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PLAINTIFF’S REPLY TO COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES’S RESPONSE  

Plaintiff LA Alliance for Human Rights (“Plaintiff”) files this reply in response 

to County of Los Angeles’s Response to June 15, 2026 Letter from Councilmember 

Monica Rodriguez and Plaintiffs’ [sic] Request for Status Conference. (Cnty.’s Resp., 

June 30, 2026, Dkt. No. 1315.)  

Plaintiff notified Defendant County about potential violations in November 26, 

2024. Since then the parties have met and conferred multiple times about these issues 

which remain unresolved. (Declaration of Elizabeth A. Mitchell (“Mitchell Decl.”) ¶¶ 

2–8, Exs. A–F). Plaintiff has also had multiple conversations with Special Masters 

Martinez and Goethals about the same issues and understands that the County has 

proposed no resolution to the issues identified herein. (Mitchell Decl. ¶ 9.) Because the 

parties have met and conferred multiple times over the last two years, and because these 

issues remain unresolved and unaddressed by the County, a status conference regarding 

the County’s compliance is timely and appropriate. 

Regardless, pursuant to the Court’s order, the parties are set to meet and confer 

about these issues again on July 20, 2026, with Special Masters Goethals and Martinez. 

(Mitchell Decl. ¶ 10.) 

 

Dated: July 14, 2026    Respectfully submitted, 

 

/s/ Elizabeth A. Mitchell      
UMHOFER, MITCHELL & KING, LLP 
Matthew Donald Umhofer  
Elizabeth A. Mitchell 

Attorneys for Plaintiffs 
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I, Elizabeth A. Mitchell, hereby declare as follows:  

1. I am an attorney at the law firm of Umhofer, Mitchell & King LLP, and I 

represent Plaintiffs LA Alliance for Human Rights (the “Alliance”), Joseph Burk, 

George Frem, Wenzial Jarrell, Charles Malow, Karyn Pinsky, and Harry Tashdjian 

(“Plaintiffs”) in this action.  I submit this declaration in support of Plaintiff’s Reply to 

County of Los Angeles’s Response to June 15, 2026 Letter from Councilwoman Monica 

Rodriguez and Plaintiff’s Request for Status Conference. Except for those that are stated 

upon information and belief, I have personal knowledge of the facts set forth herein, and 

if called and sworn as a witness, I could and would testify competently thereto.  

2. I notified Defendant County about potential violations in November 26, 

2024. Since then the parties have met and conferred multiple times about these issues 

which remain unresolved. 

3. Attached hereto as Exhibit A is a true and correct copy of a letter from 

Elizabeth A. Mitchell to Lauren Brody re Notice of Violation of Settlement Agreement, 

dated November 26, 2024. 

4. Attached hereto as Exhibit B is a true and correct copy of a letter from 

Lauren Brody to Elizabeth A. Mitchell re Notice of Violation of Settlement Agreement, 

dated December 9, 2024. 

5. Attached hereto as Exhibit C is a true and correct copy of an email chain 

between Elizabeth A. Mitchell and Lauren Brody, et al., most recent date of August 8, 

2025. 

6. Attached hereto as Exhibit D is a true and correct copy of an email chain 

between Elizabeth A. Mitchell and Lauren Brody, most recent date of September 8, 

2025. 

7. Attached hereto as Exhibit E is a true and correct copy of an email chain 

between Elizabeth A. Mitchell and Michele Martinez, et al., most recent date of 

September 18, 2025. 

Case 2:20-cv-02291-DOC-KES     Document 1318-1     Filed 07/14/26     Page 2 of 3   Page
ID #:34676



 

2 
DECLARATION OF ELIZABETH A MITCHELL ISO MOTION TO ENFORCE 

SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT AS TO COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

 

 

8. Attached hereto as Exhibit F is a true and correct copy of an email chain 

between Elizabeth A. Mitchell and Lauren Brody, most recent date of September 24, 

2025. No response was received from County or City to the Alliance's September 24, 

2025 email. 

9. I have also had multiple conversations with both Special Master Goethals 

and Special Master Martinez about these issues and understand that the County has 

proposed no resolution to the issues identified herein. 

10. Regardless, pursuant to the Court’s order, the parties are set to meet and 

confer about these issues again on July 20, 2026, with Special Masters Goethals and 

Martinez. 

 

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California and the 

United States of America that the foregoing is true and correct to the best of my 

knowledge and belief. 

 

Executed on July 14, 2026 at Los Angeles, California. 

 

     /s/ Elizabeth A. Mitchell       
Elizabeth A. Mitchell 
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 767 S. Alameda Street 
Suite 270 
Los Angeles, CA 90021 

p (213) 394-7979 
f (213) 529-1027 
umklaw.com 

 

November 26, 2024 

 

VIA EMAIL 

 

Lauren Brody 

MILLER BARONDESS 

2121 Avenue of the Stars 

26th Floor 

Los Angeles, CA 90067 

Telephone: 310-552-4400 

Email: lbrody@millerbarondess.com 

 

 Re: LA Alliance v. City and County of LA; Notice of Violation of Settlement Agreement 

 

Dear Lauren: 

 

We write to identify what appears to be multiple violations on the part of the County of 

Los Angeles of the parties’ Settlement Agreement.  Each of the issues identified herein have 

been the subject of multiple meet and confer attempts and discussions since at least April, 2024, 

well beyond the 120-day cure period identified in the Settlement Agreement [cite paragraph 

No.]. 

1) Support for Plaintiffs’ Settlement with the City of Los Angeles (D.i.) 

Provision of Supportive Services in City and County Units (D.i.1.) 

The County does not appear to be sufficiently providing support for the City’s interim 

and permanent supportive housing units, in particular public assistance programs, mental health 

services, substance use disorder services, and benefits advocacy services. Residents and service 

providers have stated in open court, during listening sessions, and directly to Plaintiff LA 

Alliance that services both in interim and PSH units are lacking.  The County’s reports are 

insufficient to counter those claims. 

The County reports on services provided as reflected in the County’s quarterly reports 

and exhibits A1 and A2 attached thereto.  However, it has come to Plaintiffs’ attention through 

the last several months that the County does not actually track the services provided to people 

experiencing homelessness (“PEH”), and does not know the number of PEH in the City 

receiving services.  Thus, relies on the City’s report of locations to identify the individuals 

accessing services at each site.  This is problematic because it does not appear to be proactively 

evaluating residents at facilities for eligibility other than upon initial opening of an interim 

facility.  See ECF No. 813 p. 6-7.  The numbers reflected in Exhibits A1 and A2 support the 

anecdotal reports, insofar as the numbers of PEH accessing services at each site is far below the 

need.  See, e.g. ECF No. 813 Ex. A1 (Mayfair has 294 beds, with the City reporting nearly full 

occupancy, but Ex. A-1 shows only 203 CalFresh recipients, 174 Medi-Cal recipients, 130 GA 

recipients, 20 DMH clients, 9 DPH-SAPC clients, and 10 CBEST clients—far below the need); 
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Ex. A2 (reflecting only 2,473 CalFresh recipients, 1,844 Medi-Cal recipients, 1,109 GA 

recipients, 578 DMH clients, 120 DPH-SAPC clients, 147 DHS clients, and 396 DHS clients out 

of the City’s reported 3,572 residents).  This reflects only a 7% (interim) and 16% (PSH) 

enrollment rate with the Department of Mental Health when the population needing mental 

health treatment is estimated at greater than 40%.  For those PEH actually enrolled in services, 

provision thereof still appears to be insufficient as residents and providers report significant 

difficulty accessing services (e.g. having to travel long distances without transportation support 

to attend appointments).   

To the extent the County shifts responsibility to service providers to evaluate, refer, and 

accommodate PEH accessing services, and the County fails to pay providers to do so, such shift 

is not contemplated by the parties’ agreement.  See ECF No. 813, p. 6 (“The provider is also 

responsible for engaging on-site participants to assess participant interest and eligibility, 

obtaining any client authorization/consents to share personal information with County 

Departments, creating a schedule of participants for engagement during a site visit, arranging for 

secure on-site facilities where County Departments may engage in confidential conversations 

with clients, and being present to support clients in connecting with County Departments.”).  

Furthermore, to the extent the County provides Intensive Case Management Services (“ICMS”) 

to PSH clients, the case manager—provided by the County—is responsible for connecting 

residents with services, not the housing provider.  Evidently this is not being done.   

The fact that nobody – the City, LAHSA, or the County—can provide a roster of 

individuals residing in the City’s facilities is alarming and calls into question the reliability of the 

data provided in the reports.   

Provision to City-funded Outreach Teams with Direct Access to DMH, DHS, DPSS, and 

DPH (D.1.ii.) 

The County does not appear to be providing City-funded outreach teams with direct 

access to Department of Mental Health, Department of Health Services, Department of Public 

Social Services, and Department of Public health directly.  As has become apparent through the 

last several months of meet-and-confers with the County, discussions in open court, listening 

sessions held by the Court, and direct conversations with outreach workers, City-funded outreach 

workers are unable to connect directly with representatives from these departments.  The referral 

process for each department is cumbersome and takes several days to over a month to get a 

response from County departments.  Outreach workers, who are in the best position to interface 

with unsheltered PEH due to the trust established, are unable to follow up on referrals to obtain a 

status report on referrals on behalf of their clients.  The Department of Mental Health has 

recently established hotlines outreach workers can call, but the wait to talk to a person is often 

prohibitively long and unless there is an emergency it takes days to get a response.  Other 

departments have more arcane and/or outdated connection processes, including referral by fax, 

which is insufficient.   

The County recently instituted a new field in HMIS which was intended to document the 

outreach referrals made by the City-funded outreach workers in an attempt to report on activity.  

However, the last report only identified 25 referrals within a 3-month period, which is plainly 
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insufficient.  One outreach worker alone reported 125 referrals in the same period and confirmed 

documentation via HMIS. The problem is not with the outreach workers and their efforts to make 

referrals.  It is with the County’s systems capturing and feeding back the disposition of the 

referrals.  The feedback loop, both to the Court and to the outreach worker making the referral, is 

not only to affirm the referral but also to determine the outcomes of such referrals.  No such 

feedback loop exists at this time.  

To date the County has not instituted any process in place to the Alliance’s knowledge 

about how to capture “indirect” referrals, such as requests for help from HOME and MDT teams, 

despite discussing this issue for well over six months.   

In sum, the County’s systems and infrastructure in place is insufficient to meet its 

obligations under this section.  City PEH are not being connected to and provided with County 

treatment and services on the street, in interim facilities, or permanent facilities, to the extent 

required under the County agreement.   

2) Beds Available to County Outreach Teams (D.2.) 

The County is required to make “reasonable best efforts” to ensure County outreach 

teams have access to County Homeless Initiative-funded high service need interim housing beds 

for PEH in the City, and that those beds be exclusively for use by, or prioritize, PEH in the City.   

During settlement negotiations, the County represented that only medical personnel could refer 

to high service need interim housing beds, which is why the language reflects that County 

outreach teams have access to these beds (because City as a general rule does not employ 

medical personnel).  However, during a recent meeting with the director of Housing for Health, 

which operates the beds in question, it was revealed for the first time that anybody can and does 

refer to these beds (including City-funded outreach workers who are aware of them, LAHSA 

outreach workers, and interim facilities).  Yet the County is only reporting on HOME and MDT 

team referrals to these beds. 

The County reports that it provides approximately 1,500 high-service needs IH beds, 

including approximately 1,000 within the City and 500 outside of the City.  The County is 

obligated to report all referrals, not just those made by MDT and HOME teams. See D.9.ii. (“The 

number of referrals to Homeless Initiative-funded high service need interim housing beds, the 

type of team making the referral, the disposition of the referral, and an explanation for any 

referrals that are not approved (if any).  The Alliance requests immediate reporting of all 

referrals made, in compliance with the Settlement Agreement. 

Additionally, because it has now been revealed that referrals can come from all sources, 

there appears to be no mechanism in place to ensure that high service needs interim housing beds 

with the City are used exclusively for use by, or prioritize, PEH in the City.   

The County reports that it has received “682 referrals from its outreach teams operating 

in the City, of which 401 were accepted.”  Given the scale of the homeless crisis in the Los 

Angeles region, with at least 23,963 PEH in the City who are seriously mentally ill and/or have 

chronic substance abuse according to the 2023 point-in-time count, 682 referrals with 401 
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acceptances reflects 3% and 1.6% respectively of the need for treatment and services to this 

vulnerable population.  The Alliance requests an immediate report on all referrals made to high-

service needs interim housing beds since the inception of the Agreement, including the source of 

referrals, and the amount of time accepted clients wait for available beds.  The Alliance also 

requests a report on the activity of MDTs and HOME teams assigned to the City of Los Angeles 

since the inception of the Agreement, including time spent in council districts.  With 34 MDTs 

and 10 HOME teams, the Alliance would expect far high referral rates.   

3) Mental Health/Substance Use Disorder Beds (D.3.) 

The County reports that Exhibit C reflects beds that are open and operational, but does 

not indicate which beds are in addition to beds previously utilized by the County to serve people 

with mental illnesses and SUD.  The Alliance requests confirmation that all Mental Health/SUD 

beds in existence prior to June 14, 2022 are still open and operational or have otherwise been 

replaced such that the entire stock of MH/SUD beds is being increased, and the “new” beds are 

not merely replacing “old” beds which have closed or otherwise been discontinued. 

4) Referrals by City Funded Outreach Workers 

As discussed infra, Exhibit E to the County’s report purports to identify referrals made by 

City-funded outreach workers for PEH in need of County-provided treatment and services.  This 

is another example of the County’s passive role regarding its obligations.  The County artificially 

capitates the number of referrals by City Funded Outreach Workers by asserting that the 

settlement only demands requests submitted by City-funded outreach workers reached in HMIS 

during the reporting period.  But no such limit exists.  The County can and must perform its own 

enumeration and disposition of referral pursuant to Section D.9.i.2.   

The County’s default position appears to be that the existence of its programs and 

processes constitutes sufficient performance and there is no need to provide documented proof of 

efficacy.  Therefore it focuses on completing processes rather than good outcomes, and fails to 

track progress of programs and clients.  This disposition, as demonstrated by its submissions to 

the court, undermines the County’s performance in substantively complying with the LA 

Alliance settlement and does nothing to dispel the anecdotal reports of non-compliance.   

The County’s lack of performance has a negative effect on the entire shelter, housing, and 

service system.  The City or service provider may perform their due diligence and refer a client 

in need of mental health or SUD services to the County but then lose the client to the complex 

and process-burdened County system.  The County’s antiquated systems and lack of 

infrastructure and proactive support has directly led to the homelessness crisis, and its 

unwillingness to modify those systems to meet its obligations under the Alliance-County 

agreement is problematic. 
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Unless the County indicates willingness to immediately address the issues raised herein, 

given the significant amount of time spent meeting and conferring without resolution the 

Alliance believes these issues are ripe for Court adjudication. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 

Elizabeth Mitchell 

 

 

cc 

 

Mira Hashmall (Miller Barondess) 

Jason Tokoro (Miller Barondess) 

Ana Lai (County Counsel) 

Michele Martinez (Special Master) 

Jay Gandhi (Special Master) 

Arlene Hoang (City Attorney) 

Jessica Mariani (City Attorney) 

Matthew Donald Umhofer 

Diane H. Bang 
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LAUREN M. BRODY
DIRECT DIAL: (310) 552-5241
LBRODY@MILLERBARONDESS.COM

December 9, 2024

VIA E-MAIL

Elizabeth Mitchell
Umhofer, Mitchell & King LLP
767 S. Alameda Street
Suite 270
Los Angeles, CA 90021
Email: elizabeth@umklaw.com

Special Master Michele Martinez
E-mail: michele@michelcmartinez.com

Monitor Jay Gandhi
E-mail: JGandhi@jamsadr.com

Re: Plaintiffs’ November 26, 2024 Letter re: LA Alliance v. City and County of LA; 
Notice of Violation of Settlement Agreement

Dear Counsel/Monitors:

As you know, this firm is counsel to the County of Los Angeles (“County”) in connection 
with the matter LA Alliance for Human Rights et al. v. City of Los Angeles and County of Los 
Angeles, Case No. 2:20-CV-02291 (the “Action”).  We are in receipt of Ms. Mitchell’s 
November 26, 2024 letter (“Letter”), which raises four issues that Plaintiffs assert constitute 
“violations on the part of the County of Los Angeles of the parties’ Settlement Agreement” in the 
Action. (Ltr. 1.)  

