HIV Prevention Planning Council (HPPC)

Show Me The Data Committee:  Phase II

Thursday, September 4, 2008

3:30 – 5:30 PM

25 Van Ness Avenue, 330 A
Action Minutes
Members present: Pedro Arista, Lauren Enteen, David Gonzalez, Isela González, Tei Okamoto, Frank Strona, Gabriel Tungol, Eric Whitney 
Members Absent: Yavante Thomas-Guess
Staff: Erik Dubon, (Program Manager), Eileen Loughran (HPS), John Melichar (Program manager), Tracey Packer (HPS), Willow Schrager (Harder & Co.)

Guests: Eddie Machtinger, MD, (+SHE program), Colleen Buggs, (+SHE program), Hank Wilson, (Community member)
1. Welcome, Announcements, and Changes to Agenda
Eric welcomed the group at 3:30.  He asked everyone to introduce themselves and make any relevant announcements.

Members acknowledged the resignations of Darel Ayap and Chadwick Campbell.  
Frank reminded the group that Folsom Street Fair is on Sunday 9/28. City Clinic will be there providing information to fair attendees.

Pedro announced a community event will be held at café Cocomo on Sept. 19 to launch the Spanish language social marketing campaign, Sexy Black Leather Affair. For more information:  www.tweaker.org or Café Cocomo @ (415) 824-6910.
2. Public Comment
 None
3. Member Response to Public Comment
 None



4. Committee Business 



Steering Committee Update: Frank highlighted a few points from the 8/28 Steering committee meeting.
· Henry Fisher Raymond from the Epidemiology Section asked Steering for a letter of support for his application to NIH to fund a Transgender Behavior Surveillance Study.  If SF gets it, the award would be $275K per year for two years.  As stated in the HIV Prevention Plan, receiving a letter of support from the HPPC means that the applicant has to present the data back to Council. 

· Follow up from full Council on potential new legislation that would decriminalize sex work in San Francisco: Israel is going to ask someone to present more information about this item at the next Steering meeting so that it’s clear what’s being asked of HPPC.  After that, Steering will vote.

· After many long discussions, San Francisco finally received its carry-over funding from the CDC.  The funding will to two areas: expanding partner services and HIV testing among African American MSM.

· The Membership committee is requesting that everyone complete a short survey about orientation for new members.  Please look for the email in your Inbox and respond.

· Approve 8/07/2008 SMTD minutes 
A motion to approve the minutes was made by Isela and seconded by Lauren
The 8/07/2008 SMTD minutes) were approved by roll call vote.  

	
	8/07/2008 Minutes Approved

	Pedro Arista 
	Yes

	Lauren Enteen
	Yes

	David Gonzalez
	Yes

	Isela Gonzalez
	Yes

	Yavante Thomas-Guess 
	Absent

	 Tei Okamoto
	Yes

	Frank Strona
	Yes

	Gabriel Tungol
	Yes

	Eric Whitney
	Yes

	
	

	
	

	Erik Dubon
	*******

	Eileen Loughran*
	Yes

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

	Tracey Packer
	********

	
	

	
	


· Process Evaluation from 8/07/2008 
Seven people completed the process evaluation in August. 
Some people expressed concern over being “unclear how to proceed,” and frustration over the prolonged discussion and the request to brainstorm drivers and co-factors.
A request was made to send out previous brainstorms on drivers and co-factors. Eileen followed up on this item by resending the previous minutes from group brainstorms.
A number of people expressed their desire for Grant to join us again.  This item was followed up on, by inviting Grant to the September 4 SMTD meeting.
Eric and Frank asked the group to continue to use the evaluations as a mechanism to voice concerns on the evaluations so that the Planning group can be aware of feedback and take steps to follow-up accordingly.
5. Developing the Priority Setting Model
Willow wanted to acknowledge to the group the work we still have to complete:

· Drivers

· Subpopulations

· Cofactors (?)

· Resource allocation

· Assigning % to each tier (guiding principle to each tier)

· Special considerations box

· Write & review Community Assessment chapter

· Write & review Priority setting chapter
How do we focus what we have left to do? Separate different issues: ie: drivers separate from resource allocation.

Once we do resource allocation, how do we allocate the $....these are separate conversations.

Willow proposed that we allow 3 meetings to be dedicated to resource allocation.

She reminded the group that in 2007, we developed and approved criteria for cofactors.

A question was posed; A philosophical approach. How do we focus our attention on this? An idea was posed to the group about drivers. Do we approach drivers of the epidemic, as drivers in a population where there are a lot of new infections. (top BRPS)
· A suggestion was made that drivers could be an overarching concept or guiding principle over what we do but is too limiting for our “practical work”. 

· There were mixed feelings amongst the group for this suggestion.

· Members stated that going back in their work would be frustrating. They are ready to move forward. The group felt that they are ready to build on the discussion from the last meeting.

·  It was pointed out that the SMTD committee could do one of two things: Approach with the language of cofactors and subpopulations. Have drivers as a contextual for the Plan (ie: they should address citywide epidemic.)

· The committee supports this idea but need to look at fine “nitty gritty”
· Willow pointed out that the group has had rich open ended discussions within the umbrella of the Priority Setting Model (PSM), but she pointed out that the timeline is ticking and we need to move forward with a concrete goal. She suggested that perhaps we could agree on criteria for drivers, and then try it out for a few identified drivers. 
· This question was posed to the group: how do drivers fit into the model? Should we work with drivers and cofactors together? If we do, we need to acknowledge subpopulations because the issues can be different for each group. (an example was given of migrant workers or monolingual). The group agreed that there are cofactors within a subpopulation, and drivers overall in San Francisco. (In the citywide epidemic there are drivers)

· This led the group into the discussion on the distinction between Drivers and Cofactors. This item on the agenda was opened up by acknowledging that the group “gets” drivers and the concern is around discussion on cofactors and subpopulations and how they fit in with a model based on drivers.
· Willow went over the criteria for drivers before we reviewed the driver brainstorm list from previous meetings.

