HIV PREVENTION PLANNING COUNCIL (HPPC)
Steering Committee

Action Minutes From Meeting:


February 28, 2008

Members Present:  Edward Byrom, Ben Hayes, Tei Okamoto, Tracey Packer, Perry Rhodes III, Frank Strona, Eiko Sugano (non-voting), and Tonya Williams.
Members Absent:  Gayle Burns, Tracey Packer
Professional Staff:  Janise Kim (Harder & Co), Eileen Loughran (HPS), Israel Nieves-Rivera (HPS), Michael Paquette (HPS), Jenna Rapues (HPS), Kathleen Roe (Process Evaluation), and David Weinman (note taker).
1. Welcome and Announcements

Co-Chair Perry Rhodes III called the meeting to order at 3:04 PM.  He then asked attendees to introduce themselves and make relevant announcements.  No announcements were offered.
2. & 3.  Public Comment and Members Response to Public Comment
No public comment was offered.
2. Review and Approval of 1/23/08 minutes
Perry confirmed that members had received copies of the minutes.  It was noted that the agenda misstated the date of the minutes to be reviewed and should read 1/23/2008.

Motion was made by Frank Strona and seconded by Ed Byrom to approve the minutes of the 1/23/08 meeting.  No discussion was offered.  The vote was by roll call as follows.
	
	Member
	Vote
	Member
	Vote

	
	Edward Byrom
	Yes
	Perry Rhodes III
	Yes

	
	Ben Hayes
	Yes
	Frank Strona
	Yes

	
	Weihaur Lau
	Yes
	Tonya Williams
	not present

	
	Tei Okamoto
	Yes
	
	


The minutes were approved unanimously.
3. Review of February 14, 2008 HPPC Meeting

The documents entitled: “Process Evaluation Memorandum;” “Process Evaluation Survey Results;” and, “Participant Dialogue Boxes,” all for the 2/14/08 Council meeting were distributed, copies of which are available to absent members upon request.
· Kathleen Roe provided background on the way evaluation reporting works, including:
· She sends her unfiltered meeting observations to the Co-Chairs by midnight;
· Drafts of the Process Evaluation and Dialogue Boxes reports are sent by the end of the weekend;
· Her draft of the Process Evaluation Memo is sent to the Co-Chairs by Tuesday; and
· The Co-Chairs review the evaluation reports it at their monthly meeting prior to distributing them to members of the Steering Committee.
She noted that after eleven years this is the first time she has worked solo and explained the difficulties of critiquing friends and colleagues whom she respects and a group whose work she admires.
Discussion regarding the 2/14/08 meeting ensued including the following (by topic).
Applying Data from Presentations
· Frank suggested that presentations of epidemiology data should be accompanied by an explanation providing a framework for how the data could inform the year’s work.
· Perry asked if this should be in addition to the guiding questions posed at the meeting.

· Frank said that they may have been too broad, and suggested that every presentation should have a guiding question as well as an action item attached to it.
· Tonya Williams said that she wasn’t sure how to respond to recent presentations, or what to do with the information.
· Weihaur said that guiding questions should include how to look at data to move the Council’s work forward.

· He observed his own reaction to presentations has been to look for the gaps relating primarily to the at-risk populations he works with.

· Kathleen said that identifying gaps is one of the reasons to have a diverse, representative community planning board.

Written Questions Submitted

· Israel noted that all of the written questions submitted at the 1/14/08 meeting were addressed in the Co-Chairs report; but there wasn’t any follow up or clarifying question.

· He expressed concern that some of the written questions reflected incorrect interpretations of the data presented. 
· Frank said that this is inherent with written questions, which is usually dealt with by either: filtering and responding to written questions during the meeting; or, summarizing the questions and responses for the following meeting.
· As an alternative he suggested using those questions and responses in the ice-breaker.

· Kathleen suggested reviewing written questions and responses quarterly to gauge what, if any, progress has been made in understanding the issues raised.
Impact of HPPC participation on Members’ Employment
· Kathleen noted that members working at publicly funded agencies have expressed difficulty justifying the time away from work their participation in the HPPC requires.
· This limits some members’ participation, particularly in leadership roles.
· It might help those members if some meeting times were moved to 4:00 - 6:00 PM.

