
In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, if you need special 
assistance to participate in this meeting, please contact the SGVCOG office at (626) 
457-1800.  Notification 48 hours prior to the meeting will enable the SGVCOG to
make reasonable arrangement to ensure accessibility to this meeting.

San Gabriel Valley Council of Governments 
AGENDA AND NOTICE OF THE MEETING OF THE HOMELESSNESS 

COMMITTEE 
Wednesday, June 3, 2020 -- 8:30 AM 

Teleconference Meeting 
Livestream Available at: www.sgvcog.org 

Chair 
Becky Shevlin 
City of Monrovia 

Vice-Chair 
Margaret Clark 
City of Rosemead 

MEMBERS 
Baldwin Park 
Claremont 
Duarte 
Glendora 
Irwindale 
Monrovia 
Pomona 
Rosemead 
LA County Supervisorial 
District #1 
West Covina 

EX OFFICIO 
J. Lyons
W. Huang

Thank you for participating in today’s meeting.  The Homelessness 
Committee encourages public participation and invites you to share your views on 
agenda items.    
MEETINGS:  Regular Meetings of the Homelessness Committee are held on the first 
Wednesday of each month at 8:30 AM at the West Covina Council Chambers Meeting 
Room (1444 W. Garvey Avenue S., West Covina, CA 91790). The Meeting agenda 
packet is available at the San Gabriel Valley Council of Government’s (SGVCOG) 
Office, 1000 South Fremont Avenue, Suite 10210, Alhambra, CA, and on the website, 
www.sgvcog.org.  Copies are available via email upon request (sgv@sgvcog.org). 
Documents distributed to a majority of the Committee after the posting will be available 
for review in the SGVCOG office and on the SGVCOG website. Your attendance at 
this public meeting may result in the recording of your voice. 
CITIZEN PARTICIPATION:  Your participation is welcomed and invited at all 
Committee meetings.  Time is reserved at each regular meeting for those who wish to 
address the Board.  SGVCOG requests that persons addressing the Committee refrain 
from making personal, slanderous, profane or disruptive remarks. 
TO ADDRESS THE COMMITTEE:  At a regular meeting, the public may comment 
on any matter within the jurisdiction of the Committee during the public comment 
period and may also comment on any agenda item at the time it is discussed.  At a 
special meeting, the public may only comment on items that are on the agenda. 
Members of the public wishing to speak are asked to complete a comment card or 
simply rise to be recognized when the Chair asks for public comments to speak.  We 
ask that members of the public state their name for the record and keep their remarks 
brief.  If several persons wish to address the Committee on a single item, the Chair may 
impose a time limit on individual remarks at the beginning of discussion.  The 
Committee may not discuss or vote on items not on the agenda. 
AGENDA ITEMS:  The Agenda contains the regular order of business of the 
Committee.  Items on the Agenda have generally been reviewed and investigated by the 
staff in advance of the meeting so that the Committee can be fully informed about a 
matter before making its decision.  
CONSENT CALENDAR:  Items listed on the Consent Calendar are considered to be 
routine and will be acted upon by one motion.  There will be no separate discussion on 
these items unless a Committee member or citizen so requests.  In this event, the item 
will be removed from the Consent Calendar and considered after the Consent Calendar. 
If you would like an item on the Consent Calendar discussed, simply tell Staff or a 
member of the Committee. 

http://www.sgvcog.org/
http://www.sgvcog.org/
mailto:sgv@sgvcog.org
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*MEETING MODIFICATIONS DUE TO THE STATE AND LOCAL STATE
OF EMERGENCY RESULTING FROM THE THREAT OF COVID-19: On
March 17, 2020, Governor Gavin Newsom issued Executive Order N-29-20 authorizing
a local legislative body to hold public meetings via teleconferencing and allows for
members of the public to observe and address the meeting telephonically or
electronically to promote social distancing due to the state and local State of Emergency
resulting from the threat of the Novel Coronavirus (COVID-19).
To follow the new Order issued by the Governor and ensure the safety of Board 
Members and staff for the purpose of limiting the risk of COVID-19, in-person public 
participation at the Homelessness Committee meeting scheduled for April 1, 2020 will 
be not be allowed. Members of the public may view the meeting live on the SGVCOG’s 
website. To access the meeting video, log onto www.sgvcog.org,  
Public comments can be submitted electronically by emailing Timothy Kirkconnell at 
TKirkconnell@sgvcog.org at least 1 hour prior to the scheduled meeting time. Emailed 
public comments will be read into the record. If you wish to comment on a specific 
agenda item, please identify the item in your email. General public comments will be 
addressed during the general public comment item on the agenda 
Any member of the public requiring a reasonable accommodation to participate in this 
meeting should contact Katie Ward at least 48 hours prior to the meeting at (626) 457-
1800 or at kward@sgvcog.org. 

http://www.sgvcog.org/
mailto:TKirkconnell@sgvcog.org?subject=Public%20Comment%20for%20April%201,%202020
mailto:kward@sgvcog.org
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PRELIMINARY BUSINESS 
1. Call to Order
2. Roll Call
3. Public Comment (If necessary, the Chair may place reasonable time limits on all comments)
4. Changes to Agenda Order: Identify emergency items arising after agenda posting and requiring

action prior to the next regular meeting (It is anticipated that the Committee may take action on
these matters)

CONSENT CALENDAR (It is anticipated the Committee may take action on the following matters) 
5. Homeless Committee Meeting Minutes – 5/6/2020 (Page 1)

Recommended Action:  Approve.

ACTION ITEMS (It is anticipated the Committee may take action on the following matters) 
6. Pilot Program Recommendations - San Gabriel Valley Council of Governments (Timothy 

Kirkconnell) (Page 3) 
Recommended Action:
(1) Recommend Governing Board fund the following pilot programs: Arcadia, Claremont, 

Covina, La Verne, and Monrovia; and
(2) Recommended Governing Board re-allocate up to $310,000 from the Master Leasing 

Program to the Pilot Programs Program; and
(3) Recommend Governing Board re-allocate the remaining funding from the Master Leasing 

Program to the Regional Coordination Program. 
PRESENTATIONS (It is anticipated the Committee may take action on the following matters) 

7. Pasadena Outreach Response Team (PORT) – City of Pasadena (Frederick “Tony” Zee) (Page 5)
Recommended Action: For information only.

UPDATE ITEMS (It is anticipated the Committee may take action on the following matters) 
8. L.A. Alliance for Human Rights et al v. City of Los Angeles et al – San Gabriel Valley Council

of Governments (Tim Kirkconnell) (Page 19) 
Recommended Action:  For information only.

