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Mississippi Balance of State CoC #EndThis – Taskforce to End Veterans Homelessness in the BoS 

Coordinated Entry Systems Committee Meeting Minutes 

 

December 15, 2017 

10:00 a.m. MUTEH, Inc.  

201 West Capitol Street, Suite 800 

Jackson, MS 39201 

 

Attendees: Kimberly Moore (VAMC), Derrick Moore (VAMC), Kimberly Townsend (City of 

Hattiesburg), Matt Buckley (Soldier On), Amy Lyon (Oak Arbor), Tamara Stewart (MUTEH, Inc.), 

Bethany Latham (MUTEH, Inc.), Bobby Capps (Crosswind Ministries), and Ledger Parker (MUTEH, 

Inc.). 

 

Also present: Amanda McDonald as taker of minutes. 

 

Call to Order: Tamara Stewart called the meeting to order. 

 

VET-USICH Application Action Items: T. Stewart opened the discussion by stating that the Memphis 

VA is not yet on board. L. Parker is reaching out to Oval.  

 

The data has not been collected to be able to tell the CoC who the homeless Vets are. T. Stewart 

mentioned that it is a mandate from the Jackson VA.  

 

T. Stewart announced that the application must be complete by the end of the month or January. K. 

Moore stated that she does not know who their counterpart is in Memphis. B. Capps suggested that the 

VA and CoC formulate a way to communicate so homeless Veterans can be housed and a functional zero 

can be declared.  

 

T. Stewart asked about the status of privacy review. K. Moore stated that it is in process. Veterans are 

already on the BNL, and there have been no new Veterans. B. Capps asked if the lower half of 

Mississippi is being solved by the Jackson VA BNL. K. Moore answered that the Jackson VA can now 

give MUTEH names and that they are signing to participate in HMIS.  

 

A. Lyon added that the Memphis VA could then be added to weekly calls. K. Moore stated that the 

Carver House does not have Veterans on a list. T. Stewart stated that GPD is needed in Hattiesburg as 

well. B. Capps wants the information of the contact in Memphis. He then asked if the VA has their own 

version of HMIS. K. Moore stated that unhoused Veterans will be discussed in bi-weekly meeting. A. 

Lyon added that they can then be put in contact with the VA for ROI access, to which K. Moore stated the 

VA doesn’t mind sharing.  

 

T. Stewart stated that not all identified homeless Veterans are on the list. TSA Laurel does not wish to 

participate in HMIS. T. Stewart remarked to A. Lyon that Allen Tisdale will be assigned to TSA Laurel to 

ensure that no Veterans are overlooked.  

 

B. Capps inquired why we aren’t able at the moment to say we’ve done a good job, to which T. Stewart 

stated that shelter numbers don’t match the BNL. T. Stewart then suggested that an MoU needs to be done 

so Veterans are identified and then referred to an SSVF program or listed on the BNL.  

 

B. Latham stated that a meeting is being set up with the Major of Meridian TSA. B. Capps asked about 

shelters that are not TSA, to which A. Lyon responded that their information is needed as well. B. Capps 

then asked if if all that needs to be done is for the CoC to talk to shelters and have the Veterans handed 
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over to be populated, to which T. Stewart and B. Latham answered yes. B. Capps then commented that 

this is an easy task to be done, and stated that B. Butler could do it. T. Stewart added that she has an 

MOU written for it so it is a formalized process. 

 

B. Latham noted that Doors of Hope in Oxford has not been part of the Regional Coalition meetings. He 

has reached out and they will be invited to the meetings.  

 

T. Stewart stressed to make sure that people are offered housing prior to GPD.  

 

A. Lyon announced there aren’t many homeless Veterans left in Hattiesburg. 

 

T. Stewart asked if everyone knows what to do if called with a Veteran. B. Capps suggested that Reginald 

Glenn do a general write-up and send it across the CoC board, to which T. Stewart added that it should 

also be included in the CES Policies and Procedures. 

 

Built for Zero Opportunity: T. Stewart announced that there is one more chronically homeless Veteran 

in the State, and the individual is supposed to be housed today. With that, we can declare zero for the 

chronically homeless.  

 

A. Lyon explained that Built for Zero has been working on the coast for the past two years. They provide 

accountability. Coaches are assigned as well as bi-weekly calls. It provides good motivation to stay fresh 

in perspective. There are four action cycles a year when the whole community works together in order to 

sustain a functional zero as a CoC and community.  

