards: Update on the Trial Court Operational Metrics Dashboards, 1:40 p.m. – 2:00 

p.m. (20 minutes)

• Review data dashboards of key trial court operational metrics.

Presenter(s):   Mr. Jack Madans, Project Manager, Consultant, JCC 

Ms. Leah Rose-Goodwin, Chief Data and Analytics Officer, JCC 

Item 2 

Resource Assessment Study (RAS)/Workload Formula (WF) Court Leadership Discussions 

Update, 2:00 p.m. – 3:00 p.m. (1 hour) 

• Discussion of RAS caseweights: Aligning study findings with the court experience.

Presenter(s):   Ms. Leah Rose-Goodwin, Chief Data and Analytics Officer, JCC 

Item 3 

Adjustment Request Proposals (ARPs), 3:00 p.m. – 3:30 p.m. (30 minutes) 

• Review draft summary response to ARPs referred to the Data Analytics Advisory Committee
(DAAC) by the Trial Court Budget Advisory Committee (TCBAC).

Presenter(s):    Mr. Kristin Greenaway, Manager, JCC 

Item 4 

DAAC Workplan Review, 3:30 p.m. – 4:00 p.m. (30 minutes) 

• Review workplan

Presenter(s):   Judge Joyce D. Hinrichs, Chair 

I V . I N F O R M A T I O N  O N L Y  I T E M S  ( N O  A C T I O N  R E Q U I R E D )

Info 1 

Judicial Workload Study (JWS) Update, 1:15 p.m. – 1:30 p.m. (15 minutes) 

• Provide update of Judicial Workload Study.

Presenter(s):    Mr. Mustafa Sagir, Supervising Analyst, JCC 

Info 2 

Data Analytics: Update on Court Outreach, 1:30 p.m. – 1:40 p.m. (10 minutes) 
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• Provide update on communications with courts to increase wider participation in data
analytics summits and other education and training opportunities.

Presenter(s):   Judge Joyce D. Hinrichs, Chair 

V . A D J O U R N M E N T

Adjourn, 4:00 p.m. 
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D A T A  A N A L Y T I C S  A D V I S O R Y  C O M M I T T E E

M I N U T E S  O F  O P E N  M E E T I N G

May 13, 2025 

2:00 p.m. - 4:00 p.m. 

Electronic 

Advisory Body 

Members Present: 

Hon. Joyce D. Hinrichs, Chair; Hon. Thomas Kuhnle, Vice-Chair; Hon. Tara M. 

Desautels; Hon. Lawrence R. Riff; Mr. Brandon Henson; Mr. Sharif Elmallah; 

Mr. Darrel E. Parker; Ms. Nocona Soboleski; Mr. David Yamasaki; Dr. Bryan 

Borys; Mr. Darren Dang; Mr. Christopher Roman; Mr. Jake Chatters 

Advisory Body 

Members Absent: 

Mr. Travis Trapp 

Others Present: Ms. Leah Rose-Goodwin; Ms. Kristin Greenaway; Mr. Mustafa Sagir; Mr. Kyle 

Capuli; Mr. Jonathan Alzate; Ms. Alaina Neuburger 

O P E N  M E E T I N G

Call to Order and Roll Call 

The chair called the meeting to order at 2:03 p.m., and Ms. Kristin Greenaway took roll call. 

Approval of Minutes 

The advisory body reviewed and approved the minutes of the February 25, 2025, Data Analytics 

Advisory Committee meeting. 

D I S C U S S I O N  A N D  A C T I O N  I T E M S

None 

I N F O R M A T I O N  O N L Y  I T E M S  ( I T E M S  1 – 3 )

Item 1 

Judicial Workload Study Update 

Presenter(s):     Mr. Mustafa Sagir, Senior Analyst 

Ms. Suzanne Tallarico, National Center for State Courts 

Mr. Mustafa Sagir gave an overview of the Judicial Workload Study and explained how the study aims to 

measure judicial time spent on case-related activities. Data will be gathered from over 600 judicial officers 

across 17 courts during a 4-week Time Study period. The data obtained from the time study will be used 

to update case weights necessary for the judicial workload model used to assess statewide judicial need. 

Ms. Suzanne Tallarico then provided more details regarding the data collection process and data analysis 

methodology. Training for participating judges will occur from late July to early August and will be 

conducted remotely. 
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2 | P a g e D a t a  A n a l y t i c s  A d v i s o r y  C o m m i t t e e

NCSC staff also provided a walkthrough of their online data collection tool. 

