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Board of Directors MINUTES 
Meeting 

 

Date and Time: Thursday, November 14, 2019, 11:00AM - 1:00PM  
Meeting Location: Housing Authority of the County of San Joaquin, 2575 Grand Canal Blvd., Stockton CA, 95207  

Required Members:  Scott Carney, Adam Cheshire, Britton Kimball, John Ledbetter, Bill Mendelson, Jon Mendelson, Randy Pinnelli, PA. 
Absent: Lakshmi Dhanvanthari, MD, Sgt. Mike Kelly, Peter Ragsdale, Jennifer Rowell 
Guests:   Kristen Birtwhistle (United Way), Ty Wilson-Robinson (City of Stockton) 
Minutes: Randy Pinnelli, PA  

ITEM DISCUSSION  ACTION RESPONSIBLE 

I. Call to Order    

  Meeting called to order 11:05AM  Jon Mendelson  

II.  Approval of Minutes      

  Meetings approved (with corrections) 

- Bill requested spelling on Kristen Birtwhistle’s name be corrected 

- Jon requested on page 3 under discussion on Attachment 10 stated 

“Major changes to the CoC Program Application” technically changes 

to the “process of submitting the CoC Program Application” not the 

application itself. 

- Scott requested on Page 5 where it stated “Scott agreed” that the 

wording be changed to stat “Scott agreed that the CoC is not subject 

to the Brown Act,” not to imply agreeing to all the changes.    

 

Approval: Motion: Bill Mendelson, Second: 

John Ledbetter – unanimous (8-0) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

III. Continued Business    
 

 
 
 

1. Discussion: Strategic Plan update and recommendations back to 
HomeBase  

• Includes discussion of combining of Wintertime Shelter Task Force 

into SJCoC, with Kristen Birtwhistle from the WSTF 

Wintertime Shelter Expansion Plan 

- Jon provided background on the Wintertime Shelter Task Force, 

regarding their process and development of a plan in response to the 

need to expand shelter capacity during winter. They were able to 

secure some funding from the City of Stockton, to temporarily 

expand capacity for Stockton Shelter for the Homeless (SSH) and 

Gospel Center Rescue Mission Stockton (GCRM) and is also planning 
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ITEM DISCUSSION  ACTION RESPONSIBLE 

to make an ask of San Joaquin County Board of Supervisors (BoS) on 

11/19.  Discussion about streamlining and incorporating the work of 

this Task Force into the overall Strategic Plan which is the process by 

which the CoC determines priorities for funding especially before 

going to local governments to request General Fund monies. 

- Kristen shared that a few members from the Strategic Planning 

Committee met and discussed the need to increase winter shelter 

capacity. Plan to work with CoC, SSH & GCRM to increase capacity by 

100 beds, a Navigation type option led by a Project Manager to 

collect data over the next 4 months. The full plan was for over 

$400,000 a request was made to the City of Stockton which funded 

$200,000 to start, the plan is to approach the County for the 

additional funding. SSH & GCRM will be meeting with the City to 

discuss how those funds are budgeted and spent. She felt this has 

been positive from the attention it is receiving.  

- Jon clarified that in front of the City Council he provided the platform 

for the Task Force to make the ask although this was not made on 

behalf of the CoC and he did not make the request. It was not an 

official SJCoC request since it had not been discussed by the Strategic 

Planning Committee or the Board of Directors and suggested further 

discussion and the need to coordinate projects going forward. 

- Adam added that in his discussion with a couple of City Council 

Members it was clear to them at the time that this was coming from 

the CoC. 

- John added that he felt it’s going to be very apparent when Home 

Base gets their work done, because in the meeting with them this 

particular subject is the number one subject on the priority list. 

- Scott added that Jon had done an excellent job and was very clear 

that this issue had not been talked about at the Board and that there 

was discussion occurring with the Strategic Plan and was a priority 

but clearly the plan needed to be finished to see how it was going to 

integrate.  

- Kristen spoke of their efforts to try and align the plan with discussion 

that had come out of the Strategic Planning Committee and the CoC 

and the potential beneficial effect of educating the general public.  

- Randy asked if there was a need now for some action from the Board 
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ITEM DISCUSSION  ACTION RESPONSIBLE 

to align what’s been done with the CoC. 

- Jon wanted to get feedback about the process and an overall concern 

going forward that what we are asking for from the City and County is 

very clear, thoughtful and strategic when acting as a body. 