 

B. Latham stated that the cost is $10,000 to do this for the CoC. It begins in February and is an annual 

cost. A. Lyon added that eight people on the coast have gone, as well as other communities and national 

partners (HUD and the VA). The coast was able to participate for free because they joined early.  

 

B. Capps suggested talking to the Governing Council about the possibility and then taking a vote. He then 

questioned whether or not the $10,000 would be paid out of planning grants. M. Buckley stated that he 

doesn’t know if that would be an eligible fund to use.  

 

A. Lyon stated that each organization would decide who is present for the calls. There are calls in regards 

to sustaining and end to Veteran homelessness and another to end chronic homelessness. B. Latham 

added that it would be like CoC calls, and A. Lyon stated that key people in the area need to be on the 

calls. T. Stewart asked if it would be worth the investment considering where our CoC is, to which A. 

Lyon responded that if $10,000 is easy to come up with then yes. If it would be a struggle to find, then no.  

 

B. Capps pointed out that the present meeting is answering the questions that Built for Zero would 

answer. With that, he asked what would be accomplished if the CoC chooses to participate. A. Lyon 

answered that there are 2-day work sessions that involve speaking with other agencies from across the 

county. Coaches come from national best practices, so it would not be a siloed point of view. B. Capps 

responded that it should be an opportunity taken and at the end of the year it will be apparent if it was 

worth it or not.  

 

M. Buckley added that SO used it a few years ago and found it helpful—this was before CES existed. The 

cost and worth of it must be balanced.  

 

B. Latham announced that someone would have to attend training in New Orleans. M. Buckley agreed to 

find out about how the costs were handled in New Jersey and Massachusetts. With near certainty, M. 

Buckley said SO could assume part of the cost.  
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Veteran BNL Update: The group decided to wait until Wednesday to cover the update.  

 

CES Policy Update: B. Latham stated that the first draft of the policy is too short at two pages. This must 

be completed by January 23rd. Other people present today need to work on it, and possibly Kathy Garner 

as well.  

 

There was discussion regarding the draft. A. Lyon pointed out that Kathy Garner is good with policy 

writing, and that she should be a part of the process. B. Latham added that Reginald Glenn should be as 

well. T. Stewart volunteered to be part of it as well as B. Capps.  

 

T. Stewart stated that DV pulled away because of confidentiality, but the law requires certain things. DV 

would benefit from their own CES.  

 

B. Capps then mentioned a group of people in his area that do not identify as being homeless. The view 

the streets as their literal home and do not want to be housed. There was discussion regarding when 

housing stops being offered. T. Stewart stated that housing doesn’t stop being offered. B. Capps added 

that notes are always made when an offer is made to attempt housing.  

 

Problem Solving Procedures:  

 

Emergency 24-hour Access: B. Latham spoke in regards to the sixth page of the document at hand. There 

has been discussion to resolve by other means. A. Lyon explained that we can not say in the BoS that 

there is emergency 24-hour help.  

 

The conversation surrounded setting up a 24-hour phone line in order to assist when possible, or at least 

gather general information and assure the caller that follow-up would happen during normal business 

hours. M. Buckley suggested that if someone calls at 2:00 a.m., they are contacted late to ensure their 

information is recorded in the CES. An intake doesn’t have to be done exactly then. B. Latham agreed. It 

was then asked if a voicemail should be put in place and the calls returned at 8:00 a.m. on the following 

business day. This also posed the problem of Saturdays with the next day being a day off as well. B. 

Latham stressed that the callers must be recorded on a list. K. Townsend mentioned that DV has a 24-

hour hotline, to which Tamara added that DV + CES have to talk privately—even on Sundays. B. Capps 

stated that the police call them for assistance without giving regard to the day of the week, and the callers 

are then connected to a DV shelter.  

 

B. Capps asked how we piggy-back to meet our end—DV + CES must talk to each other.  

 

B. Latham suggested a 211 line. Callers can be asked if they are homeless or victims of DV and be 

connected to appropriate resources.  

 

A. Lyon explained that there is a process with each differing group, and some people may actually need to 

call the police. The police then need to know how to access the homeless populations. She also stated that 

in IL., there are on-call people who switch duties. A person always answers immediately, even if they can 

not help immediately. Agencies swap out who is on call. B. Capps asked if this is being done at all here.  