Item 2 

Adjustment Request Proposals (ARP’s) 

Presenter(s):    Ms. Kristin Greenaway, Manager 

Ms. Kristin Greenaway summarized two ARP’s that were sent to DAAC. 

The ARP received from Alameda proposes a minimum staff-to-judge ratio be factored into RAS as a 

supplemental need and included in the Workload Formula calculations. The committee proposed creating 

an ad hoc committee to further review this proposal. 

The ARP received from Stanislaus proposes a factor in the RAS model to be included in the Workload 

Formula calculations that accounts for the additional time and costs to conduct background checks using 

the Automated Firearms System for domestic violence restraining orders. The committee emphasized 

that these types of background checks are not a uniform workload requirement for courts across the 

state. For example, in some counties, background checks are handled by the sheriff’s department or 

other law enforcement staff. The committee members expressed that this request does not meet the 

requirements to make a change to the workload models and proposed to review a draft summary 

response at the next meeting.  

Item 3 

DAAC Workplan 

Presenter(s):     Hon. Joyce D. Hinrichs, Chair 

A DAAC workplan would be used in committee planning beyond the scope of the annual agenda, and 

could be used to identify upcoming work, priority status of projects, and tentative due dates. 

A D J O U R N M E N T

There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 4:00 p.m.. 

Approved by the advisory body on enter date. 
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Title: Superior Court of Alameda Adjustment Request Proposal 

Date: 8/5/2025 

Summary of DAAC Discussion, Analysis, and Next Steps 

Introduction 

On January 15, 2025, an Adjustment Request Proposal (ARP) was submitted by the Superior 

Court of Alameda. This ARP proposes a minimum staff-to-judge ratio be factored into RAS as a 

supplemental need and included in the Workload Formula calculations. Specifically, this 

proposal recommends factoring in the minimum staff needed to support authorized judgeships 

when measuring each court’s staffing-based financial need. The Data Analytics Advisory 

Committee (DAAC) plans to review the factors related to this proposal in more detail and will tie 

this issue in with a greater discussion regarding workload. 

Background 

The Trial Court Budget Advisory Committee’s Workload Formula Adjustment Request Process 

is used by the trial courts to suggest modifications to the Workload Formula used for trial court 

funding1 Per Judicial Council policy the Trial Court Budget Advisory Committee (TCBAC) 

chair, in consultation with the Judicial Council Budget Services director, reviews each request 

received from the courts and refers them to the appropriate advisory committee for review and 

recommendation. 

In February 2025, TCBAC referred the subject ARP to DAAC, determining that the issue was 

related to court workload that is measured in the RAS model.  

Judicial Council staff introduced the ARP to DAAC at its May 13, 2025, meeting, where the 

committee discussed the request. 

Analysis 

The RAS model uses a weighted caseload methodology to assess staff resource need in the trial 

courts. The estimated need for each court is updated annually to include the most recent three-

year average filings data, and this data from RAS then feeds into the Workload Formula. As 

such, neither RAS nor the Workload Formula currently accounts for a court’s number of 

authorized and funded judgeships when determining a court’s staffing-based resource need. 

As illustrated in the ARP, Alameda expresses that the current iteration of the Workload Formula 

may lead some courts to be funded at a level where each judge does not have a sufficient level of 

support staff to perform the work expected of them. To address the court’s concern, this ARP 

suggests that the Workload Formula factor in each court’s number of authorized and funded 

1 https://jcc.legistar.com/View.ashx?M=F&ID=7188751&GUID=A90AB7DB-FA13-43B5-8817-947ABF3AB919 
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judgeships to help ensure that every court is funded to allow for a minimum ratio of support staff 

to judges. 

In evaluating ARP requests that come to the Data Analytics Advisory Committee, the following 

considerations are taken: 

• Impact of the proposal on filings data, including changes in filings and availability of

filings data in reportable format by all 58 courts.

• Changes to court workload, such as new processes or number of hearings, that may affect

the RAS model caseweights.

• New laws or other issues that change the available time of court staff, which is measured

in the staff year value.

• Other changes to the components of the calculation of staff FTE need as measured in

RAS (i.e. court clusters, manager-supervisor ratio, program 90 ratio).

The subject ARP does not necessarily fall into the above criteria—although could be considered 

under “other changes”—and would impact how the model is currently designed. Currently the 

model does not consider a staff to judge ratio.   

Next Steps 

Judicial Council staff presented the ARP to DAAC at its May 13, 2025, meeting, where the 

committee discussed the request. The committee agreed to further review the factors relating to a 

minimum staff-to-judge ratio. Furthermore, the committee plans to tie this issue in when 

discussing workload and other RAS related materials. 