The County treats its obligations under the Settlement Agreement, and Plaintiffs’ 
accusations of breach, with utmost seriousness.  We have reviewed in detail the Letter as well as 
the Settlement Agreement and addenda (together, the “Settlement Agreement”), the County’s 
quarterly reports, the parties’ prior correspondence, and other materials.  Based on that thorough 
review, we believe that Plaintiffs failed to comply with the mandatory pre-motion requirements 
for raising an allegation of breach pursuant to the Settlement Agreement.  We also do not believe 
there is a factual basis for Plaintiffs’ conclusion that any breach has occurred.  We therefore 
write to clarify inaccuracies and omissions in the Letter and to respectfully request a meeting 
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with the Honorable Jay Gandhi and Michele Martinez in their capacities as Monitor/Special 
Master (together, the “Monitors”) for the purpose of mediating a resolution of the issues set forth 
in the Letter.  (See Agmt §§ P.1.i & T.) 

A. Plaintiffs Have Not Complied With The Mandatory Dispute Resolution  
  Procedures 

The Settlement Agreement followed months of negotiations during which both sides 
were represented by counsel and participated in the drafting of the final, memorialized contract.  
With respect to potential disputes, the Settlement Agreement provides for the following process:  

P. Dispute Resolution:  

1. The Parties agree that the procedures contained in 
this Section are the required and exclusive steps for resolving any 
dispute between the Parties arising out of or relating to this 
Agreement or any Party’s rights or obligations hereunder 
(“Dispute”). 

i. Dispute Initiation/Right to Cure:  In the event 
of any dispute between the Parties arising out of or relating 
to this Agreement or any Party’s rights or obligations 
hereunder, a Party wishing to raise a claim, demand, or cause 
of action (the “Claiming Party”) against any other Party (the 
“Responding Party”) shall, before taking any other action 
concerning the dispute, provide to the Responding Party 
written notice setting out in reasonable detail the nature of 
the dispute and the relief sought (“Notice of Dispute”).  The 
Parties shall meet and confer within a reasonable time in a 
good-faith effort to resolve the dispute through informal 
negotiations.  Any party that is alleged in a Notice of Dispute 
to be in breach of this Agreement, and who, after meeting 
and conferring, requests an opportunity to cure, shall have 
up to one hundred twenty (120) days after receipt of the 
Notice of Dispute to cure such alleged breach, unless 
otherwise agreed (“Cure Period”).  No Party will be 
considered in breach of this Agreement unless it is alleged 
that such Party has failed to substantially perform its 
obligations under this Agreement (“Breach”). 

ii. Judicial Enforcement:  If, after exhausting the 
dispute resolution procedures described in Section (P)(1)(i), 
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the Claiming Party still alleges the Responding Party is in 
breach of this Agreement, the Claiming Party may file a 
notice of breach and request for judicial enforcement in the 
District Court to remedy such alleged breach.  The District 
Court retains jurisdiction, at its discretion, for purposes of 
enforcing this Agreement until the end of fiscal year 
2026/2027 (i.e., June 30, 2027).  The only relief that any 
Party may seek in the event of an alleged Breach of this 
Agreement will be an order compelling specific performance 
of the Agreement.  No Party may seek monetary damages of 
any kind as a result of an alleged Breach. 

2. Each Party shall bear his, her, or its own costs and 
fees in connection with any of the dispute resolution processes under 
this Section. 

(Dkt. 647 (“Settlement Agreement”), § P.)  The Parties agreed to the Court’s 
recommendation of Judge Gandhi and Ms. Martinez as, respectively, Monitor and Special 
Master “for the purpose of assisting the Court in overseeing and enforcing this Agreement, 
including resolving Disputes per Section P.1.i.”  (Id. at 38 (Second Addendum), § T.) 

The ink had barely dried before Plaintiffs started to try and rewrite the substantive terms 
of the Settlement Agreement through “dispute” resolution, to no avail.  Plaintiffs are wrong that 
“[e]ach of the issues identified [in the Letter] have been the subject of multiple meet and confer 
attempts and discussions since at least April, 2024.”  (Ltr. 1.)  To the contrary, Plaintiffs have 
never complied with the “required” and “exclusive steps for resolving any dispute between the 
Parties arising out of or relating to this Agreement or any Party’s rights or obligations 
[t]hereunder”: written notice to County Counsel, followed by “informal negotiations” between 
the parties to try and resolve any dispute.  (Agmt §§ P.1, Q (emphasis added).)  The Letter also 
purports to raise new issues about which the Parties have not met and conferred at all. 

The County filed its first status report pursuant to the Settlement Agreement on January 
30, 2024.  (Dkt. 662.)  The County’s obligations to report on “support services for interim and 
permanent supportive housing” and “contacts or service support requests” from City-funded 
outreach workers are subject to, as a condition precedent, the County’s “recei[pt] of informat ion 
from [the] City at least 30 days before a quarterly report is due.”  (Agmt § 9.i.1–2.) 

In its January 30, 2024 report, the County explained that “the City was not able to 
provide the County with information on City-funded outreach teams’ access, including contacts 
or service requests made to the DMH, DHS, DPSS, and DPH,” because it had learned that “[t]he 
City does not currently capture this information.”  (Dkt. 662 at 3.)  The City instead “referred the 
County to LAHSA,” which did not have this information either.  (Id.)  The County further 
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explained that, rather than rest on the City’s lack of information, the County initated steps “to 
identify modifications that can be made to [LAHSA’s homeless data system, Homeless 
Management Information System (“HMIS”)] to capture specific referral-related information and 
to develop a training plan to train outreach workers on the use of the new HMIS data fields.”  
(Id. at 3–4.) 

At the request of Judge Gandhi, the Parties met with the Monitors on February 28, 2024 
to discuss the County’s status report.  During that conference, the Monitors described recent site 
visits they performed to confirm the County’s newly reported Substance Use Disorder (“SUD”) 
beds, and also praised the County for exceeding the new-bed threshold set by the Settlement 
Agreement.  Plaintiffs requested additional information regarding one provision of the 
Settlement Agreement: the geographic assignment of the County’s Multi-Disciplinary Teams 
(“MDTs”) and Homeless Outreach and Mobile Engagement (“HOME”) Teams, and how the 
Departments evaluated the greatest need when assigning the teams.  The County agreed to, and 
did, provide a supplemental Quarterly Report regarding these issues.  (See Dkt. 689.)   

On May 13, 2024, Plaintiffs filed a “Notice of Comments on the County of Los Angeles’ 
April 30 Report.”  (See Dkt. 739.)  In it, Plaintiffs expressed “concern[]” with the “detail 
included in the County’s report,” and posed a list of questions to the County.  The County 
responded by letter on May 17, 2024, reminding Plaintiffs of the dispute resolution requirements 
under the Settlement Agreement, pointing out where the County’s status report provided the 
information requested by Plaintiffs, and explaining that the remaining questions posed by 
Plaintiffs sought information that went beyond the scope of the County’s reporting obligations as 
set forth in Paragraph D.9 of the Settlement Agreement.  Despite the fact that Plaintiffs had not 
complied with the requirements to trigger any meet-and-confer obligations, the County 
nevertheless invited Plaintiffs to join it in dialogue with the Monitors.   

According to email correspondence, Ms. Mitchell was out of town for a “two-week trip,” 
so that meeting took place on May 28, 2024, after she returned.  Following that meeting, the 
County provided Plaintiffs with a link to and copy of the HMIS training for City outreach 
workers as well as a breakdown of the reported new mental health/SUD beds by bed type, as 
well as a description of the different bed types that are part of the continuum of care and properly 
counted towards the County’s bed milestones under the Settlement Agreement. 

On June 7, 2024, Ms. Mitchell sent this firm an e-mail noting that Plaintiffs “still have 
some concerns” with the County’s quarterly report.  A copy of Ms. Mitchell’s e-mail is attached 
hereto as Exhibit A.  Of the issues set forth in that e-mail, only two involved actual reporting 
obligations: (1) Plaintiffs requested “the ‘numbers of PEH accessing services” pursuant to 
9(i)(1)’” of the Settlement Agreement and (2) “the number of referrals [to Adult Residential 
Facilities/Enriched Residential Care” beds], name of referral sources, number of referrals 
accepted, date individual moved in, and name and type of facility accepting enhanced rate” 
pursuant to Paragraph D.9.viii of the Settlement Agreement.   
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With respect to the numbers of PEH accessing County mainstream services, the County 
reported the information it had, which related to site visits conducted by the County to the City’s 
housing sites after opening.  The County was unable to report more granular information about 
mainstream services accessed by City housing clients because the City had never provided the 
County with a roster of the clients in its interim or permanent supportive housing, without which 
the County had no ability to report on County services provided to those individuals.1  With 
respect to the board-and-care reporting requirement, the County had already provided the 
requested information in Exhibit D to the County’s status report. 

Shortly thereafter, the Court issued an order requiring the Parties to meet with the 
Monitors and the Honorable Andre Birotte regarding HMIS and the quarterly reports.  (Dkt. 
752.)  Based on participant availability, that meeting was scheduled for July 29, 2024.  Plaintiffs 
did not seek to meet and confer with the County prior to the meeting.  Nor did Plaintiffs raise any 
issues with the County at that meeting, and the County thus reasonably believed Plaintiffs’ 
concerns been addressed by the Parties’ prior meetings and correspondence.  Indeed, although 
the County filed another status report on July 30, 2024, and the Parties met with the Monitors on 
August 28, 2024, the County heard nothing further from Plaintiffs until the next status 
conference, when Plaintiffs stated for the first time that they “believe that the County has an 
obligation to provide far more detail in their reports than are currently happening” and “[t]here 
are a number of those things we believe that additional detail is required, and the County is at 
this point unwilling to provide additional detail and believes that it has met its reporting 
services” and represented that Plaintiffs “would be filing a separate motion on that.”  (Dkt. 768 at 
96:12-21.) 

The County promptly reached out to request that Plaintiffs provide written notice of the 
grounds for any putative motion.  Plaintiffs responded on September 2, 2024, Labor Day, that 
they intended to imminently file a motion regarding four issues: (1) that the County was not 
reporting on the number of City PEH in interim housing accessing County services; (2) that the 
County was not reporting on the number of City PEH in permanent supportive housing accessing 
County services; (3) to obtain a description of the “reasonable best efforts” used by the County to 
ensure access to County high-service need interim housing beds, and (4) that the HMIS update 
was “insufficient to capture the County's full reporting obligation under D.9.i.2 because it does 
not “provide the necessary information to confirm the County is providing direct/indirect access 

 
1 The County needs project codes from LAHSA that are associated to interim housing sites to 
allow it to find clients enrolled at those sites.  With project codes, the County is able to match to 
clients in InfoHub.  For permanent supportive housing, the County has data regarding who 
receives Intensive Case Management Services, but no other client lists has been provided or 
proposed to us by the City, LAHSA, or Plaintiffs. 
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to specialized County services.”  A copy of Plaintiffs’ September 2, 2024 e-mail is attached 
hereto as Exhibit B. 

Once again, even though Plaintiffs had made no effort to comply with the dispute 
resolution provisions of the Settlement Agreement, the County invited Plaintiffs to meet and 
confer.  Since early September 2024, the County has conferred with Plaintiffs on numerous 
occasions.  Due to efforts undertaken by the County alone, the City subsequently provided the 
County with a roster of its housing clients and the County has already included in its last 
quarterly report information on City PEH accessing services, which addresses the first two 
purported issues set forth in Plaintiffs’ September 2, 2024 correspondence.2  The County also 
arranged a learning session for Plaintiffs with the Department of Health Services to learn more 
about the County’s high service need beds, and the County’s efforts to place City PEH in those 
beds.  During that learning session, it was reported to Plaintiffs that the majority of high service 
needs beds are within the City of Los Angeles, and these beds have high (nearly 98 percent) 
occupancy rate.  The County also requested additional information from the City regarding its 
outreach workers and their use of HMIS—a necessary prerequisite to understanding the data and 
engaging in problem solving if needed.  The County has included Plaintiffs in that ongoing 
dialogue.  And the County has been working on ways to capture indirect referrals through 
County outreach teams. 

This record belies Plaintiffs’ claims that any issues have gone unaddressed.  The County 
has made every effort to partner with Plaintiffs in good faith, and has gone above and beyond the 
letter of the Settlement Agreement in providing Plaintiffs context for the information contained 
in the County’s quarterly reports and otherwise be responsive to questions as they arise.  It is 
Plaintiffs who have given their obligations under the Settlement Agreement short shrift by side-
stepping the Monitors and the mandatory dispute resolution process agreed to by the Parties. 

Plaintiffs’ effort to bypass informal negotiations and rush to Court is anathema to the 
terms of the settlement.  It is also short sighted.  As set forth above, the “only relief” Plaintiffs 
may seek from the Court is “an order compelling specific performance of the Agreement. No 
Party may seek monetary damages of any kind as a result of an alleged Breach.”  (Agmt § P.1.ii); 
see also R.J. Armstrong Living Tr. v. Holmes, 2023 WL 3687723, at *4 (D. Nev. May 26, 2023) 
(granting summary judgment “with respect to Plaintiffs’ claims for money damages for breach of 
the non-disparagement clause of the settlement agreement” because non-disparagement clause 

 
2 In fact, the County provided information on services provided to interim housing in September 
2024, before its quarterly report was due.  And after Plaintiffs requested an even further 
breakdown regarding services provided by the Department of Public Social Services, the County 
provided it in October 2024 in the interest of transparency, even though it went beyond the level 
of detail required by the Settlement Agreement.   
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“expressly limits the remedies for breach to injunctive relief and attorneys fees”).  For the 
reasons below, Plaintiffs’ claims of breach are also meritless. 

B. The County Is In Full Compliance With The Settlement Agreement 

“The construction and enforcement of settlement agreements are governed by principles 
of local law which apply to interpretation of contracts generally.”  Jeff D. v. Andrus, 899 F.2d 
753, 759 (9th Cir. 1989); see also O’Neill v. Bunge Corp., 365 F.3d 820, 822 (9th Cir. 2004) 
(same); Adams v. Johns-Manville Corp., 876 F.2d 702, 704 (9th Cir. 1989) (“Under California 
law, settlement agreements are governed by general principles of contract law.”).  Where, as 
here, the contract is unambiguous, the plain language governs without exception.  United States 
v. Nunez, 223 F.3d 956, 958 (9th Cir. 2000).  This means the contract must be enforced as 
written and no new liabilities can be imposed that the parties did not deliberately agree to. 

In this case, the Settlement Agreement sets forth specific performance and reporting 
obligations by the County.  As explained in each of the County’s quarterly status reports, the 
County has met or exceeded those obligations.  For example, the County has already increased 
the number of MDTs and HOME teams from 27.5 to 44 teams (34 MDTs and 10 HOME 
teams)—surpassing its deadline to do so by over a year.  The County has also exceeded its new 
mental health/SUD bed milestone in each of the reporting periods to date. 

The Settlement Agreement defines breach narrowly.  The County is not in “Breach” 
unless it has “failed to substantially perform its obligations under this Agreement.”  (Id. § P.1.i.)   
The Letter falls short of showing that the County is in breach of any of its obligations under the 
Settlement Agreement, under this definition or common sense. 

 1. Support for The City-Plaintiffs’ Settlement 

Plaintiffs have not identified any provision of Section D.1.i of the Settlement Agreement 
that the County has not complied with in full.   

A threshold problem is that Plaintiffs agreed in the Settlement Agreement that the 
County’s funding and provision of social services for interim and permanent supportive housing 
units financed by the City as part of the City settlement would be “in an amount to be determined 
solely by County and City in their respective discretion.”  (Agmt § D.1.i (emphasis added).)  
Thus, nothing in the settlement agreement gives Plaintiffs standing to dictate how the County 
provides supportive services to the residents of the City’s new housing.  For good reason: 
Plaintiffs are not subject matter experts.  Homelessness is a multifaceted issue that requires a 
coordinated, collaborative alignment of resources, expertise, and policy decisions between the 
City and County of Los Angeles, as well as other regional partners and service providers.  It 
cannot be effectively addressed from the perspective of a single interest group like the LA 
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Alliance for Human Rights, an organization that represents housed residents and business owners 
unhappy with the state of homelessness in the Los Angeles area.   