· Perry said that this is a reasonable idea, but it probably can’t be explored this year.
· Kathleen said that the Co-Chairs should discuss this and possibly conduct a survey.
· Ben Hayes suggested asking new member applicants about their employment, as well as what meeting times would work best for them and their employers.
· Weihaur observed that the time commitment required for HPPC is particularly a concern for members whose employers are not specifically HIV prevention service providers.
· Kathleen suggested sending tailored letters to members’ supervisors thanking them and explaining the value of the members’ participation.

· Perry and Eileen pointed out that this was discussed last year but the Co-Chairs have been busy focusing on the plan and haven’t yet addressed this issue.

· Frank suggested that the HPPC produce a brochure in non-technical terms that explains the Council’s work, its accomplishments, and it challenges; but this is probably not a task for this year.
· Kathleen suggested that the Plan include a list of all of the agencies that have been represented on the Council.

Managing Public Comment

· Kathleen pointed out that there were a lot of members’ comments about public comment, and concerns about Michael Petrelis’ behavior.
· Some members, she noted, remember past experiences and fear a repetition of tactics.
· She observed how well the Co-Chairs and staff have dealt with this issue.

· She suggested establishing a spot from which public comment is made and enforce its boundaries, because speakers’ movement into members’ faces is a form of intimidation.
· Ed said that Michael Petrelis’ aggressiveness toward Grant Colfax has been escalating, that this pattern has been seen before, and that it shouldn’t be allowed to continue.

· He then proposed having a security guard present at meetings again.

· He noted that the meeting hall, unlike most City planning meeting spaces, does not allow for separating people making comment from Council members.

· Israel noted that Gayle Burns has requested a security guard be present at meetings, adding that Sheriffs will be used as institutional guards are no longer available.
· He explained that discontinuance of a guard’s presence was meant to accommodate those who might be uncomfortable with a uniformed guard present.

· Ben observed that many people will be intimidated by the presence of a uniformed guard and that it could stifle public participation; adding that it may nonetheless be necessary.
· He suggested Co-Chairs provide a brief explanation of the guard’s role at each meeting.
· Tei Okamoto said that Michael Petrelis knows the rules and seems to want to provoke a confrontation for his own reasons.

· Several members expressed concern about Michael Petrelis’ behavior at Council meetings, at Committee meetings, and in other ways that were characterized as harassment.

· Members expressed the view that it would be better to have a Sheriff present than for HPS staff, Council members, or others try to deal with unruly people.

· Eileen and Perry noted that the Co-Chairs and HPS staff try to be sensitive and are glad to hear members’ comments which reflect their own observations.

· Eiko said that HPS staff shouldn’t have to act as security guards.
· Perry and Israel asked the Committee Co-Chairs to explain to Committee members the reason for of having a guard at Council meetings during their report from the Steering Committee.
Other

· Kathleen explained that the intent of the paragraph entitled, “Council and the Epidemiologists” is to highlight the cooperation between these two groups.

· The strong working relationship is a result years of effort from all parties.

· In response to Perry noting that Henry Fisher Raymond has volunteered at community health projects she said that although she was unaware of this, it is the sort of activity that promotes learning to speak each other’s language.

· She also drew attention to the fourth line in that paragraph which should read, “that has grown … the DPH epidemiology” (emphasis added).

· Kathleen reported that some members felt there wasn’t enough time, or this wasn’t the right forum, for them to share their perspectives on the data presented.

· As regards the election of the at-large member of the Steering Committee, Kathleen observed that the role of the at-large member wasn’t clear and suggested having a brief explanation of the Steering Committee before the next election.
· Israel said that some of the presentation’s terminology may confusing for the HPPC; for instance the epidemiologic term “Heterosexuals” is what we refer to as “MSF/FSM.”

· Kathleen suggested that the Council members’ background information include their preferred gender, the name they use, and the pronunciation of their full name.

4. Co-chairs/Steering Committee Business

Federal, State, City Updates

Israel reported that there is nothing new since Grant’s report at the Council meeting.
Committee Update

Eileen Loughran noted that only the Membership/Community Liaison (M/CL) Committee had met since the last report to the Council.
· Membership/Community Liaison Committee – Jenna Rapues reported that diversity training originally planned for March will be held in lieu of the Council’s April meeting.