Attachments 

Attachment A: Alameda Superior Court ARP Jan. 15 2025.pdf 
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The Workload Formula is the Judicial Council-approved methodology that determines the need for trial 
court staff and funding based on workload measures. The Workload Formula Adjustment Request 
Process (ARP) allows the trial courts to request a change in the Workload Formula for unforeseen factors 
not currently accounted for in the model to better serve the needs of the courts.  

Requests for the 2025 ARP submission cycle are due by Wednesday, January 15, 2025, and should 
include the following information: 

1. A description of how the factor is not currently accounted for in the Workload Formula.

AB3038 goes into effect January 1, 2025, which requires courts to conduct a criminal search
in the Automated Firearms System (AFS) to determine if a subject of a proposed domestic
violence restraining order owns or possesses a firearm. The bill amends Family Code 6306
which previously designated this search conditional on available funding and now makes it a
requirement. The additional time has not been accounted for that is necessary to include
this task in the CLETS background check which is completed on each request for a domestic
violence restraining order that the court receives.

2. Identification and description of the basis for which the adjustment is requested.

The additional AFS background screen will require additional time to complete.

3. A detailed analysis of why the adjustment is necessary.

Court Investigators complete over 750 background CLETS searches each month on
subjects pertaining to requests for a domestic violence restraining order. The details of
this search are transcribed onto an Investigative Summary form and provided to judges
for review. The average time to complete this task is one to two and a half hours per day
depending upon the number of cases and the extent of the criminal history being
reviewed. Initial test cases of the results from AFS show that the data about gun
purchases and transfers is detailed including information about the make and model of
the firearm, identifying details about the dealer, name and address of the purchaser
and date of transaction. Currently, a .25 FTE Court Investigator position is allocated to
this task. Depending on the extent of information that will be necessary to transcribe
onto the Investigative Summary form from AFS an additional 3 hours (.075 FTE) of time
per week could be necessary to fulfill this obligation.

4.  A description of whether the unaccounted-for factor is unique to the applicant court(s) or
has broader applications.

       The passage of AB3038 impacts all courts in California by making it mandatory for all 
requests for a DVRO to include a search in AFS.  

Request from Stanislaus Superior Court
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5.  Detailed description of staffing need(s) and/or costs required to support the factor that is
unaccounted for by the Workload Formula.

The cost to meet this requirement is $11,422 per year to allocate 3 hours per week of Court
Investigator time.  The average salary of a court investigator in our court is $48.81 per hour,
and $73.22 with benefits.

6. Description of the consequences to the public and access to justice without funding.

An essential issue of public safety will not occur in tracking access to firearms by potential
violent perpetrators. This will hinder a judge’s awareness of the level of risk associated with
allegations of violence and the necessity of court action to restrict a potentially dangerous
perpetrator from having access to firearms.

7. Description of the consequences to the requesting court(s) of not receiving the funding.

        Since doing background checks in AFS is now required, without receiving funding 
necessary to this task our court will resort to using existing Court Investigation resources 
which will reduce the allocation of time to other essential job duties such as guardianship 
and conservatorship investigations. This will result in longer wait times to complete these 
investigations and leave vulnerable populations such as children without permanent 
residences and disabled persons in potentially unsafe living environments.  

Requests should be submitted to Michelle Curran, Judicial Council Administrative Director, and copied to 
the Trial Court Budget Advisory Committee mailbox at tcbac@jud.ca.gov. 
The ARP procedures are attached for reference. Please contact Oksana Tuk at Oksana.Tuk@jud.ca.gov if 
you have any questions. 
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Title: Superior Court of Stanislaus Adjustment Request Proposal 

Date: 8/5/2025 

Summary of DAAC Discussion, Analysis, and Next Steps 

Introduction 

On January 15, 2025, an Adjustment Request Process proposal (ARP) was submitted by the 

Superior Court of Stanislaus. This ARP proposes a factor in the Resource Assessment Study 

(RAS) model to be included in the Workload Formula (WF) calculations that accounts for the 

additional time and costs to conduct background checks using the Automated Firearms System 

(AFS) for domestic violence retraining orders required by AB 3083. This bill became effective 

January 1, 2025, and compliance is contingent on available funding.  

Background 

The Trial Court Budget Advisory Committee’s Workload Formula Adjustment Request Process 

is used by the trial courts to suggest modifications to the Workload Formula used for trial court 

funding1 Per Judicial Council policy the Trial Court Budget Advisory Committee (TCBAC) 

chair, in consultation with the Judicial Council Budget Services director, reviews each request 

received from the courts and refers them to the appropriate advisory committee for review and 

recommendation. 