 

M. Buckley stated that no one calls them directly 24 hours. A hotline is in place, but not a 24/7 hotline. In 

Massachusetts, there is a call center as well as GPD beds. The call center functions when no one is at 

work as well.  
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B. Capps asked if this can be run through a call center. M. Buckley said he will look into what is done in 

Massachusetts. T. Stewart then asked what happens if a call is received over the weekend. M. Buckley 

stated that a basic intake is done, and then the caller is transferred if in need of immediate help. The call 

center returns the calls at 8:00 a.m. the next day.  

 

M. Buckley stated that call centers charge either by number of calls or by minutes. Even if the volume is 

reached, excess will be added to the bill. It will not be cut off once the limit is reached. 

 

B. Latham asserted that this issue has to be resolved before the finalization of Policies and Procedures. 

 

M. Buckley will contact B. Capps concerning how the process is done in Massachusetts. They use 

AnswerConnect, a company located in Kansas. 

 

A. Lyon commented that she doesn’t think we will have a large volume of calls, to which B. Latham 

added that once it’s known we have a call center the more people could possibly begin calling. A. Lyon 

pointed out that this could also increase our knowledge of the people in our coverage areas who are in 

need of help.  

Process for Homeless Prevention Clients: T. Stewart suggested a new HP VI-SPDAT to be used not only 

as a prevention screening, but as a diversion tool as well. The names would still have to be on the BNL. 

A. Lyon asked if it would be part of CES, to which T. Stewart and B. Latham replied yes. T. Stewart 

added that this will make the BNL grow drastically. B. Latham added that the names have to be 

prioritized. A. Lyon stated that all funded agencies would now have to contribute to the list. K. Townsend 

commented that it is difficult getting everyone coordinated, and M. Buckley added that the more privately 

funded agencies don’t want to be told how to use funds. T. Stewart clarified that someone qualifying for 

HP shouldn’t expect to qualify for housing assistance. A. Lyon asked if that meant people who make $5K 

a month but are still at-risk of eviction will still be on the list. M. Buckley responded that the CoC still 

needs them on the list because they reached the threshold.  

 

A. Lyon then asked what a prevention VISPDAT means for every day, and does the screening tool still 

need to be used even if she knows all she can do is make a referral. B. Latham responded yes.  

 

B. Capps asked if HP funds are small or not, to which B. Latham and A. Lyon answered that some 

agencies have more than others. B. Latham also added that ESG is up to 30%, but that is not the same for 

CoC.  

 

*At this time, the note-keeper stepped out to retrieve lunch. 

 

CoC Member Barriers: T. Stewart announced that not all Veterans are on the BNL, and not everyone has 

been identified. B. Latham confirmed that if people are not moved in to housing, then they need to be on 

the list. There was discussion surrounding agencies that don’t enter data correctly, or only enter the 

minimum. This causes the representation to be completely messed up, especially if people aren’t correctly 

discharged from the system in a timely manner. A. Lyon asked how the VA has not asked about it, to 

which M. Buckley responded that it’s often not looked at until the end of the month or the end of a grant 

year. B. Capps asked how this affects the big picture, to which B. Latham responded that the list isn’t 

accurate. A. Lyon added that the BNL should be accurately represented.  

 

B. Capps then asked how to build in accountability, because we have to do more than tell people. T. 

Stewart stated that future grant applications will affect whether agencies get funded or not. A. Lyon 

mentioned that if backdating is done in less than seven days, the agency is still in compliance. L. Parker 

commented that seven days isn’t the problem, seven weeks is the problem.  
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B. Capps pointed out that at this time we can not say we have a process, but funds are based on data 

quality. HUD can not say that the funding rests on one agency getting caught up by the end of the year. 

He asked that if we show that we have a process, with funding based on data, if that would answer their 

question. B. Latham responded yes, however that still wouldn’t catch when people are coming through 

the back door and cheat the system. We are not trying to convince someone; we’re trying to do it right.  

A. Lyon and L. Parker suggested writing letters to get leadership involved if systems are not correctly 

caught up. B. Latham added that it’s the old stuff not being cleared that causes the biggest issue. 