Throughout the Action and in the time period since the Settlement Agreement was 
executed, Plaintiffs have championed policies contrary to best practices and that are at times 
adverse to the interests of people experiencing homelessness (“PEH”) and will only worsen the 
crisis on the streets.  For example, Plaintiffs have routinely minimized or disregarded the rights 
to privacy enjoyed equally by PEH and the County’s housed clients.  This includes the right to 
privacy in their health care under laws like the Health Insurance Portability and Accountability 
Act (“HIPAA”) and 42 C.F.R. Part 2, pursuant to which health information, whether shared in a 
hospital or outreach setting, is protected from unauthorized disclosure.  The LA Alliance for 
Human Rights was also one of the only organizations on record opposing Measure A on the 
November 5, 2024 ballot, which is expected to generate an expected $1.1 billion annually in 
critical funding for homeless services.   

The Letter’s criticism of the County highlights Plaintiffs’ lack of relevant knowledge or 
experience.  The Letter claims that “the County does not actually track the services provided to 
[PEH], and does not know the number of PEH in the City receiving services.”  (Ltr. 1.)  Not so.  
The County retains an enormous amount of client- and population-level data regarding homeless 
services and the social welfare programs within its jurisdiction, which go far beyond the 
Settlement Agreement or its attendant reporting obligations.  Those services and programs 
include specialty mental health and substance use disorder treatment, healthcare, financial 
assistance, food support, and job training, which are offered to all County residents in need, 
including eligible PEH.  The County also manages programs like Medi-Cal (California’s 
Medicaid program) and CalWORKs, which offer healthcare and welfare benefits for eligible 
PEH and other low-income residents. 

In Section D.9.i.1 of the Settlement Agreement, however, the County agreed to report 
only on supportive services provided to residents of interim and permanent supportive housing 
units financed by the City as part of the City Settlement—a narrow subset of clients who access 
County services and benefits.  The County does not administer or hold the contracts for that 
housing.  And the County is the largest in the nation: it serves not only residents of the housing 
created by the City pursuant to the City settlement, but also the rest of the City of Los Angeles, 
the 87 other cities within the County, and the unincorporated areas.  Plaintiffs now complain that 
the County “relies on the City’s report of locations to identify the individuals accessing services 
at each site,” but this should not be a surprise to Plaintiffs since the Settlement Agreement 
expressly conditions the County’s reporting obligations on its “recei[pt] [of] information from 
[the] City.”  (Agmt § D.9.i.1.)   

It is also not true that the County is not “proactively evaluating residents at facilities for 
eligibility other than upon initial opening of an interim facility,” as the Letter asserts.  (Ltr. 1.)  
One way the County supports the City’s new housing is by having each of the County 
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Departments that provide mainstream services perform a site visit when a new interim housing 
site opens to connect with the new provider and educate them on how to connect clients to the 
County services provided by that Department.  Contrary to Plaintiffs’ unsupported contentions 
(Ltr. 2), housing providers do and should play a critical role in the homeless services delivery 
system.  The site visit also allows Departments to meet with clients of the new site about 
mainstream services.  In advance of that site visit, County Departments typically receive a roster 
of interim housing residents at that time against which they can screen for existing program 
enrollment and/or eligibility.   

For reporting purposes, point-in-time snapshots of mainstream service enrollment as of 
the date of a Department’s initial site visit or contacts at a site visit are underinclusive and 
provide an inaccurate picture of all of the mainstream services being accessed by interim housing 
clients.  As the County has explained in its quarterly reports, referrals/connections to County 
mainstream services occur on a continuous basis and are not contingent on a client’s enrollment 
or stay in any specific interim housing site, nor a specific site visit.  It is common that City PEH 
placed in a new interim housing site are already enrolled in County mainstream services prior to 
placement as the result of earlier referrals or contacts with County outreach and benefits 
eligibility teams.  Moreover, during the site visit, Departments traditionally prioritize 
engagement with clients who were not already enrolled in mainstream services to which they 
were potentially eligible.  In addition, a client successfully engaged for the first time during a site 
visit (or later referred by the housing provider) would necessarily see their enrollment finalized 
at a date subsequent to the site visit.  Given the inherently transitionary nature of interim 
housing, the residents at the time of an initial site visit may turnover during a quarter and be 
replaced by new PEH.  For these myriad reasons and more, County Departments have no way of 
independently populating data regarding mainstream services provided only to residents of 
specific City housing sites in a given quarter.  As soon as the City provided the County with a 
roster, as the Settlement Agreement contemplated, the County was able to report on the 
mainstream services provided to those individuals. 

In addition to an initial site visit, the County has also piloted and implemented an 
enhanced service connection initiative at the City’s interim housing sites, the Interim Housing 
Outreach Program (“IHOP”).  IHOP is a cross-agency collaboration among the Departments of 
Health Services, Mental Health, and Public Health to address gaps in behavioral health and 
physical health services among PEH who are living in interim housing.  These teams have the 
ability to perform more comprehensive assessments of PEH in interim housing settings and refer 
them to mainstream services, including services for higher acuity PEH.  IHOP teams are also 
able to provide housing providers with training and technical assistance to better support clients.   

Plaintiffs’ attempt to extrapolate a breach of Section D.i.1 of the Settlement Agreement 
based on the numbers of PEH enrolled in mainstream services is in error.  The County’s 
reporting shows extremely high use levels for social benefits programs administered by the 
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County like CalFresh and Medi-Cal.  Plaintiffs’ speculation of under-enrollment ignores the 
eligibility requirements for mainstream services, which not every PEH can meet.  For example, 
General Relief (“GR”) recipients must be a U.S. citizen or legal immigrant who do not receive 
federal benefits, among other restrictions.  The Countywide Benefits Entitlement Services Team 
(“CBEST”) assists individuals with applying for public disability benefits.  Plaintiffs erroneously 
treat the population of PEH in City interim housing as a monolith with identical needs.   

The Letter also conflates the County’s quarterly reporting on City housing clients who 
received clinical specialty mental health services from the Department of Mental Health with 
estimations of “mental health” need among the population of PEH in Los Angeles writ large.  
The Department of Mental Health provides only specialty mental health services for individuals 
with moderate to severe mental health conditions that require advanced, individualized treatment 
that goes beyond general or primary mental health services. These services typically focus on 
individuals who experience chronic mental health issues, co-occurring disorders (mental health 
and substance use), or severe psychiatric conditions such as schizophrenia.  Mild to moderate 
mental health conditions, although included in census data regarding the prevalence of “mental 
illness” among PEH, are not within the ambit of responsibility of the Department of Mental 
Health.  The County’s reporting also excludes all PEH who received mental health treatment but 
did not reside in the City’s housing during that quarter—for example, because they received 
stabilizing treatment prior to placement in City housing, or because they were accepted into one 
of the new mental health beds created by the County pursuant to the Settlement Agreement. 

Most troubling is that, despite the County’s request for further detail, Plaintiffs have 
refused to provide any information to substantiate their allegations that the County has not 
fulfilled its settlement obligations.  The County is disappointed that Plaintiffs would try to 
exploit the anecdotal and often hearsay statements of the vulnerable members of the public who 
have spoken at the Court’s invitation for their own litigious ends.  There has been no showing, or 
attempted showing, that such individuals have any nexus to the City-funded new interim housing 
at issue or the County’s provision of services thereto.  

The Letter’s comments regarding service providers appear to be similarly premature and 
misplaced.  First, Plaintiffs have not provided written notice of any dispute regarding City 
outreach workers’ supposed lack of access to County Departments, either directly or indirectly 
through the County outreach teams.  Second, Plaintiffs attempt to manufacture a breach of the 
settlement agreement based on Plaintiffs’ personal views on referral pathways or wait times 
reads terms into the Settlement Agreement that do not exist.  Plaintiffs are trying to insert 
themselves into a system they have no place in.  The City and County Memorandum of 
Understanding—which Plaintiffs are not a party to and is not part of the Settlement Agreement—
contains specific terms regarding outreach coordination. 

To the extent Plaintiffs concerns center on the County’s reporting obligations, the Letter 
again fails to acknowledge that those obligations are contingent on the City’s provision of 
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information regarding its referrals.  The sufficiency of City outreach workers’ submission, and 
documentation, of referrals for County mainstream services is beyond the County’s control.  
Following the County’s July 2024 quarterly report, the County followed up on a report of alleged 
referrals that were not included in the County’s status report and the outreach worker confirmed 
they had not, in fact, documented those referrals in HMIS.  For this reason, the County has 
proactively sought information regarding the City’s outreach workers and training or other 
policies by the City to enforce their outreach workers’ proper use of HMIS.   

Plaintiffs’ request for a “feedback loop” to outreach workers similarly highlights 
Plaintiffs’ reach beyond the Settlement Agreement based on a fundamental lack of relevant 
expertise.  The Settlement Agreement does not require the County to provide service-request 
disposition to the outreach worker requesting services for a client.  However, the County does 
provide feedback loops on whether clients were approved/denied or ineligible for the program 
referred.  As the County has explained, repeatedly, further information would reveal private 
health and other personal identifying information.  Plaintiffs appear to still misunderstand HMIS, 
over which the County has limited control.  HMIS is a secure online data system that tracks and 
collects client-level data and data on the provision of services and housing of PEH and those who 
are at risk of homelessness.  Local governments that receive federal funding have to have an 
HMIS system that complies with federal data standards.  HMIS data standards are established by 
the federal government, by regulation, and by the LA Continuum of Care Board, which seek to 
protect the confidentiality of personal information and only allowing for reasonable, responsible, 
and limited uses and disclosures of data. These privacy and security standards are based on 
principles of fair information practices and on security standards recognized by the information 
privacy and technology communities. HMIS does not necessarily capture data regarding the 
disposition of request.  To satisfy reporting requirements, County is confirming disposition 
requests on a department level.   

Sharing information regarding “service request disposition” would violate HUD 
regulation and other confidentiality laws and regulations.  For example, an outreach worker 
might refer someone to the Department of Mental Health, but the Department cannot confirm 
whether a referral was accepted without revealing that a patient is receiving specialty mental 
health treatment – this is medical information to which the patient has a statutory right to privacy 
and confidentiality.  Substance use treatment services in particular receive heightened federal 
protection from disclosure.  Meanwhile, the Letter ignores an important way the County’s 
updated HMIS fields do create a feedback loop that did not exist previously: if the referring 
outreach worker provides incomplete information to a County Department, the Department 
notifies the referring outreach worker to try and complete the referral.  

With respect to capturing “indirect” referrals, this is something the County has been 
working on and extended an arm to Plaintiffs to participate in.  The County has already 
completed preliminary research and strategy sessions in October and November with the relevant 
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departments and LAHSA to explore capturing “indirect” referrals.  The County and LAHSA 
have a plan to develop new fields to capture these referrals. Once that is complete, there will be 
updated training for outreach workers. 

 2. County Outreach Teams’ Access To County-Funded High-Service Need 
   Beds 

The Settlement Agreement does not require the County to report on referrals other than 
from the County outreach teams, nor any of the additional information requested in the Letter.  
The Settlement Agreement contains an integration clause (Section I) that precludes Plaintiffs’ 
attempt to reach outside the plain language of the Settlement Agreement to settlement 
negotiations to create new terms not memorialized in the final agreement. 

However, as the Letter acknowledges, the County recently arranged a Learning Session 
for Plaintiffs’ benefit with the Department of Health Services, which administers the high-
service need beds.  That Learning Session, along with the County’s quarterly report, forecloses 
Plaintiffs’ suggestion that the County is not prioritizing City PEH for such beds: there are a finite 
number of high-service needs beds, but these beds have high occupancy rates.  Although the 
County is not required to report on all referrals, it does report on referrals that originate from the 
County outreach workers that operate in the City and are, therefore, referring PEH from the City.  
There is no reason for Plaintiffs to believe that City-funded outreach workers and interim 
housing facilities in the City, who can also make referrals to these beds, are predominantly 
referring a population other than the City PEH who the County is supposed to be prioritizing for 
placements.  Plaintiffs’ breach claim based on the total number of City PEH with a behavioral 
health condition does not withstand scrutiny: it is not credible for Plaintiffs to suggest that the 
Settlement Agreement required the County to, within a single year, house every City PEH with a 
behavioral health condition in one of the County’s Homeless Initiative high-service needs beds, 
of which there are approximately 1,500.   

 3. Mental Health/SUD Beds 

This is another issue that Plaintiffs raised for the first time in the Letter, and which is 
therefore not ripe for adjudication.  Plaintiffs have also failed to articulate an alleged breach of 
the Settlement Agreement, and none exists. 

For avoidance of doubt, all of the mental health and SUD beds reported in Exhibit C of 
the County’s quarterly reports became open and operational after June 14, 2022, as required by 
the Settlement Agreement.  The Settlement Agreement did not ever require the County to report 
on the number of mental health/SUD beds in existence prior to June 14, 2022, and natural 
attrition does occur.  However, the County is increasing the overall stock of mental health/SUD 
beds.  Since the Settlement Agreement, the County has also added beds that are more directly 
intended to serve the jail and probation population and are not being counted towards its bed 
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milestone under the Settlement Agreement and are not included in the County’s quarterly 
reports.   

 4. Referrals by City Funded Outreach Workers 

The County is not in breach of the Settlement Agreement based on its reporting of the 
disposition of referrals from City-funded outreach workers either.  As explained above, this 
provision of the County’s reporting obligations is triggered upon receipt of responsive 
information about referrals from the City.  Far from taking a “passive role” or being “unwilling[] 
to modify [its] systems” (Ltr. 4), it was the County that took the initiative to implement a 
modification to HMIS to facilitate the ability to track referrals because the information was not 
forthcoming from the City.  Not only was this to allow the County to begin to fulfill its reporting 
obligations, but it creates the exact kind of paper trail that Plaintiffs are calling for in the Letter, 
so that clients are not “lost” to a system. 

However, the system necessarily relies on City-funded outreach workers to make and 
track their referrals.  The County shares Plaintiffs’ interest in ensuring they are doing so, and 
continues to try to work collaboratively with the City to better evaluate whether this is 
happening.  The County has also welcomed feedback from Plaintiffs, the City, Intervenors, and 
other stakeholders regarding potential improvements to LAHSA’s HMIS.  It has received none.   

* * * 

The issues raised in Ms. Mitchell’s letter are based on anecdotes, not evidence, and are 
not ripe for adjudication.  Despite Plaintiffs’ failure to comply with the procedures called for by 
the Settlement Agreement, the County respectfully requests that the Monitors promptly schedule 
and mediate a meeting between Plaintiffs and the County to discuss potential avenues for 
resolution.  It is in the interest of all Parties and the community writ large that Plaintiffs work 
with the Monitors and the County to minimize the unnecessary waste of taxpayer dollars that 
should be spent addressing homelessness, not briefing issues that could be resolved through good 
faith cooperation. 

Sincerely, 
 

 
 

Lauren M. Brody 
 
LMB 
 
cc: Mira Hashmall (mhashmall@millerbarondess.com) 

Jason Tokoro (jtokoro@millerbarondess.com) 
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Ana Lai (alai@counsel.lacounty.gov) 
Julie Ware (JKWare@jamsadr.com) 
Arlene Hoang (arlene.hoang@lacity.org) 
Jessica Mariani (jessica.mariani@lacity.org) 
Matthew Donald Umhofer (matthew@umklaw.com) 
Diane H. Bang (dbang@umklaw.com) 
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Ricky Reis

From: Elizabeth Mitchell <elizabeth@umklaw.com>
Sent: Friday, June 07, 2024 3:55 PM
To: Lauren M. Brody; Matthew Umhofer
Cc: Mira Hashmall; michele@michelecmartinez.com; pwebster@la-alliance.org; Jason H. Tokoro; Jay 

Gandhi
Subject: RE: LA Alliance For Human Rights, et al. v. City of Los Angeles, et. al. | Case No. 2:20-CV-02291

Thanks for this Lauren. 
 