LIAISON REPORTS (It is anticipated the Committee may take action on the following matters) 
9. Los Angeles Homeless Services Authority
10. United Way Everyone In
11. San Gabriel Valley Homeless Consortium
12. Union Station Homeless Services
13. State & Federal Offices

CHAIR’S REPORT 

ADJOURN 





Draft Minutes 

SGVCOG Homelessness Committee Draft Minutes 
Date: May 6, 2020 
Time: 10:03 AM  
Location: Teleconference (COVID-19)  

PRELIMINARY BUSINESS 

1. Call to Order
The meeting was called to order at 10:04 AM

2. Roll Call

Members Present          Members Absent 
J. Leano, Claremont Irwindale 
K. Davis, Glendora
B. DeFrank, Pomona
B. Shevlin, Monrovia
M. Clark, Rosemead
Y. Ruizesparza, Baldwin Park
W. Huang, Pasadena
T. Hadloc, Duarte
L. Johnson, West Covina
F. Birones, LA County Dist. 1

SGVCOG Staff 
M. Creter
C. Sims
T. Kirkconnell

3. Public Comment: None.
4. Changes to Agenda Order: No changes to agenda order.

CONSENT CALENDAR
5. Homelessness Meeting Minutes

There was a motion to approve consent calendar item 5 (M/S: K. Davis/ M.
Clark)

  [Motion Passed] 

AYES: Baldwin Park, Claremont, Glendora, Monrovia, Pomona 
NOES: 
ABSTAIN: 
ABSENT: Duarte, Irwindale, West Covina, LA County Supervisorial District #1 

PRESENTATIONS 
6. Project Roomkey & Hotel Program Update – Presenters from LAHSA & the Homeless

Initiative presented Project Roomkey. The Homeless Initiative addressed the site selection
& negotiation process while LAHSA covered the wrap-around services provided to clients.
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Homelessness Committee Meeting 
April 1, 2020 10:00 AM 

7. SGVCOG Hygiene Program – SGVCOG staff presented on the forthcoming Hygiene
Program which is a County funded effort to expand access to bathrooms throughout the
San Gabriel Valley on a reimbursement basis.

STAFF REPORTS 
8. SGVRHT Updates – Caitlin Sims presented on the recent appointments to the San Gabriel

Valley Regional Housing Trust Board of Directors.
9. Federal, State, & County COVID-19 Response – Tim Kirkconnell presented on the next

wave of government intervention in the COVID-19 Pandemic and mentioned ongoing
research into the Federal Court case between LA County, LA City, and homeless advocates.

LIAISON REPORTS 
10. Los Angeles Homeless Services Authority (LAHSA)

LAHSA submitted a report on their latest non-COVID activities, including expanded winter
shelter service into the Summer and

11. Los Angeles County Homeless Initiative
The Homeless Initiative submitted a written report updating on a forthcoming hygiene
program in conjunction with the SGVCOG

12. United Way EveryoneIn
EveryoneIn submitted a report on their efforts working with Project Roomkey and provided
materials from a diary project of those who have benefitted from the program

CHAIR’S REPORT 
The Chair reminded partner agencies to provide written reports for future agendas. Additionally, 
future liaison reports will be read aloud by SGVCOG staff during video conferences. Chair also 
made a call for future topics for discussion during the meeting. 

ADJOURN 
The meeting was adjourned at 11:13 AM 
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REPORT

DATE: June 3, 2020 

TO: Homeless Committee 

FROM: Marisa Creter, Executive Director 

RE: PILOT PROGRAMS RECOMMENDATIONS 

RECOMMENDED ACTION 

Recommended Action:   
(1) Recommend Governing Board fund the following pilot programs: Arcadia,

Claremont, Covina, La Verne, and Monrovia; and
(2) Recommended Governing Board re-allocate up to $310,000 from the Master

Leasing Program to the Pilot Programs Program; and
(3) Recommend Governing Board re-allocate the remaining funding from the

Master Leasing Program to the Regional Coordination Program.

BACKGROUND 

In February 2020, the SGVCOG Governing Board approved the recommended funding allocations 
presented by staff, which included an allocation of $300,000 for a Pilot Programs Program to 
support pilot projects that test innovative direct homeless solutions. This funding is intended for 
cities that have completed homeless plans and have identified innovative potential projects or 
programs.   

The application period closed on April 30, 2020, and an outside review panel reviewed the 
applications and made its recommendations. The review panel recommended the following awards 
for pilot programs. A brief overview of the projects is found below:  

City Co-Applicants Not-to-Exceed Award 
Amount  

Program Description 

Arcadia None $150,000 Development of a pop-up 
services center for people 

experiencing homelessness 

Claremont None $50,000 Development of a roommate 
matching program 

Covina None $60,000 Implementation of a mobile 
hygiene program 

La Verne Baldwin Park, 
Duarte, Irwindale, 

West Covina 

$200,000 Creation and implementation 
of a TAY-focused 

employment program focused 
on Energy Auditing 

Page 3 of 37



REPORT

Monrovia None $150,000 A Prevention & Diversion 
program called the 

Emergency COVID Housing 
Impact Program (“eCHIP”) 

TOTAL $610,000 

Before executing memorandums of agreement (MOAs) with each awarded city, SGVCOG staff 
will work with each city/cohort to finalize each project budget.   

An additional application was also submitted by the City of Baldwin Park that sought to develop 
a more collaborative approach to data for a tri-city cohort, including the cities of Baldwin Park, El 
Monte, and South El Monte. This proposed project is similar to a recommendation that is 
being considered as a “Regional Coordination” project for a region-wide data effort. SGVCOG 
staff will work with staff from the participating cities to incorporate the relevant elements of the 
project into the regional data effort.  

There were high-quality applications submitted for the pilot program, and the demand exceeded 
the initial pilot program allocation of $300,000. With the high-quality of projects 
submitted, SGVCOG staff is recommending that additional funding be allocated to support 
additional projects.  

In its February 2020 action, the Governing Board also allocated $350,000 to a Master Leasing 
Program. With the implementation of Project Roomkey, the State and County joint hotel/
shelter program, the SGVCOG has significant concerns regarding the viability of the Master 
Leasing program as originally conceived. Significant County, State, and Federal resources are 
currently being committed to identify and contract for sites throughout the County and the 
San Gabriel Valley, and these efforts are significantly increasing the room costs for these sites. 
In this climate, the SGVCOG has significant doubts about the value of the allocated funding to 
support a Master Leasing Program for the San Gabriel Valley. As such, staff recommends that up 
to $310,000 from the Master Leasing Program be allocated to the Pilot Programs Program. 
Staff recommends that the remaining funding be allocated to Regional Coordination Program to 
support a regional data effort.  