 

T. Stewart stated that MUTEH can not be the only name out there in regards to outreach and engagement. 

More agencies need to be involved. B. Capps added that all agencies with federal money are supposed to 

be doing data support. K. Townsend pointed out that some refuse to do street outreach.  

 

B. Latham stated that we want to target the 90-day shelter people. L. Parker asked if M. Buckley’s people 

will also do street outreach, to which he responded that they 100% will in the future. L. Parker pointed out 

that K. Townsend is available in Hattiesburg for street outreach, but there aren’t people available in every 

city. A. Lyon suggested starting teams in different cities.  

 

T. Stewart reminded everyone that we need to be taking people from the list and putting them into 

housing, not the other way around.  

 

B. Capps suggested that MUTEH has a bit of a disconnect. MUTEH receives calls all day and is able to 

populate a list. There are always two things happening, and housing by priority is one of them. B. Capps 

then asked if case managers are dispatched with the list of people prioritized to receive housing as well as 

the people who have recently called. He then asked if the person sitting right in front of you or the three 

prioritized names get housed first. L. Parker explained that the prioritization assessment is rational.  

 

B. Capps then gave the example of a family scoring a 0 on the VI-SPDAT who would most likely solve 

their own problem in two weeks, but they are told that there is a prioritization list and they’re on the 

bottom. The family is still there with nowhere to go. L. Parker responded that war isn’t waged if backdoor 

call-ins are taken, but the names on the list that are prioritized must also be getting taken off the list.  

 

A. Lyon asked if the problem is with Veterans or the BNL, to which B. Latham stated it’s mostly with the 

BNL. She then pointed out that Reginald Glenn should be able to tell at meetings if the BNL is being 

gone over. K. Townsend added that some agencies take people off the list, but then they don’t 

communicate with anyone. A. Lyon and B. Latham stated that it should still show up in the system. 

Move-in dates should be listed so they come off the list. K. Townsend gave the example of two agencies 

wanting to serve the same client, but there’s no communication. B. Latham, T. Stewart, and L. Parker all 

reiterated that the notes should be in the system and that should act as communication.  

 

B. Capps stated that Veterans are different since they are served immediately engaged. A. Lyon added 

that Veteran names are discussed twice a month.  

 

L. Parker stressed that if a group of agencies meets to discuss the homeless population, the list should 

always be part of the discussion. 

 

A. Lyon stated that half of the coalition doesn’t have the list to do anything about. B. Capps stated that the 

meetings should take place once a month, working the list, and that should make the process easier. He 

then asked if all funded agencies attend the meetings and if there is accountability with that. The agencies 

present must be required to sit at the table and work the list. He then asked how we systematize the 

accountability across the board that is present within individual agencies. 
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B. Latham stated again that the funder has to say something and must add to the conversation. A funder 

should see a sign-in sheet of present agencies, and agencies can only miss X number of meetings. L. 

Parker then stated that funders only care if names are taken off the list, not if agencies are present at 

meetings or not.  

 

B. Capps asked if names aren’t being taken off the list, then what is being done. K. Townsend stated that 

would show the gaps in Hattiesburg. B. Latham asked if the coalition is working to get The Salvation 

Army Open, but they are not. However, the City does not need to open a shelter. Barriers would be put on 

a shelter if so, which K. Townsend pointed out would eliminate even more people who need to be served.  

 

M. Buckley stated that immediate emergency shelter is needed, and B. Capps responded that it’s a 

problem statewide.  

 

L. Parker then asked what the action items for the day were, to which A. Lyon told him they had already 

been assigned. L. Parker suggested that A. Lyon need to help with SSVF first, and lead the conversation 

around timely data entry to which she agreed.  

 

L. Parker also asked if it would help to have coalition conversations every week. A. Lyon admitted that a 

lot happens after a month, so it’s possible weekly conversations could help. L. Parker stated the 

conversations can happen over Google Documents and be low maintenance, or there could be an option to 

have a call every week.  

 

DV Dilemma: L. Parker stated that the dilemma is that DV needs to be part of CES, but no one in the 

nation has figured out how yet.  

 

B. Latham pointed out that Veterans homelessness having its own policy had been discussed, and asked if 

the same should be done for DV victims. Something needs to be added to the CES policy. L. Parker stated 

that the national hotline is a big advocate, and that the DV coalition has been contacted.  