            Prevalence of the item in high-risk populations

· Does the item have XX prevalence in populations that are at high risk for acquiring HIV?  (Is it common among people who are getting infected?)

            Item is an independent factor for HIV

· When looking at the item independently, does the item have a direct link to HIV infection? (Is it leading to HIV infections?)

           Evidence-based interventions exist that reduce the driver and/or 
           HIV risk associated with driver 

· Is there a way San Francisco can have an impact on the item? (Can the SIE committee identify evidence-based interventions to address it?)

	· The group reviewed the list from a brainstorm on Drivers from the June 5th meeting. They were asked if the item is a driver. The answer is indicated by a Yes, No, or  ?

	· Drug use & abuse—specific substances? Yes

	· Homelessness No  (cofactor)

	· Lack of Drug (IDU) Equipment No

	· Poverty & economic Status No (cofactor)

	· Prevalence of HIV in Sexual Network (combined with risk behaviors) ?

	· Frequency of Sexual Activity No (but multiple partners is a yes)

	· Stigma No

	· STDs Yes

	· Perceived Knowledge of risk (mixed and/or inconsistent messages) Yes ?

	· Power dynamics in sexual relationships Special considerations 

	· Mental health (lack of-Yes)

	· HIV treatment advances lowers concerns (risk perception-No)

	· Desire & competition leading to conscious decisions (conscious decision making) No

	· Comprehensive sex education in schools & beyond No

	· Internet use---frequent anonymous sex Yes?

	· Less use of social networking skills (so much online-very little face to face) No

	· How do we measure innovative effective interventions(internet; we need more data on effectiveness-can be intervention) No

	· Addiction to internet or anything else Yes

	· How to address/welcome newcomers to SF? Yes ? 

	· Acceptance-putting yourself at risk because you’re in the moment

	· People can have multiple factors on this list ? ?

	· Sex work Yes (added at this meeting 9/4)

	· Sexual activity during high viral load (recent infection)Yes


6. Discussion with Grant Colfax on Drivers
Grant was scheduled to attend the 2nd half of the meeting. He began by giving a brief update on the meeting with the CAPS researchers that was held on Mon 8/18. He informed the committee that the discussion on the model made sense to those in attendance, and they wanted to focus on how to intervene on the driver concept. Grant emphasized that the concept of drivers or discussion on what are drivers, the same issues that we discussed in committee were raised by the researchers.
Grant also informed the group that he has appointments set with Cynthia Gomez, Ph.D and Dr. Hector Carillo for later in the month. He thanked the group for suggesting he speak with them, and said to let him know if there are any other researchers he should meet with.   
Some questions were posed to Grant:
“How do we look at issues like crack when evidence may not exist? Grant replied that according to literature, crack is a major driver of the HIV epidemic on the east coast amongst heterosexual men and women.
 “Do you have an idea of drivers that we have not come up with?  Grant replied yes, but also reminded the group that we need to have criteria. For example, should it be 2 or more studies that show independent association? The list of drivers he mentioned included: substance use, cocaine, meth, poppers, large # of partners, viral load associated with risk
Proximal-UAI-this is a driver

Sexual compulsivity

 Lack of health care access—probably not strong SF data on this

STD—good question—STDs are a marker of risk, whether a driver is questionable—the driver may be “multiple partners”

Drivers must have a high enough incidence so something is “driving” the epidemic.

Drivers are for BRPS with higher incidence of HIV

Contextual issues are important and feed into the more “proximal” drivers

Prioritizing cofactors that are driving the epidemic (these are drivers)
How does this fit into the Plan and the community planning model? It was suggested that we could frame the model and narrative of the Plan into the context of the Plan.

Someone pointed out that cofactors “fit” in the model of the last Plan. But with the hierarchy of drivers, we lose co-factors that do not meet the criteria. Perhaps in the narrative we could emphasize drivers for the top BRPs. We need to figure out how to put drivers in a model that is useful.

A member agreed that we need a “useable” document, and that we need to figure out a way to “speak” to populations that do not have the bulk of the epidemic.

A lot of issues on the current co-factor list are “too broad”.
A member pointed out that some populations, (youth, women of color, etc.) do not carry the weight of the epidemic now, but that can shift in the future.

Someone refocused the group that perhaps we can have drivers for the top BRPS, and for low prevalence populations we can have co-factors.

The threshold is higher for drivers. 

It was pointed out that there was only 10 minutes left to close the meeting.

Grant briefly went over the handout he developed for the group (0904 drivers) redux. Grant used this as a guide to explain drivers vs cofactors. Copies are available for absent members. 
7.  Next Steps

 
· Harder & Co/HPS follow-up items 
The planning group will follow-up with the concept of the top BRPS having drivers, and lower BRPS with co-factors.
· Summary/Closure 

The planning group will meet on Wed. 9/10 to plan the next meeting. Co-chairs and Willow acknowledge the group for their thoroughness around drivers. The group thanked Grant for attending the meeting today.

8.  Evaluation and Closing

  
Frank reminded the group to complete the online evaluation. 

9.  Adjournment
                    
The meeting was adjourned at 5:30 pm.
Minutes prepared by Eileen Loughran and reviewed by Frank Strona and Eric Whitney.
The next meeting:  Thursday, October 2, 2008, from 3:30-5:30 p.m.
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