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3Recommendation No. 1: County Entity & Leader

 Primary components

– Create entity with Responsible Charge [accountability (BS add), and authority (LP add)] over 
homelessness within County
 Prevention (SD add)
 Rehousing (SD add)
 Housing acquisition (SD add)
 Access to medical care (SD add); including mental health (BS add), and SUD (SD)
 Ensure accountability for timely contracting and payments (SD) 
 Urgent access to services (outreach, 24/7, one-number call, weekends and holidays) (SD add)

– Services must be sustainable over long period (VS add)

– “Identify County Leader” (TE add, MR, SD, BS, WG agree)]
 Not intended to “reshuffle deck” (TE add)
 Not intended to create new bureaucracy (SD add)

– Establish Inter-County Workgroups

– Establish Subregional Leadership Infrastructure (e.g., Regional Committees)



4Recommendation No. 2: Measure H / Local Solutions

 Primary components

– In order to improve and create relationships with cities and COGs [SD, BS add] 
establish a multi-year “local solutions” fund within Measure H

– Use an algorithm or funded at an amount to be defined by the Board

– Make available to “jurisdictions that will make a commitment” (LP add, 
WG, VS agree)] to provide in-kind or matching contributions for the 
development of service programs and housing
 Make available to jurisdictions that will share data (VS add)

– Should not detract from or take dollars away from the successful work done 
by our stakeholders [and should ensure equity (SD add, BS, WG, MR agree)]

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Regional committees could have input into program design (see Potential Recommendation No. 1)
Solving for data and metrics issues relevant to long-term program design (see Potential Recommendation No. 6)




5Recommendation/Option No. 3a: Streamlined LAHSA 

 Primary components

– “LAHSA to transition away from direct services in order for County entity to coordinate urgent access to 
direct services”]

– Study allocation of Measure H funds between LAHSA, County Departments, and County entity 
 Should not disrupt service delivery or undercut successful programs 

– Focus on role as CoC (rehousing [SD add]) lead (e.g., PIT, HMIS, annual application, etc.)

 Governance

– In the interim (SD add), Maintain the current number of seats (10) on the LAHSA Commission 
but change who sits on them (e.g., county department heads, those with lived experience expertise 
(SD add), COGs or cities (SD add))
 (Potential immediate action prior to LAHSA Commission-CoC Board-CES Policy Council 

consolidation (Potential Recommendation No. 4))



6Recommendation/Option No. 3b: Current LAHSA 

 Primary components

– Maintain role as CoC Lead, (Partial) Measure H Administrator, Service 
Provider (Outreach), and “Systems Administrator” 

– Begin to solve LAHSA “conundrum”
 Give LAHSA the full authority to make final decisions of critical import, such 

as funding decisions and related policy

 Governance

– Add seats to LAHSA Commission to create a Regional Panel of Elected 
Officials (e.g., Metro-Style Composition) (CH, SD add)



7Recommendation/Option No. 3c: Withdraw from JPA (“Dissolve LAHSA”)

 Primary components

– Initiate two- to four-year process for wind-down and termination of LAHSA
 LAHSA remains CoC Lead during wind-down period

– Appoint—
 New CoC Lead if regional stays as unified CoC, or
 CoC Leads if the region were to transition to multiple CoCs



8Recommendation No. 4: Modify CoC Leadership

 Primary components

– Begin process to consolidate [WG add] LAHSA Commission, CoC Board, and 
Coordinated Entry System Policy Council into a single board
 Process would include analysis of proper evaluation of size, composition, and 

equity (LP add)
 Board would include would not be limited to city, COG, lived expertise, subject 

matter expertise, business, FBO representation (SD add)
 May require amendment to JPA to address change in composition and size, 

and remain functional (SD, WG, CH add)
 Refer to 3a re governance (BS add)

– In the interim, appoint County Department Heads to CES Policy Council
 Should not be justification to avoid collapsing boards



9Recommendation No. 5: Improve LAHSA’s Operations

 Primary components

– Define decision-making responsibilities including but not limited to the 
LAHSA Commission and LAHSA Executive Director, various boards and 
Executive Director, CoC, and other policies (CH add)