Prepared by: ____________________________________________ 
Timothy Kirkconnell 
Senior Management Analyst 

Approved by: ____________________________________________  
Marisa Creter 
Executive Director 
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REPORT

DATE: June 3, 2020 

TO: Homeless Committee 

FROM: Marisa Creter, Executive Director 

RE: PASADENA OUTREACH RESPONSE TEAM (PORT) 

RECOMMENDED ACTION 

For information only. 

BACKGROUND 

The Pasadena Public Health Department (PPHD), in partnership with Pasadena Fire Department, 

has launched the Pasadena Outreach Response Team (PORT). PORT’s goal is to identify 

individuals impacted by chronic homelessness and, through supportive services and case 

management, assist them in moving off the streets into permanent housing. 

The project incorporates best practices tailored to the needs of the homeless population and is a 

partnership between City departments and community providers. PORT utilizes an approach that 

engages, assesses, serves, and provides links to housing opportunities for those experiencing 

chronic homelessness, severe mental illness, substance use disorders, physical disabilities, and 

complex chronic health conditions.  

Today’s presentation will be provided by Frederick “Tony” Zee, who is a firefighter with the 

Pasadena Fire Department. 

Prepared by: ____________________________________________ 

Timothy Kirkconnell 

Senior Management Analyst 

Approved by: ____________________________________________ 

Marisa Creter 

Executive Director 

ATTACHMENTS: 

Attachment A – Pasadena Outreach Response Team (PORT) PowerPoint presentation 
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Public Health Department, Social & Mental Health Division

& 

Pasadena Fire Department
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Public Health Department

Background

Homelessness as a Public Health Concern
▪ Severity and complexity of contemporary homelessness, its disproportionate

impact on people of color and vulnerable populations, such as LGBTQI2-S,

criminal justice, youth (TAY), and the aging population, including the impact on

the increasing numbers of families and children in the homeless population.

▪ Correlation between homelessness and medical issues and exposure to trauma.

▪ HIV disease, Hepatitis, STD’s, tuberculosis (TB), alcohol and other drug problems,

mental illness, and at higher risk of being in contact to other forms of health

related issues.

▪ Housing as a social determinant of health.

▪ Addressing Oral Health Disparities

▪ Access to primary healthcare, nutrition services, behavioral treatment is

restricted by insufficient and inappropriate services, lack of health insurance,

and barriers of finance, location, culture, and provider attitudes.
2 Page 8 of 37
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Public Health Department

SAMHSA GBHI-PORT

• Received award from the Substance Abuse 

Mental Health Services Administration 

(SAMHSA) in the amount of $1,995,605 to 

implement a pilot project (2017-2022).

• Field Based Approach, Pasadena Outreach 

Response Team 

• Staffing: Fire Fighter, Social Worker/Case 

Manager, Outreach Worker (Union Station), 

Social Work Interns (Various Schools) and Public 

Health Nurse (PHN) Pending. 3 Page 9 of 37
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Public Health Department

Pasadena Outreach Response 

Team

• Engage, assess, serve individuals whom experience chronic
homelessness, tend to be high utilizers of emergency room, high
acuity adults and families that experience acute mental illness,
substance use disorders, physical disabilities and/or chronic health
conditions.

• The program will provide intensive case management, basic
medical screenings and linkages to permanent supportive housing
and other social supportive services.

4 Page 10 of 37
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Public Health Department

Philosophy “meeting the 

participants where they are at…”

• Provide field-based support and

advocacy for people who are

experiencing homelessness, living with

chronic health conditions, diagnosed

with mental health and/or substance use

disorders.

• Increase participant adherence to on-

going healthcare treatment and access

to needed medication to improve their

health status.

• Improve the access and coordination

towards stable housing. 

5 Page 11 of 37
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Public Health Department

The PORT Model 

6

Individual 

Medical 
Clinics

Housing

Mental 
Health

Substance 
Abuse

Locale

• Inpatient Centers

• Reintegration Programs

• Treatment Services

• Bus Passes

• Metro Rail Passes

• PORT Team

• Huntington Hospital

• County Hospitals

• Private Providers

• FQHC’s (CHAP &

JWCH)

• Section 8

• HOPWA Program

• Transitional Housing

• Shelters

• Local Housing Department

• LAHSA- Coordinated Entry

System (CES) Rapid Re-

Housing Program

• DMH Social Workers

• HOPE Team

• LA County Mental

Health Clinics

• Crisis Counseling

Team:
▪ 1.0 FTE Fire Fighter
▪ 1.0 FTE Public Health Nurse (PHN)
▪ 1.0 FTE Social Worker/Case Manager
▪ 1.0 FTE Peer Outreach Worker Page 12 of 37
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Public Health Department

Partners

Healthcare Services

• CHAP Care

• Wesley Health Center

Housing Services

• Union Station

• Housing Department

Behavioral Health

• Health Department

• Community Based
Programs

• Police Department,
HOPE Team

7 Page 13 of 37
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Public Health Department

What Do We Do?

• Conduct assessments, evaluate situation

and create a plan with the client.

• If individual is not receiving services, start the

enrollment process.

• If individual is not ready, we provide other

resources, and re-engage via outreach

(may take multiple encounters).

• Attempt to get them placed in rehab or

evaluated for mental health.

• Transport them to facilities, if needed.

• Provide case management, and conduct

follow-ups.

• And provide many other critical supportive

services needed for their success.
8 Page 14 of 37
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Public Health Department

Education, Awareness & Data

9

• Creating awareness and education around the issues around
homelessness.

• Evaluation and data to understand the issues impacting individuals
that are faced with trauma as part of their homelessness

• Systematic barriers that impact the ability to access services

Public Health is part of the National Health Care for the Homeless
Council (NHCHC) https://www.nhchc.org/

Page 15 of 37
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Public Health Department

Sharing the Experience

10 Page 16 of 37
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Public Health Department

Contact Information

Angélica Palmeros, Deputy Director: 

APalmeros@cityofmontebello.com

Sandra Olivas, Social Worker Case Manager: 626-243-

8340 or solivas@cityofpasadena.net

Tony Zee, Fire Liaison Homeless Project (PORT): 

626-243-8086 or fzee@cityofpasadena.net

11 Page 17 of 37
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REPORT

DATE: June 3, 2020 

TO: Homeless Committee 

FROM: Marisa Creter, Executive Director 

RE: L.A. ALLIANCE FOR HUMAN RIGHTS ET AL V. CITY OF LOS
ANGELES ET AL

RECOMMENDED ACTION 

For information only. 