As noted in the hearing yesterday, we still have some concerns with the report contents (either 
missing required information, or an issue with the reported actions themselves): 
 
- County’s Support for Plaintiffs’ Settlement with City 

o Please provide the “numbers of PEH accessing services” pursuant to 9(i)(1) 
o Please confirm the new HMIS system will provide the service-request disposition to 

the outreach worker requesting services for a client, such that the outreach worker can 
better serve the client 

- High needs beds 
o Please describe the “reasonable best efforts” utilized to ensure access to high service 

need interim beds for PEH in the City, including: 
 Why there were only 12 referrals from DMH in a single quarter 
 Why there were 69 DHS referrals “pending placement” 

o Confirm that referrals triaged to LAHSA interim beds or higher level of care, that they 
were accepted into a bed (rather than, for example, told to call a number with no 
further follow up) 

- Mental Health/SUD beds 
o Please confirm the 8 urgent care beds are actual “beds” such that they increase 

capacity (the overall goal) 
o Please explain why some locations only have 1 bed in the facility (e.g. Tarzana 

Treatment Centers, Fred Brown Recovery Services, etc.)—are these new facilities? Or 
is this a single bed contracted in a larger facility?  

- ARF/ERC beds 
o Please report “the number of referrals, name of referral sources, number of referrals 

accepted, date individual moved in, and name and type of facility accepting enhanced 
rate.” 

- HOME/MDT teams 
o Please report the number of PEH connected to necessary services and housing through 

these teams.  
 
To the extent the County does not intend to respond to one or more of these requests, please 
advise. 
 
Thank you, 
Liz 
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From: Lauren M. Brody <lbrody@millerbarondess.com>  
Sent: Wednesday, June 5, 2024 11:45 AM 
To: Elizabeth Mitchell <elizabeth@umklaw.com>; Matthew Umhofer <matthew@umklaw.com> 
Cc: Mira Hashmall <mhashmall@Millerbarondess.com>; michele@michelecmartinez.com; pwebster@la-alliance.org; 
Jason H. Tokoro <jtokoro@Millerbarondess.com>; Jay Gandhi <JGandhi@jamsadr.com> 
Subject: RE: LA Alliance For Human Rights, et al. v. City of Los Angeles, et. al. | Case No. 2:20-CV-02291 
 
Counsel, 
 
I am writing to follow up on a few action items from our call last week.  Apologies for the delay, I was out of the office. 
 

1. HMIS update.  Attached is a link to the powerpoint presentation for the training for outreach workers on how to 
use the updated HMIS fields.  The trainings took place on May 7, 9 and 22 (originally scheduled for May 22).  In 
addition to those live trainings, outreach workers can do a self-guided training at the following link: 
https://cta.lahsa.org/learn/courses/181/outreach-hmis-referral-training.  Outreach workers must sign up 
to access the training  video (hence, why we’ve provided you a copy for reference).   
 

2. A breakdown of the number of reported new mental health/SUD beds.  The County reported 1,010 beds in 
the April report.  507 are mental health beds and 503 are SAPC beds. 

DMH BEDS 
BED TYPE AVAILABLE BEDS 
Subacute 59 
CRTP 192 
Acute 110 
Interim Housing 138 
UCC 8 
TOTAL 507 

 
DPH-SAPC BEDS 

BED TYPE AVAILABLE BEDS 
DMC 186 
RBH 317 
TOTAL 503 

 

For additional context, these are the different bed types that are part of the continuum of care and are 
properly counted towards the County’s MH/SUD bed goals. 

Bed Type Definitions 

Recovery Bridge Housing (RBH)  
Recovery-oriented, peer-supported housing that provides a safe interim housing 
environment for individuals who are concurrently in some form of outpatient substance use
disorder treatment.  

Drug Medi-Cal (DMC)  
Medi-Cal funded residential SUD treatment beds, inpatient SUD treatment beds, and 
residential withdrawal management (aka: detox) beds.  
  

Urgent Care Center (UCC)  

Mental health services lasting less than 24 hours for a timelier response than a regularly 
scheduled visit. Services include crisis intervention, assessment, evaluation, collateral, 
medication support services, therapy, peer support, etc. to avoid unnecessary hospitalizatio
and incarceration while improving wellness for individuals with mental health disorders and
their families 
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Crisis Residential Treatment Program 
(CRTP)  

Crisis residential treatment as an alternative to hospitalization for individuals who are 
experiencing acute psychiatric impairment and whose adaptive functioning is moderately 
impaired. Patients are voluntary without medical complications.  

Acute 
Acute, short-term behavioral health treatment in an acute care or psychiatric hospital 
inpatient unit. Twenty-four-hour clinical structure, including nursing monitoring on-site 24/
and clinical supervision and services provided daily. 

Subacute 

Extended, 24-hour behavioral health treatment in a secured (locked) or otherwise tradition
institutional environment. Twenty-four-hour clinical structure, including nursing monitoring
on-site 24/7 and clinical supervision and services provided every day. Also known as Institut
for Mental Diseases (IMD) beds. 

Interim Housing 

Temporary shelter services for adults with mental illness and their minor children who are 
experiencing homelessness and who are concurrently in some form of outpatient mental 
health services. Provides safe and clean shelter, 24-hour general oversight, three meals eac
day, linens, clothing, toiletries, and case management services. The goal of the program is t
assist clients with transitioning to permanent housing. 

 
Lauren M. Brody  
M I L L E R  |  B A R O N D E S S LLP 
2121 Avenue of the Stars, 26th Floor  
Los Angeles, CA 90067 
Main: 310-552-4400 
Fax: 310-552-8400 
lbrody@millerbarondess.com 
www.millerbarondess.com 
Biography 
 

 Please consider the environment – do you really need to print this email?  
From: Elizabeth Mitchell <elizabeth@umklaw.com>  
Sent: Wednesday, May 22, 2024 12:21 PM 
To: Jason H. Tokoro <jtokoro@Millerbarondess.com>; Jay Gandhi <JGandhi@jamsadr.com>; Brian Binns 
<bbinns@millerbarondess.com> 
Cc: Matthew Umhofer <matthew@umklaw.com>; Mira Hashmall <mhashmall@Millerbarondess.com>; Lauren M. Brody 
<lbrody@millerbarondess.com>; michele@michelecmartinez.com; pwebster@la-alliance.org 
Subject: RE: LA Alliance For Human Rights, et al. v. City of Los Angeles, et. al. | Case No. 2:20-CV-02291 
 
We can make that work. Thanks. 
 
 
 
Sent from my T-Mobile 5G Device 
 
 
 
-------- Original message -------- 
From: "Jason H. Tokoro" <jtokoro@Millerbarondess.com>  
Date: 5/22/24 12:12 PM (GMT-08:00)  
To: Jay Gandhi <JGandhi@jamsadr.com>, Elizabeth Mitchell <elizabeth@umklaw.com>, Brian Binns 
<bbinns@millerbarondess.com>  
Cc: Matthew Umhofer <matthew@umklaw.com>, Mira Hashmall <mhashmall@Millerbarondess.com>, 
"Lauren M. Brody" <lbrody@millerbarondess.com>, michele@michelecmartinez.com, pwebster@la-
alliance.org  
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Subject: RE: LA Alliance For Human Rights, et al. v. City of Los Angeles, et. al. | Case No. 2:20-CV-02291  
 
That works for the County.   
  
Jason H. Tokoro  
M I L L E R  |  B A R O N D E S S LLP 
2121 Avenue of the Stars, 26th Floor  
Los Angeles, CA 90067 
Main: 310-552-4400 
Direct: 310-552-5226 
Fax: 310-552-8400 
jtokoro@millerbarondess.com 
www.millerbarondess.com 
Biography 
 

 Please consider the environment – do you really need to print this email?  
From: Jay Gandhi <JGandhi@jamsadr.com>  
Sent: Wednesday, May 22, 2024 12:11 PM 
To: Elizabeth Mitchell <elizabeth@umklaw.com>; Jason H. Tokoro <jtokoro@Millerbarondess.com>; Brian Binns 
<bbinns@millerbarondess.com> 
Cc: Matthew Umhofer <matthew@umklaw.com>; Mira Hashmall <mhashmall@Millerbarondess.com>; Lauren M. Brody 
<lbrody@millerbarondess.com>; michele@michelecmartinez.com; pwebster@la-alliance.org 
Subject: RE: LA Alliance For Human Rights, et al. v. City of Los Angeles, et. al. | Case No. 2:20-CV-02291 
  
Good afternoon, everyone.  Is it possible for folks to do this at 4 pm on 5/28.  Thx. 
  
From: Elizabeth Mitchell <elizabeth@umklaw.com>  
Sent: Wednesday, May 22, 2024 10:10 AM 
To: Jason H. Tokoro <jtokoro@Millerbarondess.com>; Brian Binns <bbinns@millerbarondess.com> 
Cc: Matthew Umhofer <matthew@umklaw.com>; Mira Hashmall <mhashmall@Millerbarondess.com>; Lauren M. Brody 
<lbrody@millerbarondess.com>; Jay Gandhi <JGandhi@jamsadr.com>; michele@michelecmartinez.com; pwebster@la-
alliance.org 
Subject: RE: LA Alliance For Human Rights, et al. v. City of Los Angeles, et. al. | Case No. 2:20-CV-02291 
  

  
Thanks, lets do 5/28 at 2pm.  I’ll circulate an invite. 
  
Best, 
Liz 
  
From: Jason H. Tokoro <jtokoro@Millerbarondess.com>  
Sent: Wednesday, May 22, 2024 9:04 AM 
To: Elizabeth Mitchell <elizabeth@umklaw.com>; Brian Binns <bbinns@millerbarondess.com> 
Cc: Matthew Umhofer <matthew@umklaw.com>; Mira Hashmall <mhashmall@Millerbarondess.com>; Lauren M. Brody 
<lbrody@millerbarondess.com>; jgandhi@jamsadr.com; michele@michelecmartinez.com; pwebster@la-alliance.org 
Subject: RE: LA Alliance For Human Rights, et al. v. City of Los Angeles, et. al. | Case No. 2:20-CV-02291 
  

    Caution: This email originated from outside JAMS. Do not click links or open attachments 
unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.  
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Liz – The County is available at the following times:   
  

Tuesday 5/28 after 1pm-3pm and 4pm-5pm 
Wednesday 5/29 from 9-11am 

  
Jason H. Tokoro  
M I L L E R  |  B A R O N D E S S LLP 
2121 Avenue of the Stars, 26th Floor  
Los Angeles, CA 90067 
Main: 310-552-4400 
Direct: 310-552-5226 
Fax: 310-552-8400 
jtokoro@millerbarondess.com 
www.millerbarondess.com 
Biography 
 

 Please consider the environment – do you really need to print this email?  
From: Elizabeth Mitchell <elizabeth@umklaw.com>  
Sent: Tuesday, May 21, 2024 8:25 AM 
To: Brian Binns <bbinns@millerbarondess.com>; Jason H. Tokoro <jtokoro@Millerbarondess.com> 
Cc: Matthew Umhofer <matthew@umklaw.com>; Mira Hashmall <mhashmall@Millerbarondess.com>; Lauren M. Brody 
<lbrody@millerbarondess.com>; jgandhi@jamsadr.com; michele@michelecmartinez.com; pwebster@la-alliance.org 
Subject: RE: LA Alliance For Human Rights, et al. v. City of Los Angeles, et. al. | Case No. 2:20-CV-02291 
  
@Jason H. Tokoro I’m back in town today after a two-week trip.  While I don’t think we side-
stepped our obligations, but merely reported to the court the complete list of our concerns with 
the County’s report, I’m happy to meet and confer to see if we can reach some type of resolution.   
  
The rest of my week is booked, but my availability next week is as follows: 
  
Monday 5/27: 8am-3pm 
Tuesday 5/28: 11am-5pm 
Wednesday 5/29 8am-11am 
Thursday 5/29: 11am-5pm 
  
Thanks, 
Liz 
  
From: Brian Binns <bbinns@millerbarondess.com>  
Sent: Friday, May 17, 2024 12:05 PM 
To: Elizabeth Mitchell <elizabeth@umklaw.com> 
Cc: Matthew Umhofer <matthew@umklaw.com>; Jason H. Tokoro <jtokoro@Millerbarondess.com>; Mira Hashmall 
<mhashmall@Millerbarondess.com>; Lauren M. Brody <lbrody@millerbarondess.com>; jgandhi@jamsadr.com; 
michele@michelecmartinez.com 
Subject: LA Alliance For Human Rights, et al. v. City of Los Angeles, et. al. | Case No. 2:20-CV-02291 
  
Counsel, 
  
For the above-referenced matter on behalf of Jason H. Tokoro, attached is correspondence dated May 17, 2024. 
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Thank you. 
  
Brian Binns  
Legal Assistant 
M I L L E R  |  B A R O N D E S S LLP 
2121 Avenue of the Stars, 26th Floor  
Los Angeles, CA 90067 
Main: 310-552-4400 
Direct: 424-653-5836 
Fax: 310-552-8400 
bbinns@millerbarondess.com 
www.millerbarondess.com 
 

 Please consider the environment – do you really need to print this email?  
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of Miller Barondess. Do not click on any links or open any attachments unless you 
recognize the sender, verified the email address and know the content is safe. 
  
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of Miller Barondess. Do not click on any links or open any attachments unless you 
recognize the sender, verified the email address and know the content is safe. 
  
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of Miller Barondess. Do not click on any links or open any attachments unless you 
recognize the sender, verified the email address and know the content is safe. 
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Ricky Reis

From: Elizabeth Mitchell <elizabeth@umklaw.com>
Sent: Monday, September 02, 2024 8:25 AM
To: Lauren M. Brody; Matthew Umhofer
Cc: Mira Hashmall; Jason H. Tokoro; Diane Bang
Subject: RE: Alliance
Attachments: RE: LA Alliance For Human Rights, et al. v. City of Los Angeles, et. al. | Case No. 2:20-CV-02291

Lauren - these are the same issues we've been raising for months.  We raised them at the last hearing and again followed 
up via email the very next day (A ached).  You never responded.  I followed up with the special masters therea er and 
the mee ng was set July 29.  I wasn't able to a end the mee ng on that day due to family medical issues but I sent the 
a ached email to Michele, Jay, and Judge Biro e two weeks prior and we noted our intent to raise these issues in 
addi on to the ongoing HMIS concerns.   Ma  and Diane can speak to what was actually discussed on July 29, but if it 
wasn't raised that wasn't due to lack of e ort on our part. 
 
My understanding is the City raised many of the same repor ng issues with you on July 29 and again during our meet-
and-confer last week.   When I spoke with Michele a er our meet-and-confer last week, she told me that the County 
simply has a di erent perspec ve on its repor ng obliga ons and will not be changing anything.  She indicated that 
these issues are now ripe for court resolu on. 
 
Speci cally the issues we believe are ripe for judicial adjudica on are: 
 - Exhibit A1 of report.  The County s ll isn't repor ng "numbers of PEH accessing services" 
 - Exhibit A2 of report.  The County is only repor ng ICMS services but not further informa on 
 - Exhibit B High needs beds - only 15 referrals from DMH and 540 total seems very low, par cularly given the 1,000+ 
beds in existence.  We have asked the county to describe the "reasonable best e orts" u lized to ensure access. 
 - Ongoing HMIS/Direct Access/Exhibit E issue.  From our perspec ve, even if the glitches in the system or training is 

xed, we don't believe addi onal entries in HMIS cons tutes "direct access" as required.  They are further insu cient to 
capture the County's full repor ng obliga on under D.9.i.2 and Exhibit E did not provide the necessary informa on to 
con rm the County is providing direct/indirect access to specialized County services.  Further I understand the HMIS 
doesn't provide the "lookback" as needed to assist outreach workers serve their clients. 
 
Our understanding is that the County maintains its repor ng and e orts on the above issues are su cient and therefore 
further discussion is pointless.  If our understanding is incorrect, please let us know ASAP. 
 
Thanks, 
Liz 
 
 
 
From: Lauren M. Brody <lbrody@millerbarondess.com> 
Sent: Friday, August 30, 2024 5:25 PM 
To: Elizabeth Mitchell <elizabeth@umklaw.com>; Ma hew Umhofer <ma hew@umklaw.com> 
Cc: Mira Hashmall <mhashmall@Millerbarondess.com>; Jason H. Tokoro <jtokoro@Millerbarondess.com> 
Subject: Alliance 
 
Counsel, 
 
As a follow up to yesterday’s conference, we’d appreciate you sending us in wri ng the issues the Plain s have with the 
County’s last quarterly status report.  This is called for by the language of the dispute resolu on sec on of the se lement 
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agreement.  We were somewhat surprised to hear the Plain s suggest a mo on is necessary let alone coming, since by 
my notes we responded to all your last ques ons and didn’t hear anything further from Plain s a er June — including 
at the July 29 mee ng with the monitors.  It was only yesterday that we heard you had any concerns with the County’s 
newest report, and we would also be well within the “cure” period under the Agreement. 
 
