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Mississippi Balance of State CoC 
Executive Committee Meeting Minutes 

Thursday, February 11, 2016 
12:30 a.m. 

 
TIME AND PLACE 

The meeting of Mississippi Balance of State CoC – Executive Committee was called to order at 
12:30 pm. The meeting was held at the Woolfolk Building First Floor Conference Room (501 N. 
West Street, Room 117, Jackson, MS 39201)  

 
CALL TO ORDER 
 Martha Mitternight, Committee Chair, called the meeting to order. 
 
PRESENT (*=denotes online attendance) 

Reginald Glenn (BoS CoC), Louise Meyer (MUTEH), Martha Mitternight (Exec. Committee 
Chair), Bethany Latham (MUTEH), Jean Spring (WINGS) 
 
Note: Committee Members I. Pulliam (SEMRHI) and T. Hinson (DMH) were not able to attend 
the meeting. 

 
I. CROSSWIND: RESCINDING OF COC FUNDING 

a. B. Capps of Crosswind says that he and his board want to give back his CoC funding and 
rescind any future CoC funding in the upcoming funding cycle. 

i. The Board of Directors at Crosswind doesn’t want to the ministry to serve 
outside of the scope of Alcorn County, MS. They do not feel that the CoC 
funding route is “not a good fit” for the mission and objectives of Crosswind. 
Specifically, Crosswind wants to fill their beds with people who may be outside 
the categories of HUD’s definition of homelessness standards. 

ii. Crosswind Projects are 8 & 9 respectively in the CoC’s FY 2015-16 Application 
Rankings. (SOURCE: http://msbos.org/coc-app-rankings/ ) 

b. Crosswind has not submitted a formal rejection letter. 
c. EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE DECISION: After minutes of conversation, the 

committee decided to wait until after the scheduled CoC site visit. L. Meyer will check 
with our HUD representative and make them aware of the CoC’s plans for Crosswind’s 
current and future FY15-16 funding. 
 

II. WINGS COC APPLICATION APPEAL 
a. WINGS application for CoC funding was not included in the CoC’s Collaborative 

Application due to not meeting required HUD established threshold review. The project 
did not meet threshold due to the following reasons: 

i. WINGS described program coverage area overlaps in another CoC. 
ii. The proposed project budget is not cost-effective for the CoC’s given budget 

iii. The proposed project budget is too-large considering the CoC Annual Renewal 
Demand (ARD). 

iv. The proposed project is covering an area saturated with RRH funding 
1. ESG RRH, USM IDS RRH dollars, SSVF, as well as Catholic Charities 

RRH dollars are also currently covering the agency’s described coverage 
area. 

v. The proposed project does not have a specific plan for housing stability. 
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b. Per the Appeals process, any suggestions decided upon by the Executive Committee  will 
be implemented in future competitions, but will  not result not in a change of funding or 
ranking decision made by Ranking and Review Committee. 

c. L. Meyer reminded J. Spring that she could have applied to HUD directly for funding if 
she felt the need to. 

d. J. Spring concern: “Is there a way to be advised (in the application process) without 
effect?” 

e. EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE DECISION: After minutes of conversation, the 
committee decided to make a couple of solutions: 

i. Making edits to during the threshold review process. 
1. L. Meyer: We want new applicants, so we have to make sure that the 

process goes smoothly for everyone. I think we should have a formal 
document stating what can be edited and what cannot. 

2. We must add the information in a formal document (preferably the 
Threshold Review form) stating the acceptable edits. 

ii. Taking full application earlier (prior to the NOFA release) 
1. The applicants could provide letters of intent to the CoC for 

consideration 
2. The full application could be submitted to the CoC based on last year’s 

NOFA. 
a. L. Meyer believes a full application would better serve the scope 

of the application process and CoC funding. 
b. Once the NOFA comes out, the respective Committee can 

compare the application with the NOFA and see what projects 
are fitting. 
 

III. NEXT STEPS 
a. The Ranking Committee will consider the necessary Threshold review edits. Their 

decisions will be made official in the 2016-17 Threshold Review Form. 
b. When the Ranking Committee reconvenes, J. Spring will be apart of the Committee. In 

addition to the threshold review edits, the Ranking Committee will also set the date for 
application submission. 

 
IV. ADJOURNMENT 

a. The meeting was concluded at 1:15 am.  