– Embed Ops Team to improve LAHSA’s Operations, focused on—
 Contracting
 Procurement
 Payment systems
 Technical assistance
 Improve communications
 Weekend work
 Ensuring LAHSA’s executive team has the depth, resources, and support to 

operate an organization of the size and complexity of LAHSA



10Recommendation No. 6: Data and Metrics

 Primary components

– Require (CH, SD add) data sharing
 HMIS access
 Between County departments
 Between cities, County, and LAHSA (VS add)

– Establish/implement quality standards for data reporting and standards of 
sharing to the extent compliant with law (WG add) 

– Define and implement metrics of success and tools for accountability (BS add)

– Develop formulas for tracking—
 Measure H funds by County Department at city-by-city level
 Use of all funds systemwide
 Metrics through an equity lens 



11Recommendation No. 7: Executive Level Action Team

 Primary components

– County to support “Centering” forum

– Decisionmakers to convene

– Intended to (SD add)—
 Drive reforms requiring urgency
 Discuss issues of common interest
 Facilitate data development and sharing
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County BOS L.A. Mayor
L.A. City Council

LAHSA 
(JPA)

County 
Leader & 

Entity

Executive-Level 
Action Team (e.g., 
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15Themes & Building Blocks

New County 
(and City) 

Department / 
Authority

Sub-regional 
Leadership 

Infrastructure 
(e.g., regional 
committee)

Executive-
Level 

Convening 
(i.e., “The 
Center”)

LAHSA’s Role 
(e.g., streamline, 

maintain 
current, 

withdrawal)

LAHSA’s 
Governance 
Composition

CoC 
Governance 
Composition 

(e.g., LAHSA 
Commission, 

CoC Board, CES 
Policy Council)

New CoC(s)? Measure H 
(Local Soln’)

Data & 
Tracking 

(new County 
entity and 
LAHSA)

Other Building 
Blocks 

(Identify Needs 
Outside Our 

Local System))

Themes
- Filling system voids
- Simplification/streamlining
- Governance/accountability
- Local innovation + regional strengths
- Transparency and access to data
- Diversity, equity, and inclusion
- Voice of lived experience

Themes
- Filling system voids
- Simplification/streamlining
- Governance/accountability
- Local innovation + regional strengths
- Diversity, equity, and inclusion
- Voice of lived experience

Themes
- Simplification/streamlining
- Governance/accountability
- Transparency and access to data

Themes
- Simplification/streamlining
- Governance/accountability
- Local innovation + regional strengths

Themes
- Filling system voids
- Simplification/streamlining
- Local innovation + regional strengths

Themes
- Filling system voids
- Simplification/streamlining
- Governance/accountability
- Transparency and access to data

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Building the governance
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Background



17Current LAHSA

LAHSA

CoC
$$ HUD $$

(1995)

Measure H
$$ County $$

(2017)

Direct Service 
Provider 

(Outreach)
“Systems 

Administrator”

LAHSA 
Commission

(1993)

Executive Director



18Measure H Funds Flow

Countywide 
Sales Tax

$$ Measure H $$ 51 
Board-

approved 
Strategies

CEO-HI

Board of 
Supervisors

County 
Departments

+ 
LAHSA

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
County Dept. (appx. $278 mil. for HI Strategies)
LAHSA (appx. $249 mil. for HI Strategies)





19LAHSA Conundrum + System Void

County BOS Mayor
City Council

LAHSA

LAHSA Commission
(1993)

Executive Director (CEO)

County Funds (e.g., 
Measure H) Federal Funds (e.g., CoC) City Funds (e.g., 

general funds)
State Funds (e.g., 

HEAP, HHAP)

$$ $$

“Each Party shall review the proposed budget and 
present final funding recommendations for 

adoption by the governing body of each Party”

No County + City 
Lead Entities

No County Lead 
Entity Responsible 
for Homelessness 

Services

LAHSA Conundrum System Void

No City of L.A. Lead 
Entity Responsible 
for Homelessness 

Services

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Recall, at its inception, the role of LAHSA was relatively limited