BACKGROUND 

L.A. Alliance for Human Rights Et Al V. City of Los Angeles Et Al  was filed in March by a group
of downtown business owners and residents called the LA Alliance for Human Rights in which
the Alliance claims the city and county of Los Angeles have failed to protect and provide shelter
for people experiencing homelessness.

On May 22, 2020, Judge Carter ordered Los Angeles County & City officials to move homeless 
people away from freeways and ramps because of hazards, including pollutants, passing cars and 
potential earthquakes. The order instructed both sets of officials to find over 7,000 beds for people 
experiencing homelessness to be moved into housing. A filing deadline was set for June 12, 2020 
for the submission of status reports on the relocation plan with status reports to follow. 

Carter indicated the temporary injunction would go into effect on May 22 but a filling the same 
day by the Defendants postponed the implementation of the order until September. Talks broke 
down over shared funding for the removal order and the interim period will be used to negotiate 
an agreement. In a filing on May 29, 2020, attorneys requested that U.S. District Judge David 
Carter appoint a neutral arbitrator to help find a solution to the question of responsibility for costs 
associated with bringing the homeless indoors during the COVID-19 pandemic. 

Prepared by: ____________________________________________ 
Timothy Kirkconnell 
Senior Management Analyst 

Approved by: ____________________________________________  
Marisa Creter 
Executive Director 

ATTACHMENTS: 
Attachment A – Court Order to remove encampments adjacent to Highways 
Attachment B – Court Filing requesting neutral arbitrator 

Page 19 of 37





UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
CENTRAL DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA 

CIVIL MINUTES – GENERAL 

Case No. LA CV 20-02291-DOC-KES Date:  May 22, 2020 

Title: LA ALLIANCE FOR HUMAN RIGHTS ET AL. v. CITY OF LOS ANGELES ET 
AL. 

PRESENT: 

THE HONORABLE DAVID O. CARTER, JUDGE 

Kelly Davis     Not Present 
Courtroom Clerk Court Reporter 

ATTORNEYS PRESENT FOR 
PLAINTIFF: 
None Present 

ATTORNEYS PRESENT FOR 
DEFENDANT: 
None Present 

PROCEEDINGS (IN CHAMBERS):  PRELIMINARY INJUNCTION 

I. Background

In response to the Court’s Order re: Preliminary Injunction (Dkt. 108), at
6:58 p.m. on May 19, 2020, the Court was advised that a tentative agreement had been 
“signed off on by all parties and intervenors” and would be submitted to the Court 
momentarily. However, approximately thirty minutes later, the parties informed the Court 
that they were in fact unable to reach an agreement, and that the parties would be filing 
separate reports with the Court.1 

In its Status Report (Dkt. 115) (“County Report”), filed jointly with Intervenors on 
May 20, 2020, the County of Los Angeles represents as follows: 

Following the issuance of the Court’s injunction on May 15, 2020, 
the parties spent the last several days trying to reach an agreement 
regarding a joint filing. Regrettably, at approximately 7:30 p.m. the 

1 The Report (Dkt. 114) filed by the City of Los Angeles and Status Report (Dkt. 115) filed by the 
County of Los Angeles are attached to this Order as Exhibits A and B, respectively.  

Case 2:20-cv-02291-DOC-KES   Document 123   Filed 05/22/20   Page 1 of 13   Page ID #:1941
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     Page 2 

day the filing was due, the City declined to participate in a joint 
filing, stating that it could not agree out of a concern over the 
payment for “services” at City-owned interim shelters and similar 
sites. The County offered to develop a package of mainstream 
services for persons experiencing homelessness and residing in 
shelters within the City. These services would include health and 
behavioral health outreach, disability benefit advocacy services, and 
connections to social services benefits. The City rejected the 
County’s offer. 

The City would not agree to a shared funding arrangement as 
proposed by the County for operational costs (such as food, laundry, 
security, etc.) associated with the City’s pilot programs. The City 
made a similar request for all City shelters proposed under the City’s 
plan to address homelessness near freeways and for individuals 
currently occupying COVID-19 emergency beds in the City. These 
demands are inconsistent with past practice. In general, with the 
exception of Measure H funding administered by the County, the 
City funds operational costs for interim shelter sites in the City. The 
City is a major recipient of state and federal funds for homeless 
services, unlike other cities in the County (with the partial exception 
of Long Beach).  

In an effort to move the parties forward, the County suggested a joint 
funding strategy with the City for certain pilot programs, leaving the 
issue of broader operational costs for another time (perhaps with the 
intervention of a mediator). The City rejected that offer too. The City 
has requested that the County dedicate additional Measure H or 
other County funds to the City. However, Measure H funds are 
disproportionately spent in the City. In addition, Measure H funds 
are already appropriated to support the City as well as other 
jurisdictions in the region addressing homelessness. Despite these 
developments, the County will continue to pursue partnerships with 
the City. 

County Report at 10-11. 

Case 2:20-cv-02291-DOC-KES   Document 123   Filed 05/22/20   Page 2 of 13   Page ID #:1942
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For its part, the City of Los Angeles, in its Report (Dkt. 114) (“City Report”), filed 
May 19, 2020, states:  

The City stands ready to provide the capital costs (subject to 
approval of the City Council) needed to implement a mix of shelter 
and housing solutions to serve a diverse homeless population, in 
partnership with the County of Los Angeles (County) and the Los 
Angeles Homeless Services Authority (LAHSA) to ensure those 
solutions include the services necessary to keep people off the 
streets. 

. . . 

In all, the City commits to creating 6,100 new shelter opportunities 
in the next 10 months.2 The City’s plan is contingent upon each 
shelter location receiving the appropriate levels of necessary 
County-funded support and operating services. Under the voter 
approved tax initiative Measure H, the County funds operating 
services for homeless facilities called for in the County Homeless 
Strategy. Operating services include specially trained staff dedicated 
to manage these facilities; case managers who work with clients in 
the facilities to access housing and other benefits; security services; 
and program enrollments/exits. These operating services are in 
addition to the “mainstream” systems of care (mental health, 
healthcare, substance abuse, etc.) provided by the County, which are 
also necessary—but not sufficient—to successfully operate the 
shelter opportunities the City is committed to creating. 