Best, 
 
Lauren 
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of Miller Barondess. Do not click on any links or open any a achments 
unless you recognize the sender, veri ed the email address and know the content is safe. 
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From: Elizabeth Mitchell
To: Lauren M. Brody; Haward Cho; akaounis@gibsondunn.com; keckert@gibsondunn.com; Tisarai Barber;

JRotstein@gibsondunn.com; mmcrae@gibsondunn.com; bhamburger@gibsondunn.com;
carolsobellaw@gmail.com; ava.smith@lacity.org; bwise@eldercenter.org; Alai@counsel.lacounty.gov;
kscolnick@gibsondunn.com; dadler@gibsondunn.com; arlene.hoang@lacity.org; pfuster@gibsondunn.com;
csweetser@sshhlaw.com; Brenda Riding; jessica.mariani@lacity.org; tevangelis@gibsondunn.com;
bweitzman@eldrcenter.org; tbiche@gibsondunn.com; Jason H. Tokoro; Skip Miller; smyers@lafla.org; Angelica
Ransom; Matthew Umhofer; Mira Hashmall

Cc: Hon. Thomas Goethals
Subject: RE: LA Alliance for Human Rights, et al. v. City of Los Angeles, et al. (25-3778-TMG): 08/15/2025 Initial Meeting
Date: Friday, August 8, 2025 2:02:00 PM
Attachments: 2025-04-22 Homelessness outreach report.pdf
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Sure – see attached. 
 
From: Lauren M. Brody <lbrody@millerbarondess.com> 
Sent: Friday, August 8, 2025 2:00 PM
To: Elizabeth Mitchell <elizabeth@umklaw.com>; Haward Cho <haward@adrservices.com>;
akaounis@gibsondunn.com; keckert@gibsondunn.com; Tisarai Barber
<tbarber@millerbarondess.com>; JRotstein@gibsondunn.com; mmcrae@gibsondunn.com;
bhamburger@gibsondunn.com; carolsobellaw@gmail.com; ava.smith@lacity.org;
bwise@eldercenter.org; Alai@counsel.lacounty.gov; kscolnick@gibsondunn.com;
dadler@gibsondunn.com; arlene.hoang@lacity.org; pfuster@gibsondunn.com;
csweetser@sshhlaw.com; Brenda Riding <briding@Millerbarondess.com>;
jessica.mariani@lacity.org; tevangelis@gibsondunn.com; bweitzman@eldrcenter.org;
tbiche@gibsondunn.com; Jason H. Tokoro <jtokoro@Millerbarondess.com>; Skip Miller
<smiller@Millerbarondess.com>; smyers@lafla.org; Angelica Ransom
<aransom@millerbarondess.com>; Matthew Umhofer <matthew@umklaw.com>; Mira Hashmall
<mhashmall@Millerbarondess.com>
Cc: Hon. Thomas Goethals <justicegoethals@adrservices.com>
Subject: RE: LA Alliance for Human Rights, et al. v. City of Los Angeles, et al. (25-3778-TMG):
08/15/2025 Initial Meeting

 
Liz,
 
Could you share a copy of the “CLA letter” referenced below? Thanks,
 
Lauren M. Brody 
M I L L E R  |  B A R O N D E S S LLP

2121 Avenue of the Stars, 26th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90067
Main: 310-552-4400
Fax: 310-552-8400
lbrody@millerbarondess.com
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From: Elizabeth Mitchell <elizabeth@umklaw.com> 
Sent: Friday, August 8, 2025 12:32 PM
To: Lauren M. Brody <lbrody@millerbarondess.com>; Haward Cho <haward@adrservices.com>;
akaounis@gibsondunn.com; keckert@gibsondunn.com; Tisarai Barber
<tbarber@millerbarondess.com>; JRotstein@gibsondunn.com; mmcrae@gibsondunn.com;
bhamburger@gibsondunn.com; carolsobellaw@gmail.com; ava.smith@lacity.org;
bwise@eldercenter.org; Alai@counsel.lacounty.gov; kscolnick@gibsondunn.com;
dadler@gibsondunn.com; arlene.hoang@lacity.org; pfuster@gibsondunn.com;
csweetser@sshhlaw.com; Brenda Riding <briding@Millerbarondess.com>;
jessica.mariani@lacity.org; tevangelis@gibsondunn.com; bweitzman@eldrcenter.org;
tbiche@gibsondunn.com; Jason H. Tokoro <jtokoro@Millerbarondess.com>; Skip Miller
<smiller@Millerbarondess.com>; smyers@lafla.org; Angelica Ransom
<aransom@millerbarondess.com>; Matthew Umhofer <matthew@umklaw.com>; Mira Hashmall
<mhashmall@Millerbarondess.com>
Cc: Hon. Thomas Goethals <justicegoethals@adrservices.com>
Subject: RE: LA Alliance for Human Rights, et al. v. City of Los Angeles, et al. (25-3778-TMG):
08/15/2025 Initial Meeting

 
Thanks Lauren.  The Alliance would like to discuss the following:

Services to interim and permanent facilities
o   We are still seeing low engagement with DMH and SAPC, and it doesn’t appear

that the County is proactively evaluating clients as they enroll and service
providers are having difficulty with referrals

Outreach direct access to county services
o   It appears outreach workers still have no direct access, particularly with DMH

(I understood from our listening sessions that SAPC was far more responsive). 
This was confirmed by the City’s recent outreach evaluation by the CLA.

County-funded high-needs beds
o   Insufficient reporting by the County given that these beds take referrals from

any source (this may have changed since last we engaged in this discussion)
Mental Health beds
o   We’re still looking for confirmation that the total number of beds has increased

(rather than closing some and opening some, resulting in zero net gain)
Referrals by city-funded outreach
o   The referrals reported by the County from city-funded outreach is still

shockingly low.  The County shifts the blame onto the City for not properly
training its outreach workers on using HMIS, but the CLA letter identified
issues with HMIS and referrals.  This issue needs to get resolved.

Data integrity
o   We need more transparency in the county’s reporting—it’s hard for us to

understand how they are coming up with the numbers, and the county is not
producing back-up support.
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Best,
Liz
 
From: Lauren M. Brody <lbrody@millerbarondess.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, August 6, 2025 1:02 PM
To: Haward Cho <haward@adrservices.com>; akaounis@gibsondunn.com;
keckert@gibsondunn.com; Tisarai Barber <tbarber@millerbarondess.com>;
JRotstein@gibsondunn.com; mmcrae@gibsondunn.com; bhamburger@gibsondunn.com;
carolsobellaw@gmail.com; ava.smith@lacity.org; bwise@eldercenter.org;
Alai@counsel.lacounty.gov; kscolnick@gibsondunn.com; dadler@gibsondunn.com;
arlene.hoang@lacity.org; pfuster@gibsondunn.com; csweetser@sshhlaw.com; Brenda Riding
<briding@Millerbarondess.com>; jessica.mariani@lacity.org; tevangelis@gibsondunn.com;
bweitzman@eldrcenter.org; tbiche@gibsondunn.com; Elizabeth Mitchell <elizabeth@umklaw.com>;
Jason H. Tokoro <jtokoro@Millerbarondess.com>; Skip Miller <smiller@Millerbarondess.com>;
smyers@lafla.org; Angelica Ransom <aransom@millerbarondess.com>; Matthew Umhofer
<matthew@umklaw.com>; Mira Hashmall <mhashmall@Millerbarondess.com>
Cc: Hon. Thomas Goethals <justicegoethals@adrservices.com>
Subject: RE: LA Alliance for Human Rights, et al. v. City of Los Angeles, et al. (25-3778-TMG):
08/15/2025 Initial Meeting

 
Dear Mr. Cho,
 
The County of Los Angeles would like to discuss the following items during our meeting on August
15:
 

The City’s proposal for how it will identify the participants enrolled in City’s Inside Safe
programs during each quarter it counts those beds towards the City’s settlement
obligations, so that the County can report on mainstream services provided to those
participants during the reporting period.
Clarifying the City’s potentially erroneous characterization of certain unsupported Time-
Limited Subsidy or Section 8 Units as “Permanent Supportive Housing” – all sites below
from the City’s quarterly report ending March 30, 2025.

1200 Leighton Ave 90037
1203 Rolland Curtis Pl 90037
4222 Dalton Ave 90062
639 E 21 St 90011
1261-1269 Rolland Curtis Pl 90037
1603 W 36th Pl 90018
1317 S Grand Ave 90015
1343 W 40th Pl 90037
2106 S Central Ave 90011

The City’s efforts to ensure its funded outreach workers are consistently and accurately
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using HMIS to record referrals to County departments, so that the County can report on
referral dispositions during the reporting period
A timeline for the City’s provision of an updated list of City-funded outreach workers (for
the same reason).

 
The County is looking forward to discussing these with the City, Monitors, and other parties.
 
Lauren M. Brody 
M I L L E R  |  B A R O N D E S S LLP

2121 Avenue of the Stars, 26th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90067
Main: 310-552-4400
Fax: 310-552-8400
lbrody@millerbarondess.com
www.millerbarondess.com
Biography
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From: Haward Cho <haward@adrservices.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, August 5, 2025 10:30 AM
To: Haward Cho <haward@adrservices.com>; Lauren M. Brody <lbrody@millerbarondess.com>;
akaounis@gibsondunn.com; keckert@gibsondunn.com; Tisarai Barber
<tbarber@millerbarondess.com>; JRotstein@gibsondunn.com; mmcrae@gibsondunn.com;
bhamburger@gibsondunn.com; carolsobellaw@gmail.com; ava.smith@lacity.org;
bwise@eldercenter.org; Alai@counsel.lacounty.gov; kscolnick@gibsondunn.com;
dadler@gibsondunn.com; arlene.hoang@lacity.org; pfuster@gibsondunn.com;
csweetser@sshhlaw.com; Brenda Riding <briding@Millerbarondess.com>;
jessica.mariani@lacity.org; tevangelis@gibsondunn.com; bweitzman@eldrcenter.org;
tbiche@gibsondunn.com; elizabeth@umklaw.com; Jason H. Tokoro
<jtokoro@Millerbarondess.com>; Skip Miller <smiller@Millerbarondess.com>; smyers@lafla.org;
Angelica Ransom <aransom@millerbarondess.com>; matthew@umklaw.com; Mira Hashmall
<mhashmall@Millerbarondess.com>
Cc: Hon. Thomas Goethals <justicegoethals@adrservices.com>
Subject: RE: LA Alliance for Human Rights, et al. v. City of Los Angeles, et al. (25-3778-TMG):
08/15/2025 Initial Meeting

 
Dear Counsel,
 
In preparation for the Initial Meeting scheduled for August 15, 2025 in the above-referenced matter,
Justice Goethals would like to invite the parties to submit any agenda items they would like to discuss
during the meeting.
 
Kindly submit your proposed agenda items by replying to this email, and please ensure that all parties are
copied on your response.
 
Thank you for your courtesy and cooperation.
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Sincerely,
Haward
 

    

Haward Cho
 

Director of Business Relations
Pronouns: he/him/his
 

                  

+1 (213) 683-1600 haward@adrservices.com

+1 (714) 914-7008 550 South Hope Street, Suite 1000
Los Angeles, California 90071

 
This email and any files transmitted with it are confidential and intended solely for the use of the individual or entity to whom they are addressed. If you
have received this email in error please notify the system manager. Please note that any views or opinions presented in this email are solely those of the
author and do not necessarily represent those of the company. Finally, the recipient should check this email and any attachments for the presence of
viruses. The company accepts no liability for any damage caused by any virus transmitted by this email.

 
 

From: ADR Services, Inc. <adrs@amsmail.adrservices.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, July 30, 2025 7:39 PM
To: lbrody@millerbarondess.com; akaounis@gibsondunn.com; keckert@gibsondunn.com;
tjohnson@millerbarondess.com; JRotstein@gibsondunn.com; mmcrae@gibsondunn.com;
bhamburger@gibsondunn.com; carolsobellaw@gmail.com; ava.smith@lacity.org;
bwise@eldercenter.org; Alai@counsel.lacounty.gov; kscolnick@gibsondunn.com;
dadler@gibsondunn.com; arlene.hoang@lacity.org; pfuster@gibsondunn.com;
csweetser@sshhlaw.com; briding@millerbarondess.com; jessica.mariani@lacity.org;
tevangelis@gibsondunn.com; bweitzman@eldrcenter.org; tbiche@gibsondunn.com;
elizabeth@umklaw.com; jtokoro@millerbarondess.com; smiller@millerbarondess.com;
smyers@lafla.org; aransom@millerbarondess.com; matthew@umklaw.com;
mhashmall@millerbarondess.com
Cc: Hon. Thomas Goethals <justicegoethals@adrservices.com>; Haward Cho
<haward@adrservices.com>
Subject: LA Alliance for Human Rights, et al. v. City of Los Angeles, et al. (25-3778-TMG): 08/15/2025
Initial Meeting

 

Dear Counsel,

Please be advised that the Initial Meeting is scheduled as follows:

DATE: Friday, August 15, 2025
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TIME: 10:00 a.m. - 2:00 p.m.

ADDRESS:

ADR Services, Inc. - Downtown Los Angeles

550 South Hope Street, Suite 1000

Los Angeles, California 90071

Neutral: Hon. Thomas M. Goethals (Ret.)

AMS Case Link: https://ams.adrservices.com/case/160811/

If you experience any issues, please contact our office at (213) 683-1600.

Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions.

Sincerely,
Haward Cho

Haward Cho, Director of Business Relations
ADR Services, Inc. - Your Partner in Resolution
haward@adrservices.com

Haward Cho | Director of Business Relations | ADR SERVICES, INC.

Tel: (213) 683-1600 | Fax: (213) 683-9797 | 550 South Hope Street, Suite 1000
| Los Angeles, California | 90071 | ams.adrservices.com

7 Offices Statewide:
Century City • Downtown Los Angeles • San Francisco • Oakland • San
Jose • Orange County • San Diego

This email and any files transmitted with it are confidential and intended
solely for the use of the individual or entity to whom they are addressed. If
you have received this email in error please notify the system manager. The
recipient should check this email and any attachments for the presence of
viruses. The company accepts no liability for any damage caused by any virus
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transmitted by this email.

 
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of Miller Barondess. Do not click on any links or open any
attachments unless you recognize the sender, verified the email address and know the content is safe.

 
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of Miller Barondess. Do not click on any links or open any
attachments unless you recognize the sender, verified the email address and know the content is safe.
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From: Elizabeth Mitchell
To: Lauren M. Brody; Haward Cho; akaounis@gibsondunn.com; keckert@gibsondunn.com; Tisarai Barber;

JRotstein@gibsondunn.com; mmcrae@gibsondunn.com; bhamburger@gibsondunn.com;
carolsobellaw@gmail.com; ava.smith@lacity.org; Alai@counsel.lacounty.gov; kscolnick@gibsondunn.com;
dadler@gibsondunn.com; arlene.hoang@lacity.org; pfuster@gibsondunn.com; csweetser@sshhlaw.com; Brenda
Riding; jessica.mariani@lacity.org; tevangelis@gibsondunn.com; bweitzman@eldrcenter.org;
tbiche@gibsondunn.com; Jason H. Tokoro; Skip Miller; smyers@lafla.org; Angelica Ransom; Matthew Umhofer;
Mira Hashmall; Paul Webster

Cc: Hon. Thomas Goethals; michele@michelecmartinez.com; Andrea Haas
Subject: Re: LA Alliance for Human Rights, et al. v. City of Los Angeles, et al. (25-3778-TMG): 08/15/2025 Initial Meeting
Date: Monday, September 8, 2025 6:32:02 PM
Attachments: image001.png

image002.png
image003.png
image004.png
image005.png
image006.png
image007.png
image008.png
image009.jpg

Thanks Lauren. The fundamental question that was raised is how can the County
demonstrate that 3,000 treatment beds are being added to increase the overall inventory
and you offered to share the bed presentations as a rough estimate. I recognize that the
dates do not line up but its at least something to look at. But to your point, it cannot be
relied on to demonstrate compliance so I guess that puts the ball back in your court -
how can the County demonstrate compliance in terms of an overall increase? Thanks
much.