- Randy expressed concern that this was an Ad Hoc group and not 

under the CoC and should it be brought under the CoC  

- Scott felt the Council was appreciative of the proposal and its 

urgency and awarded contract and speaks to their investment and 

this being a priority. As this is going to the Board of Supervisors does 

the Board want to have a statement of position on this. 

- Randy asked if this (Task Force) should become a subcommittee of 

the Strategic Planning Committee. 

- Adam asked Kristen if the group would be amenable to that 

- Kristen agreed and felt there needed to be some formal relationship 

between the “Wintertime Shelter Task Force” and the CoC.  She 

would bring the request back to their group. 

- Jon the group could be delegated specific wintertime expansion plans 

since they have demonstrated an acuity and ambition to this. 

- Randy felt that if there were positive outcomes from this wintertime 

shelter expansion should this be looked at to expand beyond the 

winter months. 

- Britton stated that expanding shelter at the GCRM would not be 

sustainable in the Chapel long term, as there are also several planned 

renovations at the GCRM in the near future and at this time (with the 

cold and weather) will help push some to make a decision to come 

into the shelter that normally wouldn’t and break a cycle and might 

not seem that the shelter is as bad as they thought it was. 

- Randy stated this is like what has happened with Recuperative Care 

with people come out of a hospital and they get in the shelter 

environment and realize it’s not so bad.  

- Bill appreciated the efforts to provide winter shelter for a period of 3-

4 months but he hoped everyone understands that is not a 

Navigation Center.  This is emergency shelter only.  A Navigation 

Center provides a set of support services and some sort of 

identification as to where people are going to go. He reiterated that 

the efforts of the Task Force are appreciated, provides something 
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ITEM DISCUSSION  ACTION RESPONSIBLE 

positive. This does raise concerns about the process and setting a 

precedent that any group can act on its own without being 

involved/vetted by the CoC and goes to the City or County requesting 

funding and having an impact on the long term the CoC as a planning 

entity to move forward with a larger vision.  

- Adam felt this is why the County adopted the CoC as the backbone 

agency to vet projects before they provided funding to them. 

- Randy stated that this reemphasizes the need for a Strategic Plan 

that these are our priorities and when other proposal or somebody 

comes up with another plan, we should be in the position to say this 

does not align with our priorities for issues like this in the future.  

- Jon was in favor of incorporating that group as a subcommittee if the 

group is amenable to it. One of the impacts to the Task Force would 

be that some of its focus could be guided and circumscribed by the 

general direction of the CoC and Board. In its current form the Task 

Force is its own governance and can do or focus on what it wants.  

- Scott stated that the City is in the same position about having the 

CoC being the planning entity. In fact there were a lot of questions 

about the Navigation Center from a couple of Council Members and 

recognizing that is different.  While we are developing “the plan” 

there is urgency due to the changing weather and some of the 

programmatic reasons, and potentially being an avenue to get people 

in, that the urgent need, while looking for the long term plan in 

coordination with the CoC, observed the urgent need that led the 

City to act.  As this is going to the Board of Supervisors (BoS) do we 

want to make a more definitive statement and recognition that while 

we are doing good planning work there is frustration in the broader 

CoC membership about things “not happening.” Do we want to have 

the Chair do much like was done for the Council or do we want a 

more definitive statement from the Board, that we agree something 

needs to happen this year even with the plan not being done yet. 

Regardless of this Task Force’s willingness the Board needs to be 

doing some operational planning in that vein.  

- Jon won’t be available to attend the 11/19 BoS meeting but can write 

a letter on behalf the CoC Board articulating the position taken at the 

Stockton City Council meeting in an effort to have a consistent 
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ITEM DISCUSSION  ACTION RESPONSIBLE 

message to both the City and County. Saying that the need to expand 

shelter in the winter as an identified community need and that 

wintertime planning is part of not only the strategic plan but on an 

ongoing basis. 

- Randy we might need to think beyond just wintertime since summer 

cooling center needs also cause additional resources to be extended 

and looking at this more as “extreme weather events” as opposed to 

just a winter. 

- Bill on the 11/19 ask to the County, what will be suggested that in 

support of the wintertime effort that some new funding through 

Whole Person Care (WPC) has recently been received that can be 

used for some limited purposes i.e. supplies needed.  