CoCs came and now LAHSA leads the most complex CoC in the nation

Measure H resulted in a dramatic increase in size and responsibility for LAHSA

Funding decisions made outside LAHSA
For changes to be truly meaningful, the City and County would need to relinquish substantial authority

As a result, LAHSA’s authority and the authority of the LAHSA Commission is illusory, at least in part

LAHSA is also plagued by confusing and conflicting internal governance 
Between the LAHSA Commission and Executive Director
Between LAHSA Commission, CoC Board, and CES Policy Council

Not trying to confuse operational issues that persist independent of the “conundrum”

Also clear system voids on County and City

No County entity, CEO-HI is responsible for administering the funding process and related policy

HI is not providing oversight, it is not coordinating departments from a service perspective, and in general, has a limited role (small staff)

City also does not have infrastructure
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Recommendations & Options



21Key concerns

1.  Urgency needed •The region is in crisis, but the system serving persons experiencing homelessness is not designed or resourced to operate in crisis 
mode. 

2.  Need for Flexibility and Nimbleness •There are many ways into homelessness, and there needs to be many ways out. 

3.  Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion •Decision-makers must do more than just talk about to diversity, equity, and inclusion. 

4.  System Voids (No City or County 
Lead Entities) •There is no County or City department or authority exclusively responsible for leading on homelessness. 

5.  Measure H – Local Solutions •Not enough is being done with Measure H—our region’s local sales tax that generates monies for homeless service delivery—to 
spur local innovation and utilize local government as a tool to serve persons experiencing homelessness.

6.  LAHSA “Conundrum”: LAHSA’s 
Authority, or Lack Thereof •LAHSA is flawed, perhaps by design. Material governance decisions are made outside of LAHSA. 

7.  What should be the role of LAHSA? •Driven by an influx of funds, LAHSA’s core functions expanded beyond its organizational capacity, and it struggles to meet 
demand. Given this, LAHSA’s role should ultimately dictate how the organization is to be governed. 

8.  LAHSA’s Internal Governance 
Challenges

•There are too many governing bodies within LAHSA (e.g., LAHSA Commission, COC Board, CES Policy Council) without clear 
lines of authority as to final decision-making. 

9.  Operational Challenges Within 
LAHSA

•The many people interviewed or who presented to the Commission take issue with (i) whether LAHSA is ensuring that its its 
executive team has the depth, resources, and support to operate an organization of its size and complexity, (ii) the lack of strong 
relationships with cities outside the City of Los Angeles, (iii) ad hoc or counterproductive outreach practices, and (iv) contracting 
practices.

10.  Data collection, access and 
sharing •Decision-making systemwide must be more data driven. 

11.  Ineffective communications •While no government entity is perfect, cities, COGs, unincorporated areas, service providers, and members of the public perceive
LAHSA as ineffective communicators and severely lacking in “customer service.”

12.  Lack of Capacity Building •The current system does not do enough to support small providers, which discourages capacity building. 

13.  Coordinated Entry System Policy 
Council

•The Coordinated Entry System ("CES") Policy Council, the body within our system that determines policies for services and bed
prioritization, is making important decisions that impact our system, yet many do not even know it exists, and its members and 
the public do not know the full scope of its authority. 



22Themes

Urgency

 Building Trust

Diversity, equity, and inclusion

 Voice of lived experience

 Filling system voids

 Local innovation + regional strengths

 Simplification/streamlining

 Governance/accountability

 Transparency and access to data



23Summary of Proposed Recommendations/Options

1.  Create New Governance 
Infrastructure Within the 
County

• Identify New County Leader and Create Entity with Responsible Charge over Homelessness
• Establish Inter-County Workgroups
• Establish Subregional Leadership Infrastructure

2.  Measure H / Local 
Solutions • Establish a “local solutions” fund within Measure H using an algorithm or funded at an amount to be defined by the Board

3a.  Options for LAHSA’s 
Role and Accompanying 
Governance: Option A 
(“Streamlined LAHSA”)

• Role: LAHSA Returns to Its Pre-Measure H Role with a Renewed Focus as CoC Lead; Board Considers Reallocation of 
Measure H Funds Between New County Entity and LAHSA