 

New VI-SPDATS: B. Latham suggested looking at other CES Policies and Procedures. New VI-

SPDATS need to be improved especially for youth and young adults up to age 24.  

 

New Pre-screening Tool: B. Latham stated that new questions are included in the packet. These should 

be questions that can be used across the board. She asked that it be reviewed and speak up if things should 

be changed or added. Since programs are specific, questions have to be specific. K. Moore asked if this is 

in addition to the VI-SPDAT, to which B. Latham stated that if this questionnaire is passed then the client 

is sent to outreach for a VI-SPDAT to occur.  

 

A. Lyon asked what happens once the questions are asked and the specific information is given. B. 

Latham stated that not everyone will be put into the system, and L. Parker added that the information 

would help coordinate putting someone into a system.  

 

B. Capps asked why this would be applicable if not everyone who comes to a specific agency needs it 

(based off what that agency can provide), to which L. Parker and B. Latham stated that it is applicable 

because people need to be placed into a program (even if it’s at a different agency). M. Buckley pointed 

out that it could help divert a Veteran elsewhere, to which B. Latham added that it would also help divert 

someone with HIV to a program better suited for them.  

 

M. Buckley stated to be specific with what is being done with the information. B. Latham stated that not 

everyone will enter the information if they know a caller is not eligible for their specific program, but M. 

Buckley pointed at that the information is still valuable for case conferencing.  
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T. Stewart and A. McDonald explained that every question is asked to people who call MUTEH so they 

can either be filtered into the best MUTEH program or referred to the best place that can help them.  

 

B. Latham stated that the same assessment tool needs to be used across the board. L. Parker asserted that 

if 30% of callers aren’t eligible, then that is still useful information we need to know. He also pointed out 

that all of the questions are important because it determines where the caller ends up. 

 

B. Capps mentioned that if this tool is created, it could be difficult to get people involved and stay 

excited. A. Lyon recognized that one pro would be that everyone across the State would be using the 

same assessment, and L. Parker pointed out that it would allow for coordination across the CoC—which 

is better than a sticky note. B. Latham said this is something that needs to be completed before February.  

 

Signature Pages for CES Policy: B. Latham stated that every partner of the CES should sign saying that 

they’ve read Policies and Procedures. People need to start doing in January what the Policies and 

Procedures state. M. Buckley stated that he will be back in Jackson sometime in January and will be able 

to attend different coalition meetings, along with other staff who are ready to go. 

 

January Regional Coalition Meetings:  A. Lyon mentioned that the southwest meetings will be the 

tricky ones because Natchez and Hattiesburg meet on the same day. B. Latham stated that someone from 

Pine Belt needs to be at both. There was then discussion surround The Salvation Army of Laurel which 

has 40 beds but only 12 are filled.  

 

Online Dictionary: B. Latham began by explaining that HMIS has a data dictionary. This is something 

that CES Policies and Procedures need as well. L. Parker stated that this can be shared on the BoS 

website. B. Latham pointed out that Reginald Glenn is doing a good job with a directory that is being 

divided by regional coalitions. 

 

Recap: At this time the action items were complete. To recap: Kathy Garner, Reginald Glenn, Tamara 

Stewart, and Bobby Capps will work to write Policies and Procedures. A. Lyon mentioned contributing 

money for the training again. T. Stewart reiterated that January 3rd is the deadline and that it’s due the 

23rd. Two work days will be needed—this can be done virtually.  

 

L. Parker mentioned to M. Buckley that the Opportunity Center has around 200 guys who come through a 

week, some of which must be Vets. K. Moore stated that the VA used to send people there, and that they 

need to start again. L. Parker suggested hosting a meeting at Stewpot one day, and connecting M. Buckley 

to Jill Buckley.  

 

B. Latham reminded everyone that 2018 PIT Count is January 22-26, with the 22-23 being the 24-hour 

window.  

 

A. Lyon stated that the deadline for the Veterans application is January 8th. Action items will be discussed 

December 19th. 

 

A. Lyon asked if the next in-person #EndThis meeting would be mid-February. L. Parker stated that 

should work. B. Latham confirmed that the next meeting will be February 16th. L. Parker stated that the 

Memphis VA should be present at the next meeting, and K. Moore agreed to work on that. It was then 

suggested that the next meeting be held at Stewpot. 

 

Meeting adjourned at 1:28 p.m. 
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