City Report at 2-3. 

These submissions to the Court, combined with the last-minute collapse of the 
signed tentative agreement, lead the Court to conclude that there are relatively few 
unresolved issues, and that the remaining issues are tied to the longstanding conflict 
between the City and County as to which entity is financially responsible for which 

2 On this record, the Court understands that this total of 6,100 shelter opportunities includes the 
approximately 2,200 hotel and motel rooms contracted under Project Roomkey and the approximately 
1,000 shelter beds in recreational centers, and thus represents an increase of approximately 2,900 shelter 
opportunities. 

Case 2:20-cv-02291-DOC-KES   Document 123   Filed 05/22/20   Page 3 of 13   Page ID #:1943
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homeless services. The Court reminds the City and County that these funds are not the 
property of the City and County, but have been allocated by the local taxpayers, the State 
of California, and the federal government as funds to provide shelter and services to 
persons experiencing homelessness. Moreover, the disagreement between the City and 
County over the relatively minor costs of this pilot program does not bode well for the 
future as the program is scaled up across the City and County. It is regrettable that this 
ongoing endeavor to develop humane and sustainable responses to the challenges of 
homelessness is beleaguered by a legacy of bureaucratic entanglement and gridlock. 

The Court commends the efforts that have been undertaken to shelter vulnerable 
residents of the City and County of Los Angeles during the COVID-19 pandemic. Efforts 
to comply with the Court’s preliminary injunction should broaden—not replace—these 
emergency public health efforts, and the two should run alongside each other, rather than 
sequentially. The City of Los Angeles and County of Los Angeles have the capacity and 
resources to comply with the injunction while maintaining their unprecedented efforts to 
protect vulnerable residents from COVID-19. 

As the record has developed in this case, the Court has become increasingly 
concerned that a particular subset of persons experiencing homelessness—those who live 
near overpasses, underpasses, and ramps on all freeways and City and County streets—
are exposed to severely heightened public health risks as a result of where they live. 
Indeed, all parties in this action agree that it is unreasonably dangerous for humans to live 
in areas that may, for example, be contaminated with lead or other carcinogenic 
substances, which have deleterious health impacts and can shorten a homeless person’s 
life expectancy by decades.3 These locations also increase the danger that a homeless 
person will be struck by a vehicle or injured in the event of an earthquake or crash.4 
Camps in these locations can also burden the general public—for example, by posing 
potential hazards to passing motorists, or by making sidewalks and other rights-of-way 
inaccessible to individuals with disabilities. However, as with many issues involving 

3 See California Department of Transportation, Hazardous Waste Assessment of Parcel for Air Space 
Lease for Homelessness Solutions Located at 16th Street and Maple Ave., Los Angeles (April 10, 2020) 
[hereinafter Assessment] at 3 (“However, based on the location of the parcel being directly under the 
heavily travelled I-10 Freeway and past use of leaded gasoline, there is a high probability that the 
unpaved soil areas on the parcel and around the perimeter of the parcel at the columns and fence will 
contain hazardous waste concentrations of lead.”). The Assessment is available at Docket No. 103-1. See 
also Tr. of Apr. 13, 2020 Proceedings (Dkt. 94) at 75-76 (discussing danger of fumes to “people sleeping 
under freeways”). 

4 See Tr. of Apr. 13, 2020 Proceedings at 75-76 (noting further danger of “the freeway collapsing in 
earthquakes”). 
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individuals experiencing homelessness, no party appears to be addressing this problem 
with any urgency.  

The Court finds that these combined risks constitute an emergency and that a 
response cannot wait until this case is resolved by settlement or trial, and hereby 
ORDERS that this subset of individuals experiencing homelessness be offered housing 
and subsequently humanely relocated away from overpasses, underpasses, and ramps on 
all freeways and City and County streets (collectively, “overpasses, underpasses, and 
ramps”). This preliminary relief is appropriate to remedy the emergency health hazards 
facing these individuals experiencing homelessness. The Court’s preliminary injunction 
shall be implemented on an ongoing basis independent of the parties’ continuing 
settlement negotiations. In addition to improving the health and living conditions of 
individuals experiencing homelessness, the Court anticipates that this preliminary 
injunction will make the greater Los Angeles area healthier, safer, and more accessible 
for the general public. 

II. Legal Basis for Preliminary Relief

A. Legal Standard

A district court may order injunctive relief on its own motion and is not restricted 
to ordering the relief requested by a party. Armstrong v. Brown, 768 F.3d 975, 980 (9th 
Cir. 2014) (citing Clement v. Cal. Dep’t of Corr., 364 F.3d 1148, 1150 (9th Cir. 2004)). 
A preliminary injunction is an “extraordinary remedy,” requiring courts to balance 
competing claims on a case-by-case basis, with “particular regard for the public 
consequences” of issuing an injunction. Winter v. Nat. Res. Def. Council, Inc., 555 U.S. 
7, 24 (2008). 

For a court to issue a preliminary injunction, it must find that (1) there is a 
likelihood of success on the merits; (2) absent preliminary relief, irreparable harm is 
likely; (3) the balance of equities tips in favor of preliminary relief; and (4) an injunction 
is in the public interest. See Am. Trucking Ass’n, Inc. v. City of Los Angeles, 559 F.3d 
1046, 1052 (9th Cir. 2009) (citing Winter, 555 U.S. at 20). The Court has the authority to 
issue a mandatory injunction when the facts and law “clearly favor” issuance. Garcia v. 
Google, Inc., 786 F.3d 733, 740 (9th Cir. 2015). 
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B. Discussion

1. The Likelihood of Success on the Merits Supports Preliminary
Relief

State law grounds. The California Welfare and Institutions Code provides as 
follows: 

Every county and every city and county shall relieve and support all 
incompetent, poor, indigent persons, and those incapacitated by age, 
disease, or accident, lawfully resident therein, when such persons are 
not supported and relieved by their relatives or friends, by their own 
means, or by state hospitals or other state or private institutions. 

Cal. Welf. & Inst. Code § 17000 (West 2020). This provision is intended “to provide for 
protection, care, and assistance to the people of the state in need thereof, and to promote 
the welfare and happiness of all of the people of the state by providing appropriate aid 
and services to all of its needy and distressed.” Id. § 10000. Such aid and services shall be 
“provided promptly and humanely, with due regard for the preservation of family life,” 
and on a non-discriminatory basis. Id. 

