HIV Prevention Planning Council (HPPC)

Show Me The Data Committee:  Phase II

Thursday, August 7, 2008

3:30 – 5:30 PM

25 Van Ness Avenue, 330 B

Action Minutes
Members present: Pedro Arista, Chadwick Campbell, Lauren Enteen, Isela González, Yavante Thomas-Guess, Tei Okamoto, Frank Strona, Gabriel Tungol, Eric Whitney 
Members Absent: Darel Ayap, David Gonzalez

Staff: Eileen Loughran (HPS), John Melichar (Program manager), 

Staff absent: Erik Dubon, (Program manager), Tracey Packer (HPS), Willow Schrager (Harder & Co.)

1. Welcome, Announcements, and Changes
Eric welcomed the group at 3:30.  He asked everyone to introduce themselves and make any relevant announcement.

Chad announced that he is no longer at StopAIDS. He is project coordinator for the Prepare study in the research section of the AIDS office.

Frank reminded the group that as part of their contract, Harder+Company is required to conduct a separate satisfaction survey twice a year about the services they provide to HPPC.  The survey has been emailed to members, but not enough people have responded yet.  Please check your inboxes and complete the survey as soon as possible!  You’ll receive another email reminder soon.  
Eileen added that Grant has also been meeting internally with other DPH researchers to get their thoughts on Drivers of the epidemic, and the draft criteria.  Grant has also followed up with Jeff Leiphart on his research around drivers.

Tei and Pedro recommended two researchers that Grant should meet with to discuss drivers and our current HIV prevention efforts.  Eileen will forward the information to Grant.

Cynthia Gomez, Ph.D.    drcgomez@sfsu.edu/ (415)405-4350

Dr. Hector Carillo            hector@sfsu.edu / (415)405-2609


2. Public Comment

 None

3. Member Response to Public Comment
None
4. Committee Business 


The group had a few corrections to be made to the 7/1 SMTD minutes. Eileen noted the corrections and will make them before posting the final minutes on the web. The 7/01/2008 SMTD minutes (with the discussed corrections) were approved by roll call vote.  

	
	7/01/2008 Minutes Approved

	Pedro Arista 
	Yes

	Darel Ayap
	Absent

	Chadwick Campbell
	Yes

	Lauren Enteen
	Yes

	David Gonzalez
	Absent

	Isela Gonzalez
	Yes

	Yavante Thomas-Guess 
	Yes

	 Tei Okamoto
	Yes

	Frank Strona
	Yes

	Gabriel Tungol
	Yes

	Eric Whitney
	Yes

	
	

	
	

	Erik Dubon
	Absent

	Eileen Loughran*
	Yes

	John Melichar
	***********

	Tracey Packer
	Absent


· Process Evaluation from 7/01/2008 
Seven people completed process evaluations for the July meeting.  

Feedback was positive.  All closed-ended questions were marked with 4’s and 5’s, and people shared comments like 

“I think this was one of the best meetings we've had, because it brought clarity to some of the things we'd been struggling with.” 

“I appreciate Grant's willingness to come and engage in the discussion. His thoughts grounded my ideas about drivers.” 

“I think this made a huge difference in our next steps. It helped to clarify the ‘unknown.’”

A couple of people also mentioned being interested in Jeff Leiphart’s perspective on drivers.  **Grant has already had an initial follow-up meeting with Jeff.  

· Steering Committee Update 
                   Frank gave a brief update from the Steering committee. He   

                   highlighted a few areas:
· Tracey Packer has been appointed as the HPPC ex-officio member.  The appointment will go into effect starting with the August full Council meeting.  A formal announcement of her appointment will be made at the HPPC meeting as well as through the co-chairs report.

· A suggestion was made by Frank Strona that the ex-officio member can play a role at the beginning of each HPPC year in January by providing the historical context for HPPC.

· Steering discussed voting procedures at Council meetings.  The Sunshine Ordinance requires roll call votes.  One member suggested looking at the underlying issues that may be causing the feelings of discomfort with voting publicly.  Another member suggested exploring other ways of voting such us use of technology.
· When debriefing the full Council meeting, Steering discussed the need to ensure that presentations are allotted enough time, including time for discussion.  One suggestion was to move substantive agenda items to the beginning of the meeting, and committee business to the latter part of the meeting.  The group agreed to carefully review the agenda for each meeting at Steering and consider this suggestion as necessary.
· Israel presented the first draft of the IPR narrative.  Steering made a few slight changes and then approved the IPR narrative and the IPR presentation to Council.  
5. Exploring a Driver Based Model / Follow-up from last month 
· Eric opened this discussion by explaining to the group that today’s

                meeting will give us an opportunity to move forward from our previous 

               discussions
· Grant  Colfax is planning on having meetings with researchers to talk with them about drivers, our draft criteria, and to get their thoughts on what they would consider drivers and why.  There is a “fishbowl” meeting with CAPS researchers scheduled for August 11, from 2-4. Eric, Isela, Eileen, and Tracey will attend this meeting and will report back to the committee in September.  Eileen added that this will give us some valuable information to continue moving us forward! 