Sent from my T-Mobile 5G Device
Get Outlook for Android

From: Lauren M. Brody <lbrody@millerbarondess.com>
Sent: Monday, September 8, 2025 6:21:20 PM
To: Elizabeth Mitchell <elizabeth@umklaw.com>; Haward Cho <haward@adrservices.com>;
akaounis@gibsondunn.com <akaounis@gibsondunn.com>; keckert@gibsondunn.com
<keckert@gibsondunn.com>; Tisarai Barber <tbarber@millerbarondess.com>;
JRotstein@gibsondunn.com <JRotstein@gibsondunn.com>; mmcrae@gibsondunn.com
<mmcrae@gibsondunn.com>; bhamburger@gibsondunn.com <bhamburger@gibsondunn.com>;
carolsobellaw@gmail.com <carolsobellaw@gmail.com>; ava.smith@lacity.org
<ava.smith@lacity.org>; Alai@counsel.lacounty.gov <Alai@counsel.lacounty.gov>;
kscolnick@gibsondunn.com <kscolnick@gibsondunn.com>; dadler@gibsondunn.com
<dadler@gibsondunn.com>; arlene.hoang@lacity.org <arlene.hoang@lacity.org>;
pfuster@gibsondunn.com <pfuster@gibsondunn.com>; csweetser@sshhlaw.com
<csweetser@sshhlaw.com>; Brenda Riding <briding@Millerbarondess.com>;
jessica.mariani@lacity.org <jessica.mariani@lacity.org>; tevangelis@gibsondunn.com
<tevangelis@gibsondunn.com>; bweitzman@eldrcenter.org <bweitzman@eldrcenter.org>;
tbiche@gibsondunn.com <tbiche@gibsondunn.com>; Jason H. Tokoro
<jtokoro@Millerbarondess.com>; Skip Miller <smiller@Millerbarondess.com>; smyers@lafla.org
<smyers@lafla.org>; Angelica Ransom <aransom@millerbarondess.com>; Matthew Umhofer
<matthew@umklaw.com>; Mira Hashmall <mhashmall@Millerbarondess.com>; Paul Webster
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<pwebster@la-alliance.org>
Cc: Hon. Thomas Goethals <justicegoethals@adrservices.com>; michele@michelecmartinez.com
<michele@michelecmartinez.com>; Andrea Haas <ahaas@adrservices.com>
Subject: RE: LA Alliance for Human Rights, et al. v. City of Los Angeles, et al. (25-3778-TMG):
08/15/2025 Initial Meeting
 
Counsel:

 
We reiterate that the beds presentation is not a proper source for trying to understand the mental
health/SUD beds in the County’s quarterly status reports.  Under the settlement, the criteria for
counting “new” mental health/SUD beds towards the agreed-upon benchmarks is based on bed
contracts and dates, not census figures.  With respect to the acute category, the point we continue
to make is that a change in census (how many Medi-Cal members obtain acute psychiatric services
within a specific time period) is not equivalent to a change in the number of specialized in-patient
beds that DMH has dedicated contracts for.  The bed presentations report acute census numbers. 
Census numbers are not utilized for purposes of the County’s quarterly reports.  Specialized
inpatient beds from dedicated contracts are counted, with the caveat that the parties’ settlement
neither limits the County’s discretion nor requires the County to contract for particular bed
categories and the County may change the beds it counts towards the settlement benchmarks over
time.

 
Where we are having trouble is that you seem to be relying on definitions and methodologies from
the bed presentations to ask questions about the quarterly reports, and they are not intended for
that.  Once we better understand your questions, we should be able to work on any that are not
answered by this e-mail.

 
Lauren M. Brody 
M I L L E R  |  B A R O N D E S S LLP

2121 Avenue of the Stars, 26th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90067
Main: 310-552-4400
Fax: 310-552-8400
lbrody@millerbarondess.com
www.millerbarondess.com
Biography
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From: Elizabeth Mitchell <elizabeth@umklaw.com> 
Sent: Monday, September 8, 2025 1:39 PM
To: Lauren M. Brody <lbrody@millerbarondess.com>; Haward Cho <haward@adrservices.com>;
akaounis@gibsondunn.com; keckert@gibsondunn.com; Tisarai Barber
<tbarber@millerbarondess.com>; JRotstein@gibsondunn.com; mmcrae@gibsondunn.com;
bhamburger@gibsondunn.com; carolsobellaw@gmail.com; ava.smith@lacity.org;
Alai@counsel.lacounty.gov; kscolnick@gibsondunn.com; dadler@gibsondunn.com;
arlene.hoang@lacity.org; pfuster@gibsondunn.com; csweetser@sshhlaw.com; Brenda Riding
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<briding@Millerbarondess.com>; jessica.mariani@lacity.org; tevangelis@gibsondunn.com;
bweitzman@eldrcenter.org; tbiche@gibsondunn.com; Jason H. Tokoro
<jtokoro@Millerbarondess.com>; Skip Miller <smiller@Millerbarondess.com>; smyers@lafla.org;
Angelica Ransom <aransom@millerbarondess.com>; Matthew Umhofer <matthew@umklaw.com>;
Mira Hashmall <mhashmall@Millerbarondess.com>; Paul Webster <pwebster@la-alliance.org>
Cc: Hon. Thomas Goethals <justicegoethals@adrservices.com>; michele@michelecmartinez.com;
Andrea Haas <ahaas@adrservices.com>
Subject: RE: LA Alliance for Human Rights, et al. v. City of Los Angeles, et al. (25-3778-TMG):
08/15/2025 Initial Meeting

 
Hi Lauren,
 
Circling back to this.  Please confirm our understanding:
 

In looking at the beds presentation, please confirm that the only counting
mechanism that changed from 2023 to 2025 was how the County counts beds in
the category “acute inpatient/subacute” – and those beds aren’t being counted
towards the Alliance Settlement.  Also please confirm that beds in the other
categories (Crisis Receiving & Stabilization, Crisis Residential/Extended
Residential, Licensed Residential Care, Interim Housing, Permanent Housing)
are counted towards the Alliance Settlement.

 
Also I don’t think we’ve heard back from the City on the numerous issues delineated in
my 8/18 email.  I’ve included below for reference.  Can we get an update from the City
and County about the service-to-facilities issue (#1), the HMIS/Referral issue (#2:
where are we at with this?), and Mental Health Bed confirmations (#3)?  Thanks all.
 

Below are issues we addressed on Friday:
1)    Services to interim and permanent facilities: Per the County, DMH cannot

communicate back to service providers or outreach workers even whether the
referral has resulted in DMH accepting or rejecting the referred individual
as a client.  Unfortunately this means that a lot of people aren’t getting
mental health care because the service provider/outreach worker isn’t aware
of the status, and doesn’t follow up on a subsequent referral to the managed
care plan if DMH rejects them for a low acuity level.  Pending query to the
County/City: should service providers dual-refer everyone they suspect has a
mental health issue to both managed care and DMH? County to inquire and
follow up.
o   Follow up issue: This still doesn’t totally address the low engagement

with some County services that we are seeing. Questions the City needs
to answer: i) What’s the City’s position? ii) Do the service
providers at the interim facilities agree that service provision is
sufficient? iii) Other than “service connection days”, the service
provider is responsible for evaluations and referrals to county
services—is this a sufficient process? iv)Does County need to
proactively evaluate as each new person enters? I understand the
City will be conferring with its service providers and reporting back. v)
What’s the timeline for that report-back?
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2)    HMIS/Referral Issue:  County confirmed that the redundancy (service
providers making referrals then entering it into HMIS) must stay not only
for court-reporting purposes but also to follow-up on referrals.  City
confirmed that outreach workers and providers are making referrals,
claiming they entered it in the system, but it is not being reported. Next
steps:
o   (i) Lauren will confirm they do not have a list of outreach workers from

LAHSA and  will today/tomorrow advise the parties.
o   (ii) If the County does not have the list, Jessica will again ask LAHSA to

provide it.  Both Jessica and Lauren will confirm by the end of this week
that the list has in fact been transferred to the County or advise the
parties (including special masters) otherwise

o   (iii) The City will also provide its updated list of outreach workers (that
don’t go through LAHSA) ASAP.

o   (iv) Within 30 days, the County will cross-check the outreach workers and
referrals to confirm redundancy (referral + HMIS) is happening.

o   Anything I missed here?
3)    Mental Health Beds: We need confirmation that the County is increasing

overall capacity rather than shuffling beds/numbers. Lauren explained the
County doesn’t track things like this clearly Next steps:
o   (i)  Lauren is going to talk to DMH/SAPC/County to figure out how to get

us this information. 
o   (ii) In the meantime, Lauren is going to circulate the 2022 and 2025

treatment bed reports that are given to the Board.  These numbers
should accurately reflect the snapshot of beds (the “acute” numbers have
changed, but the County isn’t reporting “acute” beds for this litigation)

 
Below are issues that still need to be discussed:
4)    Direct Access to County Services for Outreach Workers (particularly DMH): 

We did not get to this issue.  Service providers and council district reps
previously stated that outreach workers do not have direct access.  Has
anything changed?

5)    County-Funded High Needs Beds: We didn’t get to this issue.  We need
better/more robust reporting for all high needs beds in the city and
explanation for prioritization.

6)    Data Integrity: More transparency, clarity, and support for County’s reported
metrics

7)    Inside Safe Participants: How is the City going to get the County the
information on participants so County can properly report services?

8)    TLS as “PSH”: City must clarify the potentially erroneous characterization of
these beds as “PSH” which they don’t appear to be.

 
 
From: Elizabeth Mitchell 
Sent: Sunday, August 24, 2025 6:19 PM
To: Lauren M. Brody <lbrody@millerbarondess.com>; Haward Cho <haward@adrservices.com>;
akaounis@gibsondunn.com; keckert@gibsondunn.com; Tisarai Barber
<tbarber@millerbarondess.com>; JRotstein@gibsondunn.com; mmcrae@gibsondunn.com;
bhamburger@gibsondunn.com; carolsobellaw@gmail.com; ava.smith@lacity.org;
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Alai@counsel.lacounty.gov; kscolnick@gibsondunn.com; dadler@gibsondunn.com;
arlene.hoang@lacity.org; pfuster@gibsondunn.com; csweetser@sshhlaw.com; Brenda Riding
<briding@Millerbarondess.com>; jessica.mariani@lacity.org; tevangelis@gibsondunn.com;
bweitzman@eldrcenter.org; tbiche@gibsondunn.com; Jason H. Tokoro
<jtokoro@Millerbarondess.com>; Skip Miller <smiller@Millerbarondess.com>; smyers@lafla.org;
Angelica Ransom <aransom@millerbarondess.com>; Matthew Umhofer <matthew@umklaw.com>;
Mira Hashmall <mhashmall@Millerbarondess.com>; Paul Webster <pwebster@la-alliance.org>
Cc: Hon. Thomas Goethals <justicegoethals@adrservices.com>; michele@michelecmartinez.com;
Andrea Haas <ahaas@adrservices.com>
Subject: RE: LA Alliance for Human Rights, et al. v. City of Los Angeles, et al. (25-3778-TMG):
08/15/2025 Initial Meeting

 
Thanks Lauren.  In looking at the beds presentation, please confirm that the only
counting mechanism that changed from 2023 to 2025 was how the County counts beds
in the category “acute inpatient/subacute” – and those beds aren’t being counted
towards the Alliance Settlement.  Also please confirm that beds in the other categories
(Crisis Receiving & Stabilization, Crisis Residential/Extended Residential, Licensed
Residential Care, Interim Housing, Permanent Housing) are counted towards the
Alliance Settlement.
 
Best,
Liz
 
From: Lauren M. Brody <lbrody@millerbarondess.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, August 19, 2025 2:46 PM
To: Elizabeth Mitchell <elizabeth@umklaw.com>; Haward Cho <haward@adrservices.com>;
akaounis@gibsondunn.com; keckert@gibsondunn.com; Tisarai Barber
<tbarber@millerbarondess.com>; JRotstein@gibsondunn.com; mmcrae@gibsondunn.com;
bhamburger@gibsondunn.com; carolsobellaw@gmail.com; ava.smith@lacity.org;
Alai@counsel.lacounty.gov; kscolnick@gibsondunn.com; dadler@gibsondunn.com;
arlene.hoang@lacity.org; pfuster@gibsondunn.com; csweetser@sshhlaw.com; Brenda Riding
<briding@Millerbarondess.com>; jessica.mariani@lacity.org; tevangelis@gibsondunn.com;
bweitzman@eldrcenter.org; tbiche@gibsondunn.com; Jason H. Tokoro
<jtokoro@Millerbarondess.com>; Skip Miller <smiller@Millerbarondess.com>; smyers@lafla.org;
Angelica Ransom <aransom@millerbarondess.com>; Matthew Umhofer <matthew@umklaw.com>;
Mira Hashmall <mhashmall@Millerbarondess.com>; Paul Webster <pwebster@la-alliance.org>
Cc: Hon. Thomas Goethals <justicegoethals@adrservices.com>; michele@michelecmartinez.com;
Andrea Haas <ahaas@adrservices.com>
Subject: RE: LA Alliance for Human Rights, et al. v. City of Los Angeles, et al. (25-3778-TMG):
08/15/2025 Initial Meeting

 
We are still reviewing Liz’s summary and may have some respectful disagreement.  However, I did
not want to delay in sending some pieces that we promised to circulate.

 
Mental Health/SUD Bed Reports
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Attached please find copies of the beds presentations to the Board from May 2023 (pre-settlement)
versus the latest one, May 2025. 

 
City Funded Outreach Workers
 
The last list of City-Funded Outreach workers we received from LAHSA was in November 2024.  I
have also attached our two recent status reports in which we indicated that we needed an updated
list from the City.  We appreciate the City’s offer to follow up with LAHSA and support the suggestion
to start a combined discussion with the City, LAHSA, and the County so we aren’t both following up.

 
Attached are the names of the city-funded outreach workers who documented County
referrals in HMIS for the period ending June 30. 
 
Lauren M. Brody 
M I L L E R  |  B A R O N D E S S LLP

2121 Avenue of the Stars, 26th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90067
Main: 310-552-4400
Fax: 310-552-8400
lbrody@millerbarondess.com
www.millerbarondess.com
Biography
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From: Elizabeth Mitchell <elizabeth@umklaw.com> 
Sent: Monday, August 18, 2025 4:35 PM
To: Haward Cho <haward@adrservices.com>; Lauren M. Brody <lbrody@millerbarondess.com>;
akaounis@gibsondunn.com; keckert@gibsondunn.com; Tisarai Barber
<tbarber@millerbarondess.com>; JRotstein@gibsondunn.com; mmcrae@gibsondunn.com;
bhamburger@gibsondunn.com; carolsobellaw@gmail.com; ava.smith@lacity.org;
Alai@counsel.lacounty.gov; kscolnick@gibsondunn.com; dadler@gibsondunn.com;
arlene.hoang@lacity.org; pfuster@gibsondunn.com; csweetser@sshhlaw.com; Brenda Riding
<briding@Millerbarondess.com>; jessica.mariani@lacity.org; tevangelis@gibsondunn.com;
bweitzman@eldrcenter.org; tbiche@gibsondunn.com; Jason H. Tokoro
<jtokoro@Millerbarondess.com>; Skip Miller <smiller@Millerbarondess.com>; smyers@lafla.org;
Angelica Ransom <aransom@millerbarondess.com>; Matthew Umhofer <matthew@umklaw.com>;
Mira Hashmall <mhashmall@Millerbarondess.com>; Paul Webster <pwebster@la-alliance.org>
Cc: Hon. Thomas Goethals <justicegoethals@adrservices.com>; michele@michelecmartinez.com;
Andrea Haas <ahaas@adrservices.com>
Subject: RE: LA Alliance for Human Rights, et al. v. City of Los Angeles, et al. (25-3778-TMG):
08/15/2025 Initial Meeting

 
All:
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Thank you for meeting on Friday.  Items 1-3 were discussed, with summaries and
action items identified below. As always, if you have a different understanding of what
was discussed or the action items please let the parties know. Items 4-8 were not
addressed and we need to set some time to continue our discussions, as there was much
we didn’t get to.  My availability for the rest of the week for a 2-hour Zoom call:
Wednesday (8/20) 1pm+; Thursday (8/21): 8am-12pm; 3:3pm-6pm; Friday (8/22): 8am-
11am
 
Thanks,
Liz
 
Below are issues we addressed on Friday:

1. Services to interim and permanent facilities: Per the County, DMH cannot
communicate back to service providers or outreach workers even whether
the referral has resulted in DMH accepting or rejecting the referred
individual as a client.  Unfortunately this means that a lot of people aren’t
getting mental health care because the service provider/outreach worker
isn’t aware of the status, and doesn’t follow up on a subsequent referral to
the managed care plan if DMH rejects them for a low acuity level. 
Pending query to the County/City: should service providers dual-refer
everyone they suspect has a mental health issue to both managed care and
DMH? County to inquire and follow up.

o   Follow up issue: This still doesn’t totally address the low engagement with some
County services that we are seeing. Questions the City needs to answer: i)
What’s the City’s position? ii) Do the service providers at the interim
facilities agree that service provision is sufficient? iii) Other than
“service connection days”, the service provider is responsible for
evaluations and referrals to county services—is this a sufficient
process? iv)Does County need to proactively evaluate as each new
person enters? I understand the City will be conferring with its service
providers and reporting back. v) What’s the timeline for that report-back?