The Court finds that, at this stage of the litigation, it is sufficiently clear that the 
City of Los Angeles and County of Los Angeles have failed to meet these obligations 
under California law. The City and County of Los Angeles argue that these provisions of 
the Welfare and Institutions Code cannot serve as the basis of this injunction because 
“there is no mandatory duty in Section 17000 requiring the County to provide shelter to 
individuals experiencing homelessness.” Resp. of County of Los Angeles (Dkt. 120) at 
11; see also Resp. of City of Los Angeles (Dkt. 121) at 14 (“§ 17000 imposes no 
obligations on the City”). However, the California Supreme Court has “authoritatively 
interpreted” these provisions and held that “Section 17000 . . . mandates that medical 
care be provided to indigents and section 10000 requires that such care be provided 
promptly and humanely. . . . There is no discretion concerning whether to provide such 
care.” Tailfeather v. Bd. of Supervisors, 48 Cal. App. 4th 1223, 1245 (1996) (emphasis 
added) (summarizing extensive preceding analysis of California case law). To the extent 
the County and City argue that providing lifesaving housing to individuals experiencing 
homelessness who live in areas near overpasses, underpasses, and ramps does not qualify 
as “medical care,” their insistence that a hazardous waste assessment be performed before 
using one such location as a shelter—and the subsequent finding that the location could 
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not be used as shelter due to a high probability of containing “hazardous waste 
concentrations of lead”—contradicts that proposition. See generally Assessment. 

Constitutional grounds. The Court also finds that the hazardous conditions of 
homeless camps near overpasses, underpasses, and ramps likely offend the Due Process 
Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment. The Fourteenth Amendment provides, in relevant 
part, that no state5 “shall . . . deprive any person of life, liberty, or property, without due 
process of law.” U.S. Const. amend. XIV, § 1. The vision of “liberty” enshrined in the 
Due Process Clause has been interpreted expansively to include rights “not mentioned 
explicitly in the Constitution.” Griswold v. Connecticut, 381 U.S. 479, 486 & n.1 
(Goldberg, J., concurring) (numerous citations omitted). Moreover, it has long been 
established that the Due Process Clause guarantees not only procedural protections, but 
also substantive rights, thereby “barring certain government actions regardless of the 
fairness of the procedures used to implement them.” Daniels v. Williams, 474 U.S. 327, 
331 (1986).  

Substantive due process accordingly “forbids the government from depriving a 
person of life, liberty, or property in such a way that ‘shocks the conscience’ or 
‘interferes with rights implicit in the concept of ordered liberty.’” Nunez v. City of Los 
Angeles, 147 F.3d 867, 870 (9th Cir. 1988) (quoting United States v. Salerno, 481 U.S. 
739, 746 (1987)). Although the government is generally “not liable for its omissions,” 
Martinez v. City of Clovis, 943 F.3d 1260, 1270-71 (9th Cir. 2019), a government is 
required to act when it has “affirmatively place[d]” its citizens “in danger by acting with 
deliberate indifference to a known or obvious danger,” Patel v. Kent Sch. Dist., 648 F.3d 
965, 971-72 (9th Cir. 2011) (citations omitted). Here, the City and County of Los 
Angeles have acted with deliberate indifference to individuals experiencing 
homelessness, whom they allow to reside near overpasses, underpasses, and ramps 
despite the inherent dangers—such as pollutants and contaminants—of which the City 
and County of Los Angeles have actual knowledge. See, e.g., Assessment at 3 
(“However, based on the location of the parcel being directly under the heavily travelled 
I-10 Freeway and past use of leaded gasoline, there is a high probability that the unpaved
soil areas on the parcel and around the perimeter of the parcel at the columns and fence
will contain hazardous waste concentrations of lead.”).

Indeed, because these locations offer shelter from the elements, by failing to 
provide adequate shelter or alternative housing options, the City and County of Los 

5 Local governments, such as cities and counties, are “state actors” for purposes of the Fourteenth 
Amendment. E.g., Bd. of Trs. V. Garrett, 531 U.S. 356, 369 (2001). 
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Angeles have essentially forced individuals experiencing homelessness to camp in these 
dangerously polluted locations. It is clear to the Court that the Due Process Clause does 
not allow this kind of governmental conduct. While the Court is not aware of any 
previous case finding this modest substantive due process right, the Court is confident 
that this limited right is “implicit in the concept of ordered liberty.” See Nunez, 147 F.3d 
at 870. As the Supreme Court has held, rights arise not only from “ancient sources,” but 
also “from a better informed understanding of how constitutional imperatives define a 
liberty that remains urgent in our own era.” Obergefell v. Hodges, 135 S. Ct. 2584, 2602 
(2015). The severe health hazards attendant on living near overpasses, underpasses, and 
ramps—to say nothing of the public health risks illuminated by the ongoing COVID-19 
pandemic—present just such an urgent crisis and better inform the constitutional 
understanding of ordered liberty. 

The Ninth Circuit’s recent decision in Martin v. City of Boise, 920 F.3d 584, 
further illuminates the constitutional values at stake in this litigation. In its analysis of the 
Eighth Amendment, the Ninth Circuit held that “the Cruel and Unusual Punishments 
Clause not only limits the types of punishment that may be imposed and prohibits the 
imposition of punishment grossly disproportionate to the severity of the crime, but also 
‘imposes substantive limits on what can be made criminal and punished as such.’” Martin 
v. City of Boise, 920 F.3d 584, 613 (9th Cir. 2019) (quoting Ingraham v. Wright, 430 U.S.
651, 667 (1977)). The Ninth Circuit concluded that the Cruel and Unusual Punishments
Clause “bars a city from prosecuting people criminally for sleeping outside on public
property when those people have no home or other shelter to go to.” Id. at 603.

But if citing an individual experiencing homelessness for sleeping outside rises to 
the level of cruel and unusual punishment, then—a fortiori—it is likely also cruel and 
unusual to act with such indifference that an individual experiencing homelessness is 
forced to take shelter in an inherently hazardous location. That is, when there is such a 
dearth of available shelter that the best option for an individual experiencing 
homelessness is to camp in a dangerous location, this functionally constitutes a 
punishment for the crime of being homeless. Much like a formal criminal citation, the 
Court finds that it is cruel and unusual, in violation of the Eighth Amendment, to leave 
individuals experiencing homelessness no better option than to camp in hazardous areas 
when they have no other available shelter to enter.  