• Governance: Maintain the current number of seats (10) on the LAHSA Commission but change who sits in them (e.g., County 
department heads, those with lived experience, COGs)

3b.  Options for LAHSA’s 
Role and Accompanying 
Governance: Option B 
(“Current LAHSA”)

• Role: Give LAHSA the Tools It Needs to “Wear Many Hats” as CoC Lead, Measure H Administrator, Service Provider, and 
“Systems Administrator” (e.g., relinquish to LAHSA final decision-making currently exercised by County and City)

• Governance: Add Seats to LAHSA Commission to Create a Regional Panel of Elected Officials (e.g., Metro-style composition)

3c.  Options for LAHSA’s 
Role and Accompanying 
Governance: Option C 
(“Dissolve LAHSA”)

• Role: No LAHSA (i.e., per Board Motion, explore withdrawal from LAHSA Joint Powers Agreement)
• Governance: New CoC Lead(s) (two- to four-year process)

4.  Options for Continuum of 
Care Governance (“Modify 
CoC Leadership”)

• Option A: Collapse LAHSA Commission, CoC Board, and CES Policy Council into One Board
• Option B: Appoint County Department Heads to CES Policy Council

5.  Recommendations to 
Improve LAHSA’s Operations

• Option A: Define Decision-Making Responsibilities Between the LAHSA Commission and LAHSA Executive Director
• Option B: Embed Ops Team to Improve LAHSA’s Operations

6.  Data and Metrics • Improve Access to, Sharing of, and Tracking of Data and Define Success

7.  Executive-Level Action 
Team • Create a Forum for Executive-Level Action Team



24Immediate Recommendations/Options

1.  Create New Governance 
Infrastructure Within the 
County

• New County Leader and Entity with Responsible Charge over Homelessness
• Inter-County Workgroups
• Subregional Leadership Infrastructure

2.  Measure H / Local 
Solutions • Establish a “local solutions” fund within Measure H using an algorithm or funded at an amount to be defined by the Board

3a.  Options for LAHSA’s 
Role and Accompanying 
Governance: Option A 
(“Streamlined LAHSA”)

• Governance: Maintain the current number of seats (10) on the LAHSA Commission but change who sits in them (e.g., County 
department heads, those with lived experience, COGs)

4.  Options for Continuum of 
Care Governance (“Modify 
CoC Leadership”)

Option B: Appoint County Department Heads to CES Policy Council

5.  Recommendations to 
Improve LAHSA’s Operations

• Option A: Define Decision-Making Responsibilities Between the LAHSA Commission and LAHSA Executive Director
• Option B: Embed Ops Team to Improve LAHSA’s Operations

7.  Executive-Level Action 
Team • Create a Forum for Executive-Level Action Team



25Medium-Term Recommendations/Options

3a.  Options for LAHSA’s 
Role and Accompanying 
Governance: Option A 
(“Streamlined LAHSA”)

• Role: LAHSA Returns to Its Pre-Measure H Role with a Renewed Focus as CoC Lead; Board Considers Reallocation of 
Measure H Funds Between New County Entity and LAHSA

3b.  Options for LAHSA’s 
Role and Accompanying 
Governance: Option B 
(“Current LAHSA”)

• Role: Give LAHSA the Tools It Needs to “Wear Many Hats” as CoC Lead, Measure H Administrator, Service Provider, and 
“Systems Administrator” (e.g., relinquish to LAHSA final decision-making currently exercised by County and City)

• Governance: Add Seats to LAHSA Commission to Create a Regional Panel of Elected Officials (e.g., Metro-style composition)

3c.  Options for LAHSA’s 
Role and Accompanying 
Governance: Option C 
(“Dissolve LAHSA”)

• Role: No LAHSA (i.e., per Board Motion, explore withdrawal from LAHSA Joint Powers Agreement)
• Governance: New CoC Lead(s) (two- to four-year process)

4.  Options for Continuum of 
Care Governance (“Modify 
CoC Leadership”)

• Option A: Collapse LAHSA Commission, CoC Board, and CES Policy Council into One Board