· On 3/27/08 the M/CL Committee will present its proposal to the Steering Committee.

Community Member Applications

The application for Gabriel V. Tungol as a Community Member of the Show Me the Data Committee was then circulated.

Israel explained that as per a previous Steering Committee decision, this meeting would be the last in which membership applications would be reviewed and approved for this year’s term.
· Frank asked if about completeness in the representation on the Committees.
· Perry and Israel explained that gaps the Committees’ composition have been adjusted and that we are in line with Parity, Inclusion, and Representation (PIR) guidance.
· Israel and Eileen explained that the CARE Council would be adding members to the Points of Integration Committee due to changes in their committee structure.

· This will also balance the participation from the two Councils.

· Eileen and Israel also said that the HPS staff is working on bringing new members up to speed on developments this year that they have missed.
Motion was made by Weihaur Lau and seconded by Frank Strona to approve Gabriel V. Tungol’s application for Community Membership on the Show Me the Data Committee.  There was no further discussion.  The vote was by roll call as follows.
	
	Member
	Vote
	Member
	Vote

	
	Edward Byrom
	Yes
	Perry Rhodes III
	Yes

	
	Ben Hayes
	Yes
	Frank Strona
	Yes

	
	Weihaur Lau
	Yes
	Tonya Williams
	Yes

	
	Tei Okamoto
	Yes
	
	


Gabriel V. Tungol’s application was approved unanimously.

5. Review & Approval Membership Application changes

Tonya Williams distributed the draft document entitled, “(HPPC) Membership Application,” copies of which are available to absent members upon request.  She explained that the contents were approved by last year’s M/CL Committee and that the form’s format is new.
The Co-Chair suggested, and no objection was raised, that this item return to committee for review and consideration of the issues raised included the following (by topic).

Commitment

· Jenna explained that the first paragraph makes it clear that this is a volunteer position requiring appointment by the SFDPH, and consisting of seven to ten hours per month.

· Kathleen suggested including the regular schedule for the Council meetings.

· Weihaur suggested explaining that questions of race/ethnicity and experience are asked because Council members’ role includes representing groups one has expertise with.

Demographics
· Several members suggested that the Race/Ethnicity section include space allowing all applicants to provide more specificity in the “Other” field.
· Ben suggested that “Other” be a choice for gender because some people identify as Transgender (as opposed to as gender-specific MTF or FTM), or by other terms.

· Israel noted that some of this data is what the CDC requires us to collect.

· David Weinman questioned the use of the term “White” to refer to people with European ancestry, noting that many people are culturally European but not racially.
· Israel responded that we use the terminology from the census.

Experience
· Jenna noted that both personal and work experience is asked about, unlike last year’s form.
· Weihaur explained that obtaining both personal and work experience would help identify people who are part of a demographic, and/or those who have worked with that population. 

· Ben said that some people may feel they have to reveal more personal information than they are comfortable with disclosing if they want their application to be accepted.
· He added that those topics could be explored during the applicant’s interview.

· Tonya suggested adding an explanation that applicants need only report personal information they are comfortable sharing.

· Frank suggested addressing sensitivity of disclosing personal information with wording such as, “You may not wish to include personal information on this form, and you will have the opportunity to share your personal and/or work experience during the interview process.”

· He also suggested making it clear what information is and is not mandatory.

· Kathleen noted that the applicants don’t know where and how the information will be used.

· Tei questioned if personal and work experience could be separated more clearly.

· Israel suggested the Committee look at what information we really need to have.

· Tonya noted that all of this data wasn’t collected in the past and questioned why it is now.

Format
· Frank noted that the form seems to be tightly packed, confusing, and/or difficult to fill in and asked if there is a compelling reason for it to be limited to a single page.
· Perry said the form should reflect the Council’s attitude of openness.
· Kathleen said it may/may not be appropriate to ask applicants’ preferred pronoun.

· Israel added that it would be nice to know how to address applicants during interviews.
6. Review March 13, 2008 Council Agenda
A draft copy of the agenda for the 3/13/08 Council meeting was distributed, copies of which are available to absent members upon request.  Discussion included the following.