- Scott asked if other members not present at the Council meeting 

have any questions about the proposal 

- Randy requested that proposal be provided to members 

- Kristen provided copies of the proposal as presented to the Stockton 

City Council. 

 

- Jon stated that Britton’s participation in the discussion was 

appropriate since he has knowledge of the plan as was his abstention  

- Kristen wanted to thank everyone, you’ve been patient, helpful a 

guide and real source of advocacy in a lot of ways. She acknowledged 

that it wasn’t the perfect way to go about a process but wanted to 

thank everyone for the endorsement and the letter of support. She 

then left the meeting. 

- Adam clarified that we voted to support the “general idea of this 

proposal” and not the specifics of the full written plan;  

- Bill agreed that the City approved the proposal to provide money to 

the GCRM and SSH they did not do something through United Way, 

the $50,000 Project Manager and mobile shower portion of the full 

plan 

- Scott clarified that the City has a meeting scheduled to work out 

what the scope of work will be and the Council gave the City 

Manager authority to enter into emergency contracts given the 

urgency but she does have to report back to Council as to what the 

final scope is. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 Motion: That the Board support this 

proposal of the Task Force’s 

recommendation for the 2019 Wintertime 

Shelter Expansion Plan. In recognition that 

this proposal came out of the broader CoC 

General Membership and in recognition 

that the Board will be working with the 

Strategic Planning Committee to have that 

be a regular part of our planning process in 

2020 for both winter and summer extreme 

weather events.   

Motion: Scott Carney;  

Second: Randy Pinnelli  

Approved: approved (6-0-1)  

Britton Kimball – abstained due to his 

working for the GCRM who will be 

receiving a portion of these funds. 

 

Jon will draft a letter of support and 

deliver ASAP 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Jon 
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ITEM DISCUSSION  ACTION RESPONSIBLE 

- Bill and Jon agreed that we are supporting the general idea of 

providing additional emergency shelter space during the winter. 

- Adam asked that Jon was to indicated that in the letter and not full 

written proposal Kristen provided  

- Bill has already been in contact with GCRM and SSH and it is already 

set up in HMIS for them to record all of the information on those 

staying in the winter expansion. 

2. Discussion: HAAP Homeless Housing Assistance and Prevention 
coordination, priority discussion, solicitation of projects, ask for 
local governments to contribute dollars  

- Adam provided a rundown of the timeline for the program 

application. Applications to the State by 12/31/19.  The NOFA will 

close after 2/15/20.  Once the Coc, County & City receive the check a 

NOFA will go out to the local public (anticipated date) 4/1/20 and 

closed by 5/1/20.  After that the three entities would meet jointly 

talk about all proposals and discuss potential joint funding 

possibilities. Ty has recommended a web site called ZoomGrants that 

would create a single website that allows any applicant to apply to 

any or all three entities. 

- Ty is planning a ZoomGrants demo.  A question was posed that if all 

homeless activities were to go through the CoC and  the City’s 

Consolidated Plan that has homeless activities listed and some 

funding for homeless services including ESG and CDBG.  

- Bill stated that those funding sources are supposed to consult with 

the CoC as well. 

- Adam suggested that any information that the City is including in the 

Consolidated Plan around homelessness that the City wants to get 

consultation from the CoC could be run through Scott who could then 

run it through the Board 

- Randy added that it was the City of Stockton that has adopted the 

recommendations of the Homelessness Task Force and the CoC for 

their homeless priorities. 

- Scott as we get the Strategic Plan done, looking at various grant 

funding the CoC Board doesn’t designate a County representative or 

specific representatives from cities, so on a programmatic fashion 

whether that be cities grants funds (CDBG, ESG) or County services or 

 

 

 

 

 

Application from the County and CoC  

 

Application from the City of Stockton will 

be the responsibility of Carrie and Ty 

(Economic Development Dept.) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Adam 
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ITEM DISCUSSION  ACTION RESPONSIBLE 

County grant funds we may want to think about as a board, or if Lodi 

was doing something with their funds that invite or have those folks 

who administer those funds be invited as technical experts to give 

that input.  

- Adam feels this is happening somewhat “de facto,” but it is very 

important that we be able to provide this kind of feedback to cities 

and the County somewhat quickly and easily, not just monthly when 

the Board meeting. 

- Jon when we are operating from an already fleshed out strategic plan 

we can more confidently speak on behalf of the general CoC. 