6.  Data and Metrics • Improve Access to, Sharing of, and Tracking of Data and Define Success
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County Leader & Entity



27Potential Recommendation: County Leader & Entity

Board of 
Supervisors

COUNTY 
LEADER & 

ENTITY

REGIONAL 
COMMITTEES 

(BOUNDARIES BY 
SPAS OR COGS)

INTER-COUNTY 
WORK GROUPS

 Higher Levels of Care
 Access to Treatment
 Encampment Closures
 Discharge Planning
 Criminal Justice System 
 Prevention & Diversion

MEASURE H 
(e.g., current CEO-HI role)

INTER-COUNTY OPS
(e.g., data sharing, 

leveraging funding, etc.)

CENTRALIZED 
ACQUISITION UNIT

CONTINUUM OF SERVICES 
COORDINATOR 

(IH, PSH, Outreach)

CONVENOR
(e.g., Regional Committees, 
Inter-County Work Groups)

31 2

85 7

4

6

SGVAntelope 
Valley

SFV

South 
Bay

West LA
East LA

Metro LA

South 
LA

Themes
- Filling system voids
- Simplification/streamlining
- Governance/accountability
- Local innovation + regional strengths
- Transparency and access to data
- Diversity, equity, and inclusion
- Voice of lived experience

Note: Not intended to replace LAHSA

Houston-model with L.A. characteristics

Collection of standing work groups convened, 
coordinated, reporting to a leader to support 

policy creation and implementation

Goal: Establish stronger bridge between 
mainstream services and homelessness services 

delivery programs (e.g., MHSA, CalAIM, No 
Place Like Home, Housing for Health)

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Identifies the role the County could play

Standalone recommendation

Unlike LAHSA, the governance is clear

Need direct accountability to Board; Board is making decisions

Could lead in planning, implementation, evaluation, funding, and contracting

Need consistent metrics and definitions of success (important to project performance) (could rely on universities to help design)

Need for interdepartmental coordination

Data sharing

Move away from reactive mode

Measure H administration – could include contracting; would need to balance pros and cons if shifted from LAHSA

More consistent contracting

Testimony has been supportive of DHS model; could be model for Measure H funds if not kept in LAHSA; which will be a question if the LAHSA scope, which we will get into

County has demonstrated it can do the work, but the entity, if it is responsible for contracting, could adopt practices and modes that have been successful (e.g. DHS model); need to be methodical in assuming responsibilities

County has more capacity to handle cash flow issues

Role to play to determine resource eligibility for County clients, not related to homelessness, so Measure H funds are not used where state and federal funds could be used

Speak with one voice

Recommendation regardless of what LAHSA does

Details to be assessed, no intent to destabilize system BUT tool to allow LAHSA to succeed





28Houston-style Work Groups



29Potential Recommendation: Subregional Leadership

REGIONAL COMMITTEES

31 2 85 74 6

SGVAntelope 
Valley

SFV South BayWest LA East LAMetro LA South LA

SUBREGIONAL LEADERSHIP

Issues to Consider
• Governance determined at discretion of the region
• Boundaries determined by SPA or COG
• Authorize some level of funding discretion
• Forum for input re: Measure H funding recommendations
• Forum for input re: CoC-related matters

Themes
- Filling system voids
- Simplification/streamlining
- Governance/accountability
- Local innovation + regional strengths
- Transparency and access to data

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Measure H function
Options
Decide for each region what works best; does not need to SPA or COG, could be both
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Measure H / Local Solutions



31Measure H (Potential Standalone Recommendation)

Concerns

 Measure H does not include a “local return”

 COG “Innovation Funding”

– FY 2019-20 ($6 million)

– FY 2021-22 ($5 million)

– FY 2022-23 ($10 million) (proposed)

 Homeless Plan Implementation Grant

– FY 2018-19 ($9 million)

– FY 2021-22 ($1 million)

Proposals

 “Local solutions” Fund

– Identify monies available to fund an 
ongoing (i.e., multi-year) initiative at 
levels greater than existing local programs
 Amounts to be determined by Board