Given these serious issues of state and federal law, the Court finds that the 
likelihood of success on the merits clearly favors issuing a preliminary injunction.  
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2. The Likelihood of Irreparable Harm Justifies Preliminary Relief

Given the health hazards described above, the Court has no difficulty finding a 
grave risk of irreparable harm. When homeless individuals are exposed to such dangers 
as toxic fumes, “hazardous waste concentrations of lead,” car crashes, and the potential 
collapse of an overpass in an earthquake, their health is threatened in a way that monetary 
damages cannot adequately compensate. Additionally, homeless persons living near 
overpasses, underpasses, and ramps need not suffer these harms at all—or, at least, need 
not suffer them any further—and this outcome could be achieved with a preliminary 
injunction. 

Because of the public health risks inherent in living near overpasses, underpasses, 
and ramps, the Court finds that the homeless individuals that live in such locations clearly 
face a likelihood of irreparable harm, justifying a preliminary injunction. 

3. The Balance of Equities Tips in Favor of Preliminary Relief

As already discussed, the homeless individuals who live near overpasses, 
underpasses, and ramps face severe health hazards. By comparison, the City of Los 
Angeles and County of Los Angeles would only need to invest relatively modest 
financial and administrative resources to provide safe and healthy shelters to these 
individuals. As such, the Court finds that the balance of the equities clearly weighs in 
favor of an injunction. 

4. A Preliminary Injunction Is in the Public Interest

Finally, a humane relocation away from overpasses, underpasses, and ramps in 
support of public health will promote the public interest. A district court should look at 
the injunction’s impact on non-parties in determining what is in the “public interest.” 
League of Wilderness Defs./Blue Mountains Biodiversity Project v. Connaughton, 752 
F.3d 755, 766 (9th Cir. 2014) (quoting Sammartano v. First Judicial Dist. Court, 303
F.3d 959, 974 (9th Cir. 2002)). The Court finds that this preliminary injunction will
substantially benefit public health at large. Providing housing for individuals
experiencing homelessness—and ensuring that appropriate CDC guidance is followed at
the locations that will shelter those individuals—will not only help stop the spread of
COVID-19 amongst the population impacted by this injunction, but will also reduce the
likelihood that disease will spread throughout the greater Los Angeles community.
Furthermore, the public has a right to have local ordinances enforced when City and
County actors can legally do so. This injunction will allow the enforcement of anti-
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camping ordinances at an appropriate time and in compliance with Martin v. Boise. Such 
enforcement is also in the public interest. 

Therefore, the Court finds that this factor clearly favors an order of preliminary 
relief. 

III. Provisions of Preliminary Injunction

To protect the individuals experiencing homelessness camping near overpasses,
underpasses, and ramps—and the general public—the Court hereby ORDERS that 
individuals experiencing homelessness camped within 500 feet of an overpass, underpass, 
or ramp must be offered housing as described below and subsequently humanely 
relocated at least 500 feet away from such areas by no later than September 1, 2020.6 As 
part of this humane relocation effort, and to promote the underlying public health and 
safety goals, the City of Los Angeles and County of Los Angeles must provide shelter—
or alternative housing options, such as government encampments following the existing 
Veterans Affairs model, safe parking sites, or hotel and motel rooms contracted following 
the Project Roomkey model—to individuals experiencing homelessness. In addition to 
the foregoing examples, the Court is open to receiving any other suggestions from the 
parties for reasonable alternative housing options. 

As shelters are established and homeless camps are relocated away from 
overpasses, underpasses, and ramps, the following criteria, at a minimum, must be 
satisfied to ensure the process remains humane and serves the best interests of the 
affected individuals experiencing homelessness and the general public: 

(1) All shelters and alternative housing options must be configured with adequate
physical space to allow the sheltered individuals to maintain the minimum
recommended social distance of six feet to mitigate the transmission of
SARS-CoV-2.

6 The requirement of 500 feet is taken from the City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning, 
which reports that “[a]ir pollution studies indicate a strong link between chronic exposure to vehicle 
exhaust and particulate matter from roads and freeways and elevated risk of adverse health impacts . . . . 
Areas located within 500 feet of a freeway are known to experience the greatest concentrations of fine 
and ultrafine particulate matter (PM), a pollutant implicated in asthma and other health conditions.” City 
of Los Angeles Department of City Planning, Freeway Adjacent Advisory Notice, Zoning Information 
File No. 2427, at 1 (2018). This Advisory Notice is available at the following URL: 
http://zimas.lacity.org/documents/zoneinfo/ZI2427.pdf. 
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(2) All shelters and alternative housing options must have adequate hygiene
facilities, such as handwashing stations and showers.

(3) All shelters and alternative housing options must have qualified staff who,
upon intake, can test each homeless individual for communicable diseases and
other health conditions. The Court may consider revising this aspect of the
preliminary injunction in the future, depending on the state of the COVID-19
pandemic.

(4) If any individual experiencing homelessness tests positive for COVID-19, that
individual must be sheltered in a facility in which they can be individually
isolated until they recover.

(5) All shelters and alternative housing options must be staffed by security as
necessary to ensure the safety of the homeless persons sheltered therein.

(6) Before beginning the process of clearing overpasses, underpasses, and ramps,
all homeless individuals living in the vicinity must be given advance notice of
at least ten days; such notice shall include information about available shelters
and alternative housing options in that council district or supervisorial district.

(7) At a minimum, in the interim period between notice and relocation, social
workers, mental health workers, and LAHSA authorities shall reach out to
noticed individuals experiencing homelessness to provide services and
facilitate the transition to shelter. The Court also encourages such outreach to
occur as early as possible, even before notice is given.

(8) The City and County of Los Angeles may not relocate individuals experiencing
homelessness in a given council district or supervisorial district until after such
notice is given, and after the City of Los Angeles and/or County of Los
Angeles provide adequate alternative shelter for all individuals experiencing
homelessness in that council district or supervisorial district. After these
conditions are met, the City of Los Angeles and County of Los Angeles will be
allowed to enforce anti-camping laws in that council district or supervisorial
district within 500 feet of overpasses, underpasses, and ramps located. This
process helps to ensure that these individuals are being moved to safer
locations. To be clear, while an individual experiencing homelessness cannot
be ordered to enter a shelter facility, they must be given that option, and if they
decline, can then be ordered to relocate at least 500 feet away from an
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overpass, underpass, or ramp. If, during the humane relocation process, a social 
worker, mental health worker, law enforcement officer, or other qualified 
personnel encounters an individual exhibiting COVID-19 symptoms, such 
individual should be referred to an individual testing and quarantine process, 
such as, but not limited to, Project Roomkey. If all of the above requirements 
are met, then relocation in these limited areas would be fully compliant with 
Martin v. City of Boise.7  

As they begin efforts to comply with this preliminary injunction, the City of Los 
Angeles and County of Los Angeles are responsible for disentangling which entity has 
authority over the subject locations and the relevant funding mechanisms. 