 

3. Discussion and Potential Action: Charter Review process and 
forwarding to General Membership for approval  
• Feedback to proposed changes received from A. Cheshire and B. 
Mendelson  
• No other feedback following most recent Board meeting and 
most recent General Membership meeting  
• Fact-finding with other CoCs and County Counsel 

Discuss and approve/disapprove to pass along changes to General 
Membership  
• Attachment 2 — Governance Charter adopted in 2018  
• Attachment 3 — PROPOSED CoC Governance Charter after input 

Preamble 

-  Randy had concerns about the first sentence that was recommended 

to be change to “An active and functional Continuum of Care has 

served San Joaquin County since 1996,…”  To say that we had an 

active and functional CoC is not how most people in the public would 

characterize how the CoC was before the Task Force.  We now have 

an active and functional CoC.  I don’t see this as a necessary change 

at this time. 

- Adam stated that he really likes the first sentence but could agree 

that maybe active and functional is unnecessary to place in there and 

just left the sentence in there but removed active and functional. 

II.  Composition 

- Jon apologized for not including Bills comments in there but the idea 

that we make explicit mention that it is a non-governmental, non-

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Motion: recommend approving the new 

preamble with the removal of the phrase 

“active and functional” 

Motion: Bill Mendelson  

Second: John Ledbetter 

Approved: Unanimous (7-0) 
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ITEM DISCUSSION  ACTION RESPONSIBLE 

incorporated entity that is governed by certain sections of law. 

- Bill stated that it is in conformance with the CA Corporations Code 

and in conformance with 24CFR578 and it clearly states that. Part of 

this comes from the ongoing conversation about where does the 

Brown Act set in?  There may be general agreement by the Board and 

by others that the Brown Act does not apply but by clearly stating 

this is not a governmental entity, it’s an unincorporated association, 

not a 501c3.  

- Scott stated that the concept of it was great but expressed concerns 

of using specific statutory references then by cross-reference or by 

having been cross-referenced incorporated other things. That was 

the only part that made him a little nervous. 

II. Responsibilities  

B. 
  a. . . . “The CoC Board will review and renew this MOU on an annual 
basis. Additionally, the HMIS Lead Agency will act as the chair of the 
HMIS and Data Committee”  
- Scott recommended keeping the first sentence but didn’t feel  the 

second sentence  needs to change since the current language states 
that the Board will renew and MOU annually with the Lead agency to 
specify the duties, which give the flexibility and proposed that we 
only include the first part 

C. “Contributing to the development of a homeless strategic plan for 
the CoC’s geographic area that includes data from a point-in- time 
count, an annual Housing Inventory Count, the Longitudinal Systems 
Analysis, and other required reports.”  

- Jon Wording was changed from “developing” to “Contributing to the 

development of” that means that we can get a consultant to develop 

the plan.  We also added “Longitudinal Systems Analysis” to conform 

with current HUD terminology 

- Scott felt that we could just use the word developing instead of 

adding the contributing to. 

IV.  CoC Governance and Membership 

  B. 3. “Authorizing the submission of the annual CoC Program 

application”  

 

 

Motion: To Change the wording under 

Section II Composition to read:” The San 

Joaquin Continuum of Care non-

governmental, unincorporated association in 

conformance with the requirements of 

24CFR578.”   

Motion: Jon Mendelson   

Second:  John Ledbetter 

Approved: Unanimous (7-0) 

 

Motion: to change the wording in Section III 

Responsibilities, B. a. to read: 

“The CoC Board will review and renew this 

MOU on an annual basis.” 

Motion:    

Second:   

Approved:  

Motion: Changing the wording in Section III. 

C. to read: 

“Developing of a homeless strategic plan for 

the CoC’s geographic area that includes data 

from a point-in- time count, an annual 

Housing Inventory Count, the Longitudinal 

Systems Analysis, and other required 

reports.” 

Motion: John Ledbetter   

Second: Scott Carney  

Approved: Unanimous (6-0) 
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ITEM DISCUSSION  ACTION RESPONSIBLE 

- Jon Authorizing whether the General Membership would vote on the 

submission of the CoC Program Application, or whether the General 

Membership could authorize the Board to submit the Annual CoC 

application. Stated that he believed this added some flexibility to the 

Board and in the interest of transparency and public participation if 

that is something that the Board is granted by a change in the 

Charter that it must happen in an in person duly notice meeting, that 

it can’t be done by e-mail, phone or means and should be spelled out 

in the Charter.  