– Establish new opportunities for the 
disbursement of local initiative fund 

– Make available to jurisdictions willing to 
provide in-kind or matching 
contributions for the development of 
service programs and housing

Themes
- Filling system voids
- Simplification/streamlining
- Local innovation + regional strengths
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LAHSA



33Potential Recommendation/Option: Streamlined LAHSA

Role

CoC Board CES Policy 
Council LAHSA Commission

CoC

Annual Application

HMIS

PIT

Data

Executive Director

Governance

Green: No JPA/CoC Amendment Required

Red: JPA/CoC Amendment Required

X  X  X  X  X X  X  X  X  X 

Add Seats
X  X  X  – X  X X

Maintain number of seats 
(10) on LAHSA 

Commission but change 
who sits on them (e.g., 

department heads, lived 
experience representative, 

COG representative)

[Potential immediate action 
prior to LAHSA Commission-

CoC Board-CES Policy Council 
consolidation]

Appoint County Dept. Heads 
to CES Policy Council 

(See below)

[Potential immediate action prior to 
LAHSA Commission-CoC Board-CES 

Policy Council consolidation]

Themes
- Simplification/streamlining
- Governance/accountability
- Transparency and access to data

Primary changes

1. Transition from role as 
direct service 
provider (outreach)

2. Study Measure H 
allocation between 
LAHSA, County 
departments, and 
County entity to 
streamline operations 
across system

3. Provide tools to allow 
LAHSA to improve 
operations (see below)

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Role
Return LAHSA to its pre-Measure H role (and shift Measure H to County entity for contracting)
Focus on serving as the lead agency in our region’s Continuum of Care

LAHSA could also step back from its work as a direct service provider
County share is smaller but symbolic

City could continue to fund LAHSA as it deems necessary

Could be accomplished through unilateral action of the County

Option should not preclude building LAHSA up when other infrastructure is in place

Governance

Maintain current number of seats + change composition

LAHSA Commission could remain at 10 seats, but change who sits on them  (e.g., County/City department heads, lived experience, equity, COGs, other cities)

Challenges

Non-elected officials could not act contrary to BOS or City Council

As more local funds, particularly Measure H funds, are used to sustain ongoing services, the ability of the LAHSA Commission to make decision will shrink

If the role of LAHSA is scaled back to its pre-Measure-H form or some variation thereof, focusing on a different commission may not be an effective use of time or resources

To be successful, agreement between City and County needed

No change to LAHSA Commission

Given the structural challenges inherent to LAHSA’s design, the case could be made that there is little value in changing the composition of the LAHSA Commission

Challenges

If the role of LAHSA is scaled back to its pre-Measure-H form, focusing on a different commission may not be an effective use of time or resources

If the role of LAHSA does not change (e.g., it continues to “wears many hats”), the LAHSA Commission will continue to face issues—
Does not represent other cities
Members lack final decision-making over funding
Cannot control City or County departments

Collapse LAHSA Commission, CoC Board, CES Policy Council into 1 board

Consolidation of the LAHSA Commission (1993), CoC Board (2017), and CES Policy Council (2029 may streamline operations within the Los Angeles CoC and LAHSA

Challenges

This could be another time consuming and potentially chaotic process, calling into question its worth
Amendment of the JPA and CoC Charter may be required and involve the negotiation or approval of the City, County, other cities, and HUD

A single board of 10 members may not be representative of the region 

A single board could be overwhelmed with balancing the responsibilities currently delegated to the LAHSA Commission, CoC Board, and CES Policy Council

Changes cannot be made through unilateral action of the County

Appoint County Department Heads to CES Policy Council

Alternative to collapsing LAHSA Commission, CoC Board, and CES Policy Council 
DCFS, DHS, DMH, DPSS, DMH, and LACDA have seats on CES Policy Council

CES Policy Council makes decisions for prioritization policies for CoC-funded beds

Challenges
Does not streamline LAHSA Commission and CoC Board
Does not solve lack of final decision-making on funding issues

Could be accomplished through unilateral action of the County






34Potential Recommendation/Option: Study Sharing of Measure H

County 
Departments 
(e.g., DHS, DMH, DPSS)

(~50%)

LAHSA
(~50%)