SF Health Provider’s Work Group [Item 4]

Eileen explained that the plan is to have this presented to our Council in March, and presented to the CARE council in April. When we have the joint meeting of the two Councils on May 19th an activity will focus on follow-up from the presentation.  
Follow-up From Last Meeting(s) [Item 5]
Eileen and Perry noted the amount of time set aside this discussion and asked for suggestions.

· Several members suggested that there be an explanation as to why the presentations were made, how they relate to the Council’s work, and how members might respond to the data.
· Additionally, it was suggested that presentations include the part of the Plan it relates to.

· Israel noted that the discussion of Willi McFarland’s presentation totally skipped over the success achieved among the Asian/Pacific Islander population.
· Ed pointed out that a lot of members had doubts about the presentations’ conclusions.

· He said that it is valuable to pursue such questions with the epidemiology team.
· Frank suggested using one of the Council’s training sessions to train members in critical interpretation of data; and how to do so with openness and respectfully.
· Kathleen suggested using this time to review the 2004 Plan followed by a breakout session on how the data presented should be used in writing the 2009 Plan.

· She suggested using the guiding question, “What are we going to do with this data?”

· There was discussion about the benefits and drawbacks of having Willi and Henry participate in the breakout session; including the difficulties of their availability.
· Ben said that he is not sure what, “What are we gong to do with the data” means, adding that it would be helpful to hear from members who have been involved in writing a Plan.

· Frank and others expressed support for breakout groups so that members could focus on the information that is most relevant to their Committee assignments.
Perry and other summarized --

· Review the Plan by the Co-Chairs and some experienced members (30 minutes), including:

· Brief explanation of what the Plan is;

· How the various chapter are put together and written; and

· Summary of the data presented and how data is used in community planning;

· Breakout groups discussing how to apply the data to writing the 2009 Plan with written reports back from each group attached to minutes (20 minutes).

New Members and The Plan Document
· Kathleen asked if members should bring their copies to meetings.

· Tonya said that she doesn’t know what the Plan is.

· In response to Perry’s question Tonya and Ben said they hadn’t received copies of the Plan.
· Jenna explained that new some new members, such as alternates who became full members, didn’t attend the orientation and so haven’t gotten copies of the Plan as yet.

· She added that HPS staff will get copies to them as soon as possible.

· Perry said that new members need to have copies before the March Council meeting.

· Tei said that as a new member he found many of the terms and concepts difficult to grasp until he spent some time with HPS staff who clarified how things fit together.

· Perry said that although it usually takes about a year for a new member to become comfortable we should look at the orientation process and see what we can do better.

· Frank suggested having an HPS staff member, such as Dara Coan, as a ‘Plan Mentor.’
Frank Strona moved and Tei Okamoto seconded accepting draft agenda for the 3/13/08 Council meeting as discussed.  There was no further discussion.  The vote was by roll call as follows.
	
	Member
	Vote
	Member
	Vote

	
	Edward Byrom
	Yes
	Perry Rhodes III
	Yes

	
	Ben Hayes
	Yes
	Frank Strona
	Yes

	
	Weihaur Lau
	not present
	Tonya Williams
	Yes

	
	Tei Okamoto
	Yes
	
	


The motion was approved unanimously.
In response to Perry request, Israel said that HPS staff will look into getting copies of the presentation sent to members of the Steering Committee before the March Council meeting.

Kathleen summarized suggestions about what to have on the evaluation form about the follow-up portion of the agenda by saying she would include a multiple choice question such as: This discussion was too long / too short / just right / best at the beginning of the year, etc.
7. Closure, Summary, & Evaluation

Israel explained that the annual Community Planning Survey is going out to member.
8. Adjournment

Perry thanked members reminding them to fill in their evaluation forms.

Meeting adjourned at 4:50 PM.

The minutes were prepared by David Weinman and reviewed by Eileen Loughran and Israel Nieves-Rivera.
The next meeting is scheduled for Thursday, 3/27/08
from 3:00 PM to 5:00 PM – 25 Van Ness Ave., Suite 330A.o
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