- Adam stated that may be tough when we are working on the 

application right up until the deadline. 

- Scott stated that he understands the intent of this but the wording 

makes it ambiguous.  

- Randy stated that the way it is worded makes it sound like 

Membership is still authorizing (approving) the submission  

- Scott stated that while he disagrees with the intent, if the issue is we 

are jamming up against the submission deadline and we don’t have 

the capacity to get it done.  He would reiterate his request from the 

County for and accounting of how they are using the Admin. Dollars 

and that we address that. With the current wording it could be 

interpreted to say that the CoC full body gets to review the 

application and then authorize the Board to submit it. His 

recommendation would be to strike this and then make it a Board 

responsibility to submit the annual program application and that 

would provide the clarity that is where the authority rest. 

- Jon asked if there were concerns about the General Membership 

delegating that responsibility to the Board. 

- Scott the current language to have the General Membership approve 

the annual program application is good in that in terms of 

transparency and oversite.  It creates some operational issues but 

thought it gives some counter balance and protections that we talked 

about at the last meeting. So he did not support a change to the 

current language. 

- Randy agreed with Scott from the standpoint of perception, whether 

it is the General Membership or the public and trying to maintain 

transparency.  How that is operationally done I see that is 
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ITEM DISCUSSION  ACTION RESPONSIBLE 

problematic but moving that ability make it seem like it’s a secret 

process. 

- Adam said he agrees with that too and we really do need to be 

acknowledging those things. As the person submitting the application 

it is really difficult to have a final document in advance of the final 

submission. 

- Jon stated that what most people are most concerned about is the 

result of the local ranking, which is done by a separate ad-hoc 

committee. How can we get the operational flexibility that we need 

while still giving the General Membership a voice and review function 

when it is about what they really care about which is the local 

ranking. He suggested that oversight, authority and transparency 

happens when we are trying to get people to participate in that 

ranking process and act as watchdogs at that point. 

- Bill asked what role would the CoC membership play in reviewing the 

ranking process?  We’re not giving them the opportunity to go back 

and change or disagree with the ranking.  The committee uses the 

tool to determine the ranking, neither the Membership nor the Board 

have the ability to change the rankings once they are done.  Certainly 

that information should be shared with people and an opportunity 

given on the “front end” of the process, but once it is completed 

there isn’t a way to modify it. 

- Scott the existing charter states that it may be reviewed at the 

annual meeting, but it doesn’t prohibit us from talking about it at 

another time.  It doesn’t say shall so this discussion could be 

continued when we have a full board and bring it to the membership 

at a later date. He recommended that we reach out to HUD for their 

input on how this is done in other areas. 

- Randy reiterated that Scott had brought up that changes to the 

charter can happen at other times not just at the annual meeting, so 

a decision on this item doesn’t have to be made today. 

 

4. Discussion: Slate of Board members to be recommended to 
General Membership  
• Proposed to fill 13 seats  
• No Board action required  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

No action taken 

 

 

Motion: to change the wording in Section V 

CoC Board of Directors, A. to read: 

“The CoC Board shall be composed of 
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ITEM DISCUSSION  ACTION RESPONSIBLE 

• Attachment 4 — Slate of director candidates 

- Jon If we are going to expand the slate of Directors at the annual 

meeting we need to recommend expansion of the Board to 13 

members. 

VII. Collaborative Applicant 

- Scott recommended approving this section since it was only 

adding the last sentence 

 

 

Agreement to table further discussion on changes to the Charter until 

the next Board meeting 

- Randy requested if for the future meeting that only the changes be 

highlighted instead of the entire section. 

thirteen (13) active members . . .” 

Motion:   Scott Carney 

Second:  John Ledbetter 

Approved: Unanimous (6-0) 

Motion: to change the wording in Section VII 

Collaborative Applicant. to add the final 

sentence: 

“The CoC Board of Directors will review and 

renew that agreement annually.” 

Motion:   Scott Carney 

Second:  John Ledbetter 

Approved: Unanimous (6-0) 

 

3. New Business    

 Discussion and Potential Action: PLHA first-time homeless funding, 
priority recommendations to the Board of Supervisors (same 
recommendations should go to Lodi and Stockton)  
$265,707.99 for Lodi  
$1,352,326.07 for Stockton  
$1,035,279.75 for San Joaquin County  
 
- Can be used for Rapid Re-Housing (rent assistance and case 

management) for first-time homeless families  
- Can be used for predevelopment, development, acquisition, rehab, 

preservation of affordable housing  
- Applications through January 2020  

 

 

 PLHA Permanent Local Housing Allocation 

- John asked what is going to be the process of engaging cities to talk 

about the CoC priorities?  What is our approach with cities that have 

not been involved like Tracy or Manteca, how do we engage with 

them.  Are we going to need to help the County engage with the? 