New County 
Entity 
(?%)



35Potential Recommendation/Option: Current LAHSA

Current Role

CoC Board CES Policy 
Council

LAHSA 
Commission

CoC Measure H 
(Appx. ~50%)

Direct Service 
(Outreach)

“System 
Administrator”

Executive 
Director

Governance

Add Seats LAHSA Commission 
to Create a Panel of Regional 
Elected Officials (e.g., Metro-

style composition)

Appoint County Dept. 
Heads to CES Policy 

Council

(See below)

[Potential immediate action prior 
to LAHSA Commission-CoC 
Board-CES Policy Council 

consolidation]

Green: No JPA/CoC Amendment Required

Red: JPA/CoC Amendment Required

X  X  X  X  X X  X  X  X  X 

Add Seats
X  X  X  – X  X X

Themes
- Simplification/streamlining
- Governance/accountability
- Transparency and access to data

Primary changes

1. City and County cede authority over funding and related policy
2. Provide tools to allow LAHSA to improve operations (see below)
3. Expand LAHSA Commission (e.g., add seats)

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Role

LAHSA describes itself has wearing “many hats” (e.g., CoC Lead, Measure H Administrator, Service Provider, and “Systems Administrator”)

Governance

Add Seats to LAHSA Commission to Create Metro-Style Board

The Metro Board is made up primarily of elected officials, including representatives from several smaller as well as a non-voting representative from the State of California

Challenges

Effectiveness of a Metro-style Board depends on whether the City and County cede authority over funding and similar decisions to that board

In the absence of ceding authority, governance would remain outside of LAHSA

Elected officials would simply sit on a commission to administer funds for uses that (i) have been decided by the federal government or state, or (ii) the members already voted on and may not be empowered to deviate from

LAHSA will still lack control over City and County departments responsible for housing and homelessness services

Significant time to negotiate where result are unknown at best, and futile at worst

Changes cannot be made through unilateral action of the County




36Potential Recommendation/Option: Withdrawal from JPA

County
CoC?

Withdrawal from 
JPA

(2-4 years)

Issues to address

• New CoC lead or new 
CoCs (e.g., County 
CoC, City CoC, other 
cities CoC)

• Division of property 
and other assets

• Sharing of HMIS

• Prevent or mitigate 
loss of federal and 
state funds

• Other?

Federal CoC 
Program Funds = 

Appx. $150 million

# of CoCs

Themes
- Simplification/streamlining
- Governance/accountability
- Transparency and access to data

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
The Board of Supervisors directed the Commission to “explore the . . . implications of withdrawal from the LAHSA Joint Powers Agreement”

Withdrawal from JPA would result in termination of LAHSA (JPAs require two powers)

Could provide more of a local focus, which could be an option to consider

Challenges

Wind-down process would take approximately 2-4 years

City and County would need to negotiate division of property

Negotiations with HUD and state likely needed to prevent or mitigate loss of funds

Need to appoint new CoC lead and/or create new CoC or CoCs; HOWEVER, focused CoCs could be more effective CoCs

County or City can unilaterally terminate but agreements are needed for orderly wind-down




37Other Options re Improvements (Potential Standalone Recommendations)

Lines of Authority
Develop specific, pragmatic 
policies to define decision-making 
responsibilities. 

Ops Team
Import “Ops team” to improve 
LAHSA’s operations for a period 
of time (e.g., management audit, 
contracting, improving 
communications, weekend work). 
Team could also support the 
acceleration of audit-based reform.

Executive Team
Ensure executive-level team has the 
depth, resources, and support to 
operate an organization of the 
size and complexity of LAHSA 
(e.g., annual budget over $700+ 
million with over 600 person staff).

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Not clear how to accomplish; as to executive level, it appears LAHSA Commission would be entity to vote on issues
Some of this work is ongoing
Issue could be adequacy, or no change needed, but there is a perception issue—right or wrong
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CoC



39Potential Recommendation: Collapse Bodies into Single Board

Single Board

CES 
Policy 

Council
(not 

referenced 
in JPA)

CoC Board
(not 

referenced in 
JPA)

LAHSA 
Commission

Themes
- Simplification/streamlining
- Governance/accountability
- Local innovation + regional strengths

Actions 
Needed

1. Majority vote (e.g., six of ten members) of LAHSA Commission
2. Amendment of the LAHSA JPA and CoC Charter may be required

Summary of 
Pros

• Consolidation of the LAHSA Commission, CoC Board, and CES Policy 
Council may streamline operations and avoid confusion over who has 
final decision-making authority.