2. HMIS/Referral Issue:  County confirmed that the redundancy (service providers
making referrals then entering it into HMIS) must stay not only for court-
reporting purposes but also to follow-up on referrals.  City confirmed that
outreach workers and providers are making referrals, claiming they entered it in
the system, but it is not being reported. Next steps:

o   (i) Lauren will confirm they do not have a list of outreach workers from LAHSA
and  will today/tomorrow advise the parties.

o   (ii) If the County does not have the list, Jessica will again ask LAHSA to provide
it.  Both Jessica and Lauren will confirm by the end of this week that the list
has in fact been transferred to the County or advise the parties (including
special masters) otherwise

o   (iii) The City will also provide its updated list of outreach workers (that don’t go
through LAHSA) ASAP.
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o   (iv) Within 30 days, the County will cross-check the outreach workers and
referrals to confirm redundancy (referral + HMIS) is happening.

o   Anything I missed here?
3. Mental Health Beds: We need confirmation that the County is increasing overall

capacity rather than shuffling beds/numbers. Lauren explained the County
doesn’t track things like this clearly Next steps:

o   (i)  Lauren is going to talk to DMH/SAPC/County to figure out how to get us this
information. 

o   (ii) In the meantime, Lauren is going to circulate the 2022 and 2025 treatment
bed reports that are given to the Board.  These numbers should accurately
reflect the snapshot of beds (the “acute” numbers have changed, but the County
isn’t reporting “acute” beds for this litigation)

 
Below are issues that still need to be discussed:

4. Direct Access to County Services for Outreach Workers (particularly DMH):  We
did not get to this issue.  Service providers and council district reps previously
stated that outreach workers do not have direct access.  Has anything
changed?

5. County-Funded High Needs Beds: We didn’t get to this issue.  We need
better/more robust reporting for all high needs beds in the city and explanation
for prioritization.

6. Data Integrity: More transparency, clarity, and support for County’s reported
metrics

7. Inside Safe Participants: How is the City going to get the County the information
on participants so County can properly report services?

8. TLS as “PSH”: City must clarify the potentially erroneous characterization of
these beds as “PSH” which they don’t appear to be.

 
 
From: Haward Cho <haward@adrservices.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, August 13, 2025 5:03 PM
To: Elizabeth Mitchell <elizabeth@umklaw.com>; Lauren M. Brody <lbrody@millerbarondess.com>;
akaounis@gibsondunn.com; keckert@gibsondunn.com; Tisarai Barber
<tbarber@millerbarondess.com>; JRotstein@gibsondunn.com; mmcrae@gibsondunn.com;
bhamburger@gibsondunn.com; carolsobellaw@gmail.com; ava.smith@lacity.org;
bwise@eldercenter.org; Alai@counsel.lacounty.gov; kscolnick@gibsondunn.com;
dadler@gibsondunn.com; arlene.hoang@lacity.org; pfuster@gibsondunn.com;
csweetser@sshhlaw.com; Brenda Riding <briding@Millerbarondess.com>;
jessica.mariani@lacity.org; tevangelis@gibsondunn.com; bweitzman@eldrcenter.org;
tbiche@gibsondunn.com; Jason H. Tokoro <jtokoro@Millerbarondess.com>; Skip Miller
<smiller@Millerbarondess.com>; smyers@lafla.org; Angelica Ransom
<aransom@millerbarondess.com>; Matthew Umhofer <matthew@umklaw.com>; Mira Hashmall
<mhashmall@Millerbarondess.com>
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Cc: Hon. Thomas Goethals <justicegoethals@adrservices.com>; michele@michelecmartinez.com;
Andrea Haas <ahaas@adrservices.com>
Subject: RE: LA Alliance for Human Rights, et al. v. City of Los Angeles, et al. (25-3778-TMG):
08/15/2025 Initial Meeting

 
Dear Counsel,
 
Kindly, please let us know who will be attending the Initial Meeting on Friday, August 15 in the above-
referenced matter so that we can inform our building for security clearance.
 
Thank you for your courtesy and cooperation.
 
Sincerely,
Haward
 

    
Haward Cho
 
Director of Business Relations
Pronouns: he/him/his
 

                  

+1 (213) 683-1600 haward@adrservices.com

+1 (714) 914-7008 550 South Hope Street, Suite 1000
Los Angeles, California 90071

 
This email and any files transmitted with it are confidential and intended solely for the use of the individual or entity to whom they are addressed. If you
have received this email in error please notify the system manager. Please note that any views or opinions presented in this email are solely those of the
author and do not necessarily represent those of the company. Finally, the recipient should check this email and any attachments for the presence of
viruses. The company accepts no liability for any damage caused by any virus transmitted by this email.

 
 
From: Haward Cho 
Sent: Friday, August 8, 2025 2:05 PM
To: Elizabeth Mitchell <elizabeth@umklaw.com>; Lauren M. Brody <lbrody@millerbarondess.com>;
akaounis@gibsondunn.com; keckert@gibsondunn.com; Tisarai Barber
<tbarber@millerbarondess.com>; JRotstein@gibsondunn.com; mmcrae@gibsondunn.com;
bhamburger@gibsondunn.com; carolsobellaw@gmail.com; ava.smith@lacity.org;
bwise@eldercenter.org; Alai@counsel.lacounty.gov; kscolnick@gibsondunn.com;
dadler@gibsondunn.com; arlene.hoang@lacity.org; pfuster@gibsondunn.com;
csweetser@sshhlaw.com; Brenda Riding <briding@Millerbarondess.com>;
jessica.mariani@lacity.org; tevangelis@gibsondunn.com; bweitzman@eldrcenter.org;
tbiche@gibsondunn.com; Jason H. Tokoro <jtokoro@Millerbarondess.com>; Skip Miller
<smiller@Millerbarondess.com>; smyers@lafla.org; Angelica Ransom
<aransom@millerbarondess.com>; Matthew Umhofer <matthew@umklaw.com>; Mira Hashmall
<mhashmall@Millerbarondess.com>
Cc: Hon. Thomas Goethals <justicegoethals@adrservices.com>; michele@michelecmartinez.com
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Subject: RE: LA Alliance for Human Rights, et al. v. City of Los Angeles, et al. (25-3778-TMG):
08/15/2025 Initial Meeting

 
Dear Counsel,
 
Thank you. This will confirm receipt.
 
Sincerely,
Haward
 

    
Haward Cho
 
Director of Business Relations
Pronouns: he/him/his
 

                  

+1 (213) 683-1600 haward@adrservices.com

+1 (714) 914-7008 550 South Hope Street, Suite 1000
Los Angeles, California 90071

 
This email and any files transmitted with it are confidential and intended solely for the use of the individual or entity to whom they are addressed. If you
have received this email in error please notify the system manager. Please note that any views or opinions presented in this email are solely those of the
author and do not necessarily represent those of the company. Finally, the recipient should check this email and any attachments for the presence of
viruses. The company accepts no liability for any damage caused by any virus transmitted by this email.

 
 
From: Elizabeth Mitchell <elizabeth@umklaw.com> 
Sent: Friday, August 8, 2025 2:03 PM
To: Lauren M. Brody <lbrody@millerbarondess.com>; Haward Cho <haward@adrservices.com>;
akaounis@gibsondunn.com; keckert@gibsondunn.com; Tisarai Barber
<tbarber@millerbarondess.com>; JRotstein@gibsondunn.com; mmcrae@gibsondunn.com;
bhamburger@gibsondunn.com; carolsobellaw@gmail.com; ava.smith@lacity.org;
bwise@eldercenter.org; Alai@counsel.lacounty.gov; kscolnick@gibsondunn.com;
dadler@gibsondunn.com; arlene.hoang@lacity.org; pfuster@gibsondunn.com;
csweetser@sshhlaw.com; Brenda Riding <briding@Millerbarondess.com>;
jessica.mariani@lacity.org; tevangelis@gibsondunn.com; bweitzman@eldrcenter.org;
tbiche@gibsondunn.com; Jason H. Tokoro <jtokoro@Millerbarondess.com>; Skip Miller
<smiller@Millerbarondess.com>; smyers@lafla.org; Angelica Ransom
<aransom@millerbarondess.com>; Matthew Umhofer <matthew@umklaw.com>; Mira Hashmall
<mhashmall@Millerbarondess.com>
Cc: Hon. Thomas Goethals <justicegoethals@adrservices.com>
Subject: RE: LA Alliance for Human Rights, et al. v. City of Los Angeles, et al. (25-3778-TMG):
08/15/2025 Initial Meeting

 
Sure – see attached. 
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From: Lauren M. Brody <lbrody@millerbarondess.com> 
Sent: Friday, August 8, 2025 2:00 PM
To: Elizabeth Mitchell <elizabeth@umklaw.com>; Haward Cho <haward@adrservices.com>;
akaounis@gibsondunn.com; keckert@gibsondunn.com; Tisarai Barber
<tbarber@millerbarondess.com>; JRotstein@gibsondunn.com; mmcrae@gibsondunn.com;
bhamburger@gibsondunn.com; carolsobellaw@gmail.com; ava.smith@lacity.org;
bwise@eldercenter.org; Alai@counsel.lacounty.gov; kscolnick@gibsondunn.com;
dadler@gibsondunn.com; arlene.hoang@lacity.org; pfuster@gibsondunn.com;
csweetser@sshhlaw.com; Brenda Riding <briding@Millerbarondess.com>;
jessica.mariani@lacity.org; tevangelis@gibsondunn.com; bweitzman@eldrcenter.org;
tbiche@gibsondunn.com; Jason H. Tokoro <jtokoro@Millerbarondess.com>; Skip Miller
<smiller@Millerbarondess.com>; smyers@lafla.org; Angelica Ransom
<aransom@millerbarondess.com>; Matthew Umhofer <matthew@umklaw.com>; Mira Hashmall
<mhashmall@Millerbarondess.com>
Cc: Hon. Thomas Goethals <justicegoethals@adrservices.com>
Subject: RE: LA Alliance for Human Rights, et al. v. City of Los Angeles, et al. (25-3778-TMG):
08/15/2025 Initial Meeting

 
Liz,

 
Could you share a copy of the “CLA letter” referenced below? Thanks,

 
Lauren M. Brody 
M I L L E R  |  B A R O N D E S S LLP

2121 Avenue of the Stars, 26th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90067
Main: 310-552-4400
Fax: 310-552-8400
lbrody@millerbarondess.com
www.millerbarondess.com
Biography

 Please consider the environment – do you really need to print this email?

From: Elizabeth Mitchell <elizabeth@umklaw.com> 
Sent: Friday, August 8, 2025 12:32 PM
To: Lauren M. Brody <lbrody@millerbarondess.com>; Haward Cho <haward@adrservices.com>;
akaounis@gibsondunn.com; keckert@gibsondunn.com; Tisarai Barber
<tbarber@millerbarondess.com>; JRotstein@gibsondunn.com; mmcrae@gibsondunn.com;
bhamburger@gibsondunn.com; carolsobellaw@gmail.com; ava.smith@lacity.org;
bwise@eldercenter.org; Alai@counsel.lacounty.gov; kscolnick@gibsondunn.com;
dadler@gibsondunn.com; arlene.hoang@lacity.org; pfuster@gibsondunn.com;
csweetser@sshhlaw.com; Brenda Riding <briding@Millerbarondess.com>;
jessica.mariani@lacity.org; tevangelis@gibsondunn.com; bweitzman@eldrcenter.org;
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tbiche@gibsondunn.com; Jason H. Tokoro <jtokoro@Millerbarondess.com>; Skip Miller
<smiller@Millerbarondess.com>; smyers@lafla.org; Angelica Ransom
<aransom@millerbarondess.com>; Matthew Umhofer <matthew@umklaw.com>; Mira Hashmall
<mhashmall@Millerbarondess.com>
Cc: Hon. Thomas Goethals <justicegoethals@adrservices.com>
Subject: RE: LA Alliance for Human Rights, et al. v. City of Los Angeles, et al. (25-3778-TMG):
08/15/2025 Initial Meeting

 
Thanks Lauren.  The Alliance would like to discuss the following:

9. Services to interim and permanent facilities
o   We are still seeing low engagement with DMH and SAPC, and it doesn’t appear

that the County is proactively evaluating clients as they enroll and service
providers are having difficulty with referrals
10. Outreach direct access to county services

o   It appears outreach workers still have no direct access, particularly with DMH
(I understood from our listening sessions that SAPC was far more responsive). 
This was confirmed by the City’s recent outreach evaluation by the CLA.
11. County-funded high-needs beds

o   Insufficient reporting by the County given that these beds take referrals from
any source (this may have changed since last we engaged in this discussion)
12. Mental Health beds

o   We’re still looking for confirmation that the total number of beds has increased
(rather than closing some and opening some, resulting in zero net gain)
13. Referrals by city-funded outreach

o   The referrals reported by the County from city-funded outreach is still
shockingly low.  The County shifts the blame onto the City for not properly
training its outreach workers on using HMIS, but the CLA letter identified
issues with HMIS and referrals.  This issue needs to get resolved.
14. Data integrity

o   We need more transparency in the county’s reporting—it’s hard for us to
understand how they are coming up with the numbers, and the county is not
producing back-up support.

 
Best,
Liz
 
From: Lauren M. Brody <lbrody@millerbarondess.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, August 6, 2025 1:02 PM
To: Haward Cho <haward@adrservices.com>; akaounis@gibsondunn.com;
keckert@gibsondunn.com; Tisarai Barber <tbarber@millerbarondess.com>;
JRotstein@gibsondunn.com; mmcrae@gibsondunn.com; bhamburger@gibsondunn.com;
carolsobellaw@gmail.com; ava.smith@lacity.org; bwise@eldercenter.org;
Alai@counsel.lacounty.gov; kscolnick@gibsondunn.com; dadler@gibsondunn.com;
arlene.hoang@lacity.org; pfuster@gibsondunn.com; csweetser@sshhlaw.com; Brenda Riding
<briding@Millerbarondess.com>; jessica.mariani@lacity.org; tevangelis@gibsondunn.com;
bweitzman@eldrcenter.org; tbiche@gibsondunn.com; Elizabeth Mitchell <elizabeth@umklaw.com>;
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Jason H. Tokoro <jtokoro@Millerbarondess.com>; Skip Miller <smiller@Millerbarondess.com>;
smyers@lafla.org; Angelica Ransom <aransom@millerbarondess.com>; Matthew Umhofer
<matthew@umklaw.com>; Mira Hashmall <mhashmall@Millerbarondess.com>
Cc: Hon. Thomas Goethals <justicegoethals@adrservices.com>
Subject: RE: LA Alliance for Human Rights, et al. v. City of Los Angeles, et al. (25-3778-TMG):
08/15/2025 Initial Meeting

 
Dear Mr. Cho,

 
The County of Los Angeles would like to discuss the following items during our meeting on August
15:

 
The City’s proposal for how it will identify the participants enrolled in City’s Inside Safe
programs during each quarter it counts those beds towards the City’s settlement
obligations, so that the County can report on mainstream services provided to those
participants during the reporting period.
Clarifying the City’s potentially erroneous characterization of certain unsupported Time-
Limited Subsidy or Section 8 Units as “Permanent Supportive Housing” – all sites below
from the City’s quarterly report ending March 30, 2025.