- Jon agreed that we probably do and that we also will need to engage 

local agencies, community benefit organizations or developers that 
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ITEM DISCUSSION  ACTION RESPONSIBLE 

could actual put the funds on the street to put together actionable 

project proposals.   

- Adam said he is also happy to make some of those contacts  

- Randy asked how it was formulated how these funds were to be 

divided? 

- Adam clarified that it was enacted by SB2, in year 1 you could apply 

for some planning dollars both the City and the County applied for 

that. It was a formula allocation (not competitive) that goes to 

“entitlement communities” and Tracy and Manteca are under the 

County umbrella for their entitlement. In year 2 and beyond those 

funds can be used for permanent local housing. 

- Scott emphasized that the County and City have established Veterans 

Homelessness as a higher priority.  While the County and the City 

have asked the CoC to be the planning body and to give them 

recommendations both bodies have that standing recommendation 

of what their top priorities are. 

- Adam stated that we certainly need to be conscious of that.  

V. Standing Committees    

1. Coordinated Entry 
System 

 

2. Data and HMIS 

 
3. Education and 

Membership 

4. Resource Development 

5. System Performance 
and Evaluation  

6. Strategic Planning 

  no discussion or action 
- 

 

 no discussion or action 
-. 

  no discussion or action 

 no discussion or action 

 no discussion or action 

 See discussion in Continued Business 

Next Meeting: 1:00-2:00P (1
st

 Monday of 

the month) FRRC 509 W. Weber Ave. 

#103 

Next Meeting: 1:00-2:00P (last Tuesday of 
the month) 2431 W. March Lane #350 

Next Meeting: 3:00-4:00P (2
nd

 Tuesday of 
the month) 2575 Grand Canal Blvd. 

Next Meeting:  

Next Meeting: 9:00-10:00A  (1
st

 Wednesday 
of the month) 2575 Grand Canal Blvd. 

Next Meeting: 3:00-4:00P (1
st

 Tuesday of 
the month) 2575 Grand Canal Blvd. 

 

 
 

VI.  Sub-committees    
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ITEM DISCUSSION  ACTION RESPONSIBLE 

  Note: (from Governance Doc.)  “Strategic Planning Sub-committees 
may include Housing, Prevention, Law & Justice, and other sub-
committees deemed necessary by this committee.” 

  

VIII.  Additional Items 
(Not on the Agenda)   

  .Scott – requested if there was any interest in having HUD coming out 
or could we have that on the next agenda to discuss at the next 
Board meeting 

- Adam He was reached out to by Dawn Lee who came out with 
Margaret McFadden for the prior TA and apparently HUD is restarting 
the Regional TA Program and she reached out and she will be 
providing ongoing TA to our CoC. He does not know to what intensity 
it will be but we will have that access.  Adam will reach out to her to 
see if she will assist in this area of concern. 

- Jon sent an official letter to SJ County Counsel asking for review and 
feedback.  He has not received an official answer but it is in process. 

- Adam passed out a proposal for landlord incentives for VASH clients, 
when Kathy Miller saw the presentation by Andrew Henning at the 
CoC meeting and their process in Marin County she wanted to 
duplicate that here.  The Housing Authority put together the proposal 
model and now it is being provided to the Board for review and 
recommendations. 

  

VIX.  Adjourn Adjourn 
   

 Meeting Adjourned at 1:10PM Motion: , Second:   

X.  Next Meetings 
   

 Thursday November  12th, 2019 11:00AM – 1:00PM 
 

General Membership Meeting   

San Joaquin County Housing Authority 
Offices, 2575 Grand Canal Boulevard, 
Stockton, CA  95207  
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Attachment 1:  Agenda 

ATTACHMENT 1 - Agenda 
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ATTACHMENT 2 - Governance Charter adopted 2018 (not included) 
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ATTACHMENT 3 – PROPOSED CoC Governance document 2019 revisions Feedback Included 
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ATTACHMENT 4 – San Joaquin CoC Board of Directors Roster 2020 PROPOSED 