· Eric pointed out that there was a lot of discussion at last month’s meeting about drivers and cofactors.  Now that we have a clearer understanding of drivers and how to think about them, let’s take a look again at our draft criteria for drivers.  He distributed a handout that Willow put together titled “Draft Criteria for Identifying Drivers of the HIV Epidemic in San Francisco”. 
· The question was raised, What is driving infection in San Francisco? Some ideas were brought up: MsM and crystal use, meth as a driver, drivers and populations affected.
· A question was raised: Can we say all substances and list out, or just group as substance use?
· Some substances that are used by this population are not “driving” the epidemic but can be a co-factor that adds to it.
· Members agreed that for each population there may be a particular substance that is a driver for that population only.
· There are certain substances that physiologically create higher risk.
· It was pointed out that we can not forget or overlook the “fusion” that often occurs with drug use. (using several different substances at a time).
· What is the cutting off point? How do we acknowledge that something is a factor in the epidemic but not driving the epidemic?
· Substance use in general—substance use is a co-factor. When it is specific, MsM and meth use-it is a driver.
· What about women and heroin use?
· Do we know enough about crack use to identify it as a driver? It was noted that little research is available on crack use or crack in general. It was highlighted that in our work as providers, we know that this is a serious issue, particularly in certain neighborhoods such as the TL.
· A question was posed: Could we say crack is an issue with women in the TL?
· If criteria are too broad, then the finesse of the “real world” can be lost.
· Another question was posed to the group: Are drivers different for African American men than they are for African American women?

· It was noted that providers know anecdotally from their work with clients that crack and poly drug use is an issue.  We need to recommend more research be done on this issue.

· A member agreed that his experience has been that in urban areas crack can lead to many other issues.(“Start out smoking crack and end up testing HIV+”)

· A member agreed that crack use is as pervasive as alcohol use.

· A suggestion was made about a strategy we may want to use for drivers: Choose by BRP or other factors. The first recommendation is drivers by BRP not sub-populations. Then we can go back by subpopulations within BRP, etc.

· Again it was noted that there is a lack of solid research on crack use on crack use and a lack of solid research on MTF transgendered. It is a piece of a system of oppression.

· It was noted that the group keeps going back to what is not represented in data.

· In the big picture we need to look at San Francisco and we need to address what doesn’t make it to the top %.

· A member emphasized that we need to be bold because we all know people are using crack so it is our responsibility to ensure this is acknowledged in the model. We know that men and women living in the TL are smoking crack. Where is the epidemic in San Francisco? We need to have these conversations and build on them. 

· Two other points were brought up: services geared towards injection drug use and youth as a “rising” concern. These are drivers!

· It was pointed out that drivers can give us flexibility to “shake things up.” 

· A member countered that we need to look at prevalence data to develop a list of drivers.

· It was pointed out that we have some data available. The first decision is to decide how to proceed. Three suggestions were highlighted by a member:

· 1) It was suggested that we develop an overarching “driver statement”, for example, “Our recommendation is to have a citywide driver statement

· 2) Work with the criteria for drivers that has been presented to us, or

· 3) Respond with a document to Grant that states that we do not agree with these criteria. A question was posed: Do we want to put forward that we do not support this in this fashion?

· The group was reminded about the “special considerations” box in the PSM. It was highlighted that the box will allow us to be bold.

· A member noted that we do not need to pay for research with prevention $ we need to fund services.

· The co-chairs reminded the group that we had the opportunity to voice our concerns with Grant at the July meeting. Should we have Grant come back in September?

· Co-chairs emphasized that we need to figure out how this will manifest in the PSM.

· A member pointed out that we do not have to be limited to “approved” literature to be our only source of data for example there is the behavioral surveillance data.

· A member asked the group: How is high-risk population defined?

· A member emphasized that we are not going to let crack go without some acknowledgement of its association with HIV!!

· Again, members agreed that priorities should be toward services not research, but we also need to put pressure to get research done on what we don’t know.

· Members voiced frustration over the numerous brainstorms about drivers. We should refer to our various lists from the brainstorms.

· Co-chairs reiterated that we will invite Grant to the September meeting. They encouraged members to send their questions and concerns to them in advance of the meeting. It was pointed out however, that because of the Sunshine Ordinance, we can not have back and forth discussions through email. Members were asked to think about what we need answers about from Grant.

· A member pointed out that we need Grant to give this group what he wants us to respond to. Also, how do we handle drivers when there is no data?

· One member suggested we get a list of the top 10 drivers from Grant and then we can share our top 10 with him and have a comparison.

· A few members requested that we invite Jeff Liephardt to present at his work on drivers at our next meeting.

· The group had concerns about whether or not this committee is “driving” this or if decisions have already been made.

· Co-chairs asked the group to review pages 108-120 of the Plan to help bring clarity to the discussion at the next meeting.

6.  Next Steps
 

· We will invite Grant to attend the September 3 meeting.
· Co-chairs thanked everyone for attending today’s meeting.
· The Co-factor and subpopulations lists will be sent out by Willow.

· All previous “brainstorm lists” of drivers will be sent out to the group.

7.  Evaluation and closing



· Eric reminded the group to complete the online evaluation. 

8.  Adjournment
                     

The meeting was adjourned at 5:30 pm.
                     

The next meeting:  Thursday, September 4, 2008, from 3:30-5:30 p.m.

Minutes prepared by Eileen Loughran and reviewed by Eric Whitney and Frank Strona
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