Summary of 
Cons

• JPA and CoC amendments may be required so consolidating multiple 
governance boards cannot occur immediately and the timeline is 
unknown.

Other • Would result in the consolidation of authority; stakeholders would need 
to address issues of regional equity and fair representation.

• To initiate action, a majority of the LAHSA Commission would need to 
agree, requiring at least one City-appointed LAHSA commissioner to 
agree to consolidate.

• Any amendment to the LAHSA JPA and/or CoC Charter could be time-
consuming and require the approval of the City, County, other cities, and 
HUD, with no certainty as to what the final result might be.

• To change the CoC Charter, a majority of the “representative 
membership” of the CoC, which could include some number up to 55 
distinct stakeholders, would need to reach an agreement. 



40Potential Recommendation: Dept. Heads on CES Policy Council
Themes
- Simplification/streamlining
- Governance/accountability
- Local innovation + regional strengths

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
CoC designated the CES Policy Council as the “policy oversight entity for CES” (CoC Charter Art. 4(B))
LAHSA advertises the Council as “the governing body” of CES (CES Policy Process) 
“[G]uiding strategic policy development”
“Supporting implementation through alignment of practice and resources”
“Monitoring” 

23 members
Service Providers (6x)
Local CoCs (4x)
Lived Experience (2x)
County DCFS, DMH, DPSS
City Housing Dept.
Dept. of Veteran Affairs
Public Housing Author. (3x), including LACDA
Other: Domestic Violence Rep.; Housing Developer; Philanthropy (1x); United Way
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Executive Level Action Team



42Potential Recommendation: Executive-Level Action Team

 Team of Decisionmakers
– City, County, Other Cities, State (e.g., Mayor, Council President, BOS Chair, BOS Member, Chair Appointee, COG 

appointee(s), representative of Governor)

 Advisory Committee
– E.g. LAHSA, HCID, DMH, DHS, new County leader, CEO-ARDI, lived experience, service providers, philanthropy, 

academia, business community, education system

 Forum
– Convened by third party non-profit, County leader, City, or State

 Focus on common interests relating to:
– Urgency
– Policy
– Funding
– Operations
– Diversity, Equity, Inclusion
– “Fair Share”

 Board could direct County to negotiate and enter MOU with City of L.A. and other stakeholders 
concerning formal meeting schedule

Executive-Level 
Action Team

Themes
- Filling system voids
- Simplification/streamlining
- Governance/accountability
- Local innovation + regional strengths
- Diversity, equity, and inclusion
- Voice of lived experience

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Potential Standalone Recommendation
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Data and Metrics



44Data and Metrics (Potential Standalone Recommendation)

Proposals

Increase access to dataIncrease

Adopt policies to enhance and require data sharing 
and breaking down barriers to data sharingAdopt

Define metrics of “success” of Measure H-funded 
programsDefine

Develop formulas for tracking
•Collection/spending Measure H funds by department at city-by-city level
•Collection and spending of all funds on a systemwide funding to determine 
where received funds are spent

Develop

Themes
- Filling system voids
- Simplification/streamlining
- Governance/accountability
- Transparency and access to data
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Transition



46Transition: A Potential Path Forward

1. Pursuant to July 27, 2021 Board Motion establishing BRCH, BRCH votes
recommendations or options (could vote for each individually and/or as a slate) 
and passes to Board for consideration and action

2. Upon receipt of BRCH recommendations/options, Board may consider taking 
action on some or all recommendations/options

3. If action taken, Board would direct necessary County entities to report 
back to Board on steps necessary to create, study, or implement 
recommendations/options, including staffing and funding projections

4. Upon receipt of report-back, Board could take action to implement 
recommendations/options
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