The Court is hopeful that this initial, limited action will assist the parties moving 
forward, as they work to overcome years of bureaucratic inertia and develop humane 
solutions in the best interests of both individuals experiencing homelessness and the 
general public. Indeed, the parties’ efforts to provide emergency shelter and services 
since the onset of the COVID-19 crisis present a stark contrast to the characteristic 
inaction that has persisted for years with respect to homelessness in the greater Los 
Angeles area. The Court is concerned, however, that as the COVID-19 pandemic 
subsides, the present momentum will be lost to longstanding disputes over funding and 
jurisdictional authority. The most recent filings by the City and County of Los Angeles, 
quoted at length above, already demonstrate a resurgence of the quarreling and deadlock 
surrounding the issues of homelessness. 

Notwithstanding the failure of the parties to reach an agreement on the terms and 
conditions of a settlement, the Court, based on input from both City and County elected 
officials, as well as Plaintiffs and Intervenors, finds these decision-makers are fully aware 
of the crises created by homelessness in our communities and are dedicated to 
formulating solutions that will not only improve the living conditions of our homeless 
population, but also enhance the opportunities for the general public to enjoy the benefits 

7 The Court hereby takes judicial notice of the Interim Guidance on People Experiencing Unsheltered 
Homelessness issued by the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (“CDC”) in response to the 
COVID-19 pandemic. The CDC recommends, inter alia: “If individual housing options are not available, 
allow people who are living unsheltered or in encampments to remain where they are. Clearing 
encampments can cause people to disperse throughout the community and break connections with service 
providers. This increases the potential for disease spread.” The Court’s preliminary injunction complies 
with the CDC’s Interim Guidance, because providing shelter is a prerequisite to relocating individuals. 
The CDC’s Interim Guidance is available at the following URL: https://www.cdc.gov/coronavirus/2019-
ncov/community/homeless-shelters/unsheltered-homelessness.html. 
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that will result from an enlightened approach in addressing these issues. All parties have 
the same goal in mind; their differences lie in the route to be followed in achieving that 
goal. The Court is confident a global solution to the homelessness crisis will be found 
while the parties take the initial step of remedying the emergency health hazards targeted 
by this injunction. 

To facilitate the Court’s monitoring of compliance with the terms of this 
preliminary injunction, the Court will require periodic status reports from the parties as to 
their progress. The first such report shall be filed with the Court no later than 12:00 noon 
on Friday, June 12, 2020. At minimum, this report shall detail a plan for establishing 
shelter and clearing overpasses, underpasses, and ramps in each council district or 
supervisorial district no later than September 1, 2020. The Court reserves the authority to 
advance the deadline of September 1, 2020 in the event that the interim status reports do 
not demonstrate satisfactory progress towards compliance with the preliminary 
injunction. Furthermore, the Court shall conduct additional hearings to monitor 
compliance as the Court finds necessary. 

The Clerk shall serve this minute order on the parties. 

MINUTES FORM 11 

CIVIL-GEN 

Initials of Deputy Clerk: kd 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

CENTRAL DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA 

LA ALLIANCE FOR HUMAN RIGHTS, 
et al., 
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vs. 

CITY OF LOS ANGELES, a Municipal 
entity, et al., 

Defendant. 

Case No. CV 20-02291 DOC (KES)
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ANGELES AND COUNTY OF LOS 
ANGELES FOR ORDER TO 
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[PROPOSED] ORDER 
The Court, having read and considered the requests of the parties and good cause 

appearing,  

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED: 

1. The request for mediation from Defendants City of Los Angeles and County

of Los Angeles is granted. 

2. Defendants City of Los Angeles and County of Los Angeles shall mediate

the following issue identified in the Court's May 22, 2020 Injunctive Order:  

What are the respective financial responsibilities of the City of 

Los Angeles and the County of Los Angeles with regard to 

operational costs at shelters or similar alternative housing 

options erected or established by the City of Los Angeles (i.e., 

cost of security, hygiene, food, and case management, etc.) for 

persons experiencing homelessness, including those living 

within 500 feet of an overpass, underpass, or ramp? 

3. The Court appoints the Honorable Judge ____________________ as the

neutral mediator to oversee the parties’ efforts. 

4. Defendants do not waive any rights to seek a stay or otherwise challenge any

order in this matter. 

IT IS SO ORDERED. 

DATED:  May ____, 2020 

Hon. David O. Carter 
United States District Judge 
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BRANDON YOUNG, Bar No. 304342 
    byoung@manatt.com 
MANATT, PHELPS & PHILLIPS, LLP 
2049 Century Park East, Suite 1700 
Los Angeles, CA 90067 
Telephone:  310.312.4000 
Facsimile:    310.312.4224 

LOUIS R. MILLER, Bar No. 54141 
MIRA HASHMALL, Bar No. 216842 
EMILY A. SANCHIRICO, Bar No. 311294 
MILLER BARONDESS, LLP 
1999 Avenue of the Stars, Suite 1000 
Los Angeles, CA 90067 
Email:  esanchirico@millerbarondess.com 
Telephone:  310.552.4400 
Facsimile:    310.312.4224 

Attorneys for Defendant 
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 
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TO THE COURT, ALL PARTIES, AND ATTORNEYS OF RECORD: 

Defendants City of Los Angeles and County of Angeles hereby jointly request an 

order from this Court to mediate the following issue identified in the Court's May 22, 

2020 Injunctive Order: 

What are the respective financial responsibilities of the City of 

Los Angeles and the County of Los Angeles with regard to 

operational costs at shelters or similar alternative housing 

options erected or established by the City of Los Angeles (i.e., 

cost of security, hygiene, food, and case management, etc.) for 

persons experiencing homelessness, including those living 

within 500 feet of an overpass, underpass, or ramp? 

Defendants further request that the Court appoint a neutral mediator to oversee the 

parties’ efforts. 

Defendants do not waive any rights to seek a stay or otherwise challenge any order 

in this matter.   

DATED:  May 28, 2020 MARY C. WICKHAM 

/s/ Lauren Black 
Lauren M. Black 
Principal Deputy County Counsel 
COUNTY OF LOS ANGLES 

DATED:  May 28, 2020 CITY OF LOS ANGELES 

/s/ Scott Marcus 
Scott Marcus 
Senior Assistant City Attorney 
CITY OF LOS ANGELES 
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