In February 2025, TCBAC referred the subject ARP to DAAC, determining that the issue was 

related to court workload that is measured in the RAS model. Judicial Council staff introduced 

the ARP to DAAC at its May 13, 2025, meeting, where the committee discussed the request. 

Analysis 

In evaluating ARP requests that come to the Data Analytics Advisory Committee, the following 

considerations are taken: 

• Impact of the proposal on filings data, including changes in filings and availability of

filings data in reportable format by all 58 courts.

• Changes to court workload, such as new processes or number of hearings, that may affect

the RAS model caseweights.

• New laws or other issues that change the available time of court staff, which is measured

in the staff year value.

• Other changes to the components of the calculation of staff FTE need as measured in

RAS (i.e. court clusters, manager-supervisor ratio, program 90 ratio).

The subject ARP would impact court workload by requiring courts to perform a new function –a 

background check through AFS—although the bill language specifies that compliance is 

contingent on available funding.  

1 https://jcc.legistar.com/View.ashx?M=F&ID=7188751&GUID=A90AB7DB-FA13-43B5-8817-947ABF3AB919 
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In its discussion, the committee raised the point that these types of background checks are not 

uniformly performed by court staff; in at least one court, the sheriff’s department conducts the 

background check. Nevertheless, the RAS model does not require that all courts perform all 

functions identically in order to be included in the model. The caseweights reflect a range of case 

processing practices and out and local practices in courts. 

Since the bill was just passed, this workload was not included in the most recent RAS update due 

to the study update being conducted in 2024—prior to the January 2025 implementation of AB 

3083. Any changes that impact court workload associated with AB 3083 will be captured in the 

next study update. If AB 3083 impacts judicial workload, that workload will be captured in the 

2025 judicial workload study update and reflected in the caseweights used to assess statewide 

judicial need.  
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Data Analytics Advisory Committee (DAAC) Workplan 

DAAC Meetings 
Scheduled 

August 5 November 4 TBD, if needed TBD 

Quarter 1 Quarter 2 Quarter 3 Quarter 4 
DAAC Annual 
agenda item 

DAAC Workplan activity July 1 to Sept. 30, 
2025 

Oct. 1 to 
December 31, 
2025 

January 1 to 
March 31, 2026 

April 1 to June 
30, 2026 

2025 ARP: Stanislaus Review and 
discuss at DAAC 
meeting 

2025 ARP: Alameda Review and 
discuss at DAAC 
meeting 

Workload 
studies (Item 1) 

RAS Model Compile study 
findings, focusing 
on caseweights 
with high rates of 
change. 

As needed, 
convene additional 
focus groups to 
gather additional 
information. 

Review and 
discuss at DAAC 
meeting 

Share findings 
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Data Analytics Advisory Committee (DAAC) Workplan 

Annual agenda 
item 

Workplan item July 1 to Sept. 30, 
2025 

Oct. 1 to 
December 31, 
2025 

January 1 to 
March 31, 2026 

April 1 to June 
30, 2026 

Workload 
studies (Item 1) 

Judicial Workload Study Study in the field 

Update at DAAC 
meeting 

Study in the field 
(Shasta) 

Update at DAAC 
meeting 

Data analysis 

Field work: data 
validation and 
surveys 

DAAC to review 
and approve 
study findings 

Branchwide 
Data Analytics, 
Governance, and 
Policy 
Development 
(Item 3) 

Data dashboard policies Review and 
discuss at DAAC 
meeting 

Draft policy takes 
effect 

Formalize policy; 
disseminate 

Trial Court 
Operational 
Metrics 
Reporting and 
Review (Item 2) 

Caseflow management: 
coordination with 
CEAC/TCPJAC 
subcommittee 

CEAC/TCPJAC 
subcommittee 
meets August, 
September 

Branchwide 
Data Analytics 
Education and 
Building a DA 
Community 
(Item 6) 

Data analytics September 18: 
virtual data summit 
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Data Analytics Advisory Committee (DAAC) Workplan 

Annual agenda 
item 

Workplan item July 1 to Sept. 30, 
2025 

Oct. 1 to 
December 31, 
2025 

January 1 to 
March 31, 2026 

April 1 to June 
30, 2026 

Judicial Needs 
Assessment 
Report (Item 8) 

2026 Biennial Judicial 
Needs Assessment 

N/A (biennial, even 
numbered years) 

Trial Court 
Operational 
Metrics Report 
(Item 4) 

SB 154 Operational 
Metrics 

Due Feb 1 

GC 77001.5 
Report (Item 7) 

Annual Report Due November 1 
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