1200 Leighton Ave 90037
1203 Rolland Curtis Pl 90037
4222 Dalton Ave 90062
639 E 21 St 90011
1261-1269 Rolland Curtis Pl 90037
1603 W 36th Pl 90018
1317 S Grand Ave 90015
1343 W 40th Pl 90037
2106 S Central Ave 90011

The City’s efforts to ensure its funded outreach workers are consistently and accurately
using HMIS to record referrals to County departments, so that the County can report on
referral dispositions during the reporting period
A timeline for the City’s provision of an updated list of City-funded outreach workers (for
the same reason).

 
The County is looking forward to discussing these with the City, Monitors, and other parties.
 
Lauren M. Brody 
M I L L E R  |  B A R O N D E S S LLP

2121 Avenue of the Stars, 26th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90067
Main: 310-552-4400
Fax: 310-552-8400
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lbrody@millerbarondess.com
www.millerbarondess.com
Biography

 Please consider the environment – do you really need to print this email?

From: Haward Cho <haward@adrservices.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, August 5, 2025 10:30 AM
To: Haward Cho <haward@adrservices.com>; Lauren M. Brody <lbrody@millerbarondess.com>;
akaounis@gibsondunn.com; keckert@gibsondunn.com; Tisarai Barber
<tbarber@millerbarondess.com>; JRotstein@gibsondunn.com; mmcrae@gibsondunn.com;
bhamburger@gibsondunn.com; carolsobellaw@gmail.com; ava.smith@lacity.org;
bwise@eldercenter.org; Alai@counsel.lacounty.gov; kscolnick@gibsondunn.com;
dadler@gibsondunn.com; arlene.hoang@lacity.org; pfuster@gibsondunn.com;
csweetser@sshhlaw.com; Brenda Riding <briding@Millerbarondess.com>;
jessica.mariani@lacity.org; tevangelis@gibsondunn.com; bweitzman@eldrcenter.org;
tbiche@gibsondunn.com; elizabeth@umklaw.com; Jason H. Tokoro
<jtokoro@Millerbarondess.com>; Skip Miller <smiller@Millerbarondess.com>; smyers@lafla.org;
Angelica Ransom <aransom@millerbarondess.com>; matthew@umklaw.com; Mira Hashmall
<mhashmall@Millerbarondess.com>
Cc: Hon. Thomas Goethals <justicegoethals@adrservices.com>
Subject: RE: LA Alliance for Human Rights, et al. v. City of Los Angeles, et al. (25-3778-TMG):
08/15/2025 Initial Meeting

 
Dear Counsel,
 
In preparation for the Initial Meeting scheduled for August 15, 2025 in the above-referenced matter,
Justice Goethals would like to invite the parties to submit any agenda items they would like to discuss
during the meeting.
 
Kindly submit your proposed agenda items by replying to this email, and please ensure that all parties are
copied on your response.
 
Thank you for your courtesy and cooperation.
 
Sincerely,
Haward
 

    
Haward Cho
 
Director of Business Relations
Pronouns: he/him/his
 

                  

+1 (213) 683-1600 haward@adrservices.com
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+1 (714) 914-7008 550 South Hope Street, Suite 1000
Los Angeles, California 90071

 
This email and any files transmitted with it are confidential and intended solely for the use of the individual or entity to whom they are addressed. If you
have received this email in error please notify the system manager. Please note that any views or opinions presented in this email are solely those of the
author and do not necessarily represent those of the company. Finally, the recipient should check this email and any attachments for the presence of
viruses. The company accepts no liability for any damage caused by any virus transmitted by this email.

 
 
From: ADR Services, Inc. <adrs@amsmail.adrservices.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, July 30, 2025 7:39 PM
To: lbrody@millerbarondess.com; akaounis@gibsondunn.com; keckert@gibsondunn.com;
tjohnson@millerbarondess.com; JRotstein@gibsondunn.com; mmcrae@gibsondunn.com;
bhamburger@gibsondunn.com; carolsobellaw@gmail.com; ava.smith@lacity.org;
bwise@eldercenter.org; Alai@counsel.lacounty.gov; kscolnick@gibsondunn.com;
dadler@gibsondunn.com; arlene.hoang@lacity.org; pfuster@gibsondunn.com;
csweetser@sshhlaw.com; briding@millerbarondess.com; jessica.mariani@lacity.org;
tevangelis@gibsondunn.com; bweitzman@eldrcenter.org; tbiche@gibsondunn.com;
elizabeth@umklaw.com; jtokoro@millerbarondess.com; smiller@millerbarondess.com;
smyers@lafla.org; aransom@millerbarondess.com; matthew@umklaw.com;
mhashmall@millerbarondess.com
Cc: Hon. Thomas Goethals <justicegoethals@adrservices.com>; Haward Cho
<haward@adrservices.com>
Subject: LA Alliance for Human Rights, et al. v. City of Los Angeles, et al. (25-3778-TMG): 08/15/2025
Initial Meeting

 

Dear Counsel,

Please be advised that the Initial Meeting is scheduled as follows:

DATE: Friday, August 15, 2025

TIME: 10:00 a.m. - 2:00 p.m.

ADDRESS:

ADR Services, Inc. - Downtown Los Angeles

550 South Hope Street, Suite 1000
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Los Angeles, California 90071

Neutral: Hon. Thomas M. Goethals (Ret.)

AMS Case Link: https://ams.adrservices.com/case/160811/

If you experience any issues, please contact our office at (213) 683-1600.

Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions.

Sincerely,
Haward Cho

Haward Cho, Director of Business Relations
ADR Services, Inc. - Your Partner in Resolution
haward@adrservices.com

Haward Cho | Director of Business Relations | ADR SERVICES, INC.

Tel: (213) 683-1600 | Fax: (213) 683-9797 | 550 South Hope Street, Suite 1000
| Los Angeles, California | 90071 | ams.adrservices.com

7 Offices Statewide:
Century City • Downtown Los Angeles • San Francisco • Oakland • San
Jose • Orange County • San Diego

This email and any files transmitted with it are confidential and intended
solely for the use of the individual or entity to whom they are addressed. If
you have received this email in error please notify the system manager. The
recipient should check this email and any attachments for the presence of
viruses. The company accepts no liability for any damage caused by any virus
transmitted by this email.

 
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of Miller Barondess. Do not click on any links or open any
attachments unless you recognize the sender, verified the email address and know the content is safe.
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CAUTION: This email originated from outside of Miller Barondess. Do not click on any links or open any
attachments unless you recognize the sender, verified the email address and know the content is safe.

 
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of Miller Barondess. Do not click on any links or open any
attachments unless you recognize the sender, verified the email address and know the content is safe.

 
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of Miller Barondess. Do not click on any links or open any
attachments unless you recognize the sender, verified the email address and know the content is safe.
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From: Elizabeth Mitchell
To: Michele; Lauren M. Brody; Mira Hashmall; Jason H. Tokoro; Ana Lai; Arlene Hoang; Jessica Mariani; Matthew

Umhofer; Katherine Bowser; Bradley J. Hamburger
Cc: Hon. Thomas Goethals
Subject: RE: Request to Schedule Coordination Meeting: LAHSA, City, County, and LA Alliance
Date: Thursday, September 18, 2025 10:58:00 AM
Attachments: image001.png

Thanks Michele.
 
To keep this at the top of the list, we’re still looking for confirmation from the County
that the overall inventory of beds (MH/SUD/Enhanced B&C) are increasing (rather
than opening some and closing others resulting in no net gain).
 
From: Michele <michele@michelecmartinez.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, September 16, 2025 1:25 PM
To: Lauren M. Brody <lbrody@millerbarondess.com>; Mira Hashmall
<mhashmall@millerbarondess.com>; Jason H. Tokoro <jtokoro@millerbarondess.com>; Ana Lai
<ALai@counsel.lacounty.gov>; Elizabeth Mitchell <elizabeth@umklaw.com>; Arlene Hoang
<arlene.hoang@lacity.org>; Jessica Mariani <jessica.mariani@lacity.org>; Matthew Umhofer
<matthew@umklaw.com>; Katherine Bowser <Kbowser@counsel.lacounty.gov>; Bradley J.
Hamburger <BHamburger@gibsondunn.com>
Cc: Hon. Thomas Goethals <justicegoethals@adrservices.com>
Subject: Fwd: Request to Schedule Coordination Meeting: LAHSA, City, County, and LA Alliance

 
  Hi all,

I’m currently working to schedule a Zoom meeting with LAHSA. Once I receive a few date
and time options from Dr. Henderson, I’ll follow back up so we can get this confirmed.

In the meantime, please let me know from the City and County side who else should be
included—particularly anyone not already on this thread who can help provide guidance to
LAHSA during the meeting.

Thanks so much,
Michele

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Dr. Holly Henderson" <hhenderson@lahsa.org>
Date: September 16, 2025 at 1:12:35 PM PDT
To: Michele <michele@michelecmartinez.com>
Cc: "Chandler A. Parker" <CParker@ccllp.law>, "Hon. Thomas Goethals"
<justicegoethals@adrservices.com>, Bevin Kuhn <bkuhn@lahsa.org>,
Rachel Johnson <rajohnson@lahsa.org>, Gita O'Neill <goneill@lahsa.org>
Subject: Re: Request to Schedule Coordination Meeting: LAHSA, City,
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County, and LA Alliance

Hello, Special Master Martinez,
 
Acknowledging receipt of email. I will coordinate this zoom meeting and get
back to you shortly.
 
Thanks,
 

Dr. Holly Henderson
Director, Risk Management

Cell: (213) 369-2371

Email: hhenderson@lahsa.org
www.lahsa.org

To drive the collaborative strategic vision to create solutions for the crisis of
homelessness grounded in hope, compassion, and community.

 
This transmission is intended only for the use of the addressee. If you are not the intended
recipient, or the employee or agent responsible for delivering the message to the intended
recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution or copying of this
communication is strictly prohibited. Be aware that most communications with LAHSA are subject
to disclosure under the California Public Records Act. If you received this e-mail in error, please
immediately notify the sender by replying to this communication or by contacting the sender by
telephone at 213-683-3333. Thank you.
 

From: Michele <michele@michelecmartinez.com>
Sent: Tuesday, September 16, 2025 12:29 PM
To: Dr. Holly Henderson <hhenderson@lahsa.org>
Cc: Chandler A. Parker <CParker@ccllp.law>; Hon. Thomas Goethals
<justicegoethals@adrservices.com>; Bevin Kuhn <bkuhn@lahsa.org>
Subject: Request to Schedule Coordination Meeting: LAHSA, City, County, and LA
Alliance

 
Good Afternoon Dr. Henderson,

As Special Master, I’m requesting a joint coordination meeting with LAHSA, the
City, the County, and the LA Alliance to review current data needs and explore
how LAHSA can best support all parties in meeting quarterly reporting
requirements.

This meeting is intended to be collaborative and solution-focused. We appreciate
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LAHSA’s role in maintaining the data that informs both City and County
submissions, and we hope to work together to identify the most effective ways to
access and organize the information needed.

Topics for Discussion:

Provision of a regularly updated list of City-funded outreach workers,
including verification of the most recent list
Reconciliation of services provided to Inside Safe clients during reporting
periods
Classification of Section 8/TLS units as Permanent Supportive Housing
(PSH), including the following sites:

1200 Leighton Ave, Los Angeles, CA 90037
1203 Rolland Curtis Pl, Los Angeles, CA 90037
4222 Dalton Ave, Los Angeles, CA 90062
639 E 21st St, Los Angeles, CA 90011
1261–1269 Rolland Curtis Pl, Los Angeles, CA 90037
1603 W 36th Pl, Los Angeles, CA 90018
1317 S Grand Ave, Los Angeles, CA 90015
1343 W 40th Pl, Los Angeles, CA 90037
2106 S Central Ave, Los Angeles, CA 90011

We’d like to hold this meeting via Zoom within the next two weeks. If LAHSA
has any questions or needs clarification on the topics above, please feel free to
share them in advance so we can ensure the discussion is productive and well-
prepared.

Once LAHSA suggests a few possible dates and times, I’ll coordinate with the
City, County, and LA Alliance to confirm availability. Your flexibility in
providing a few scheduling options would be greatly appreciated.

Thank you again for your partnership and support.

Warm regards,
Michele Martinez
Special Master
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From: Elizabeth Mitchell
To: Lauren M. Brody; Mira Hashmall; Jason H. Tokoro; Scolnick, Kahn A.; Hamburger, Bradley J.; Jessica Mariani;

Arlene Hoang; Valerie Flores; Ana Lai; Jennifer Lehman; Katherine Bowser
Cc: michele@michelecmartinez.com; Hon. Thomas Goethals
Subject: LA Alliance - County-specific Issues
Date: Wednesday, September 24, 2025 11:16:00 AM
Attachments: image001.png

Hi All: To keep us on track with the County-related issues about which we’ve been
meeting and conferring, I’ve prepared the summary below taken largely from my
earlier emails.  Some of the issues involving LAHSA (such as the HMIS/referral issue)
are being managed.  Others need a response and follow up.  Please review, respond as
appropriate, or lets get on a call to work through these issues or if we are at an impasse
move forward with court intervention.
 
Thanks,
Liz
 

1. Services to interim and permanent facilities:
Anecdotal reports from council districts, service providers, and residents suggest
that mainstream services (DMH, DPH, etc.) are not being sufficiently provided to
residents in the City’s interim and permanent facilities.  The County’s reports seem
to support that conclusion, as reported engagement appears to be lower than the
historically documented need.

County Response Needed: Part of the problem with DMH seems to be their
refusal/inability to report back if they have declined services. It leaves
residents and case managers in limbo.  Alliance suggests providers be advised
to dual-refer everyone with a suspected mental health issue to both managed
care and DMH.  Another alternative would be that if no services have begun
within 7 days of enrollment, the resident then gets connected to managed
care.  Please advise.
City Response Needed:

i) Do the service providers at the interim facilities and those who operate
permanent facilities agree that service provision is sufficient? ii) Is the
issue limited to DMH or is it across-the-board/relevant to other
departments as well? iii) Other than “service connection days”, the service
provider is responsible for evaluations and referrals to county services—is
this a sufficient process? iv)Does County need to proactively evaluate as
each new person enters?

I understand the City will be conferring with its service providers and
reporting back. v) What’s the timeline for that report-back?

 
2. HMIS/Referral Issue:  To help resolve the “Exhibit E” low referral issue, the parties

have agreed that LAHSA and the City will provide the County with lists of City-paid
outreach workers on a quarterly basis (10 days after the quarter ends) so the County
can attempt to tie referrals to outreach workers to determine whether they are being
made appropriately.  

Case 2:20-cv-02291-DOC-KES     Document 1318-7     Filed 07/14/26     Page 2 of 3   Page
ID #:34790



 
3. Mental Health Beds: We need confirmation that the County is increasing overall

capacity rather than shuffling beds/numbers. At the last meet and confer, Lauren
agreed to talk to DMH/SAPC/County to figure out how to get us this information.

County response needed: Please send update and confirmation data as
requested.

 
4. Direct Access to County Services for Outreach Workers (particularly DMH):

Service providers and council district reps previously stated during learning
sessions that outreach workers do not have direct access. 

City Response needed: Has anything changed? CLA report suggests no. 
County: Does the County intend to change its “access” process? If not, this
issue appears ripe for adjudication by the court.

 
5. County-Funded High Needs Beds:

We need better and more robust reporting for all high needs beds in the city and
explanation for prioritization. All referrals should be reported, not limited to county
outreach teams, as referrals are available from all sources and the agreement
doesn’t limit it to county outreach teams.
 

6. Data Integrity: More transparency, clarity, and support for County’s reported
metrics is needed, as discussed.
 

7. Inside Safe Participants: Has the City addressed getting the County information on
participants so County can properly report services?

 
8. TLS/Section 8 as “PSH”: Pursuant to the meeting with LAHSA, we understand that

some of the TLS/PSH units reported by the City as “master leased” are being
provided with ICMS by the County; County will work internally to pull the requisite
data from databases.  Other vouchers are Section 8 which do not appear to be
serviced by the County and it is unclear what role the City has in these units.  I have
sent a separate inquiry to the City about these beds.

 
 
 

 
ELIZABETH A. MITCHELL
Partner

 
Phone: (213) 394-7979
Email: elizabeth@umklaw.com

 Office at the ROW DTLA
767 S. Alameda St., Suite 270
Los Angeles, CA 90021
UMKLaw on LinkedIn
 
www.umklaw.com
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