HIV PREVENTION PLANNING COUNCIL (HPPC)
Steering Committee

Action Minutes From Meeting:


September 25, 2008

Members Present:  Jonathan Batiste, Isela González, Ben Hayes, Tei Okamoto, Perry Rhodes III, Frank Strona, and Tonya Williams
Member Absent:  Grant Colfax 
Guest: Naomi Akers, St. James Infirmary
Professional Staff:  Vincent Fuqua (HPS), Eileen Loughran (HPS), Israel Nieves-Rivera (HPS), Michael Paquette (HPS), Janise Kim (Harder & Co), Kathleen Roe (Process Evaluation), and David Weinman (note taker)
1. Welcome and Announcements

Co-Chair Isela González called the meeting to order at 3:04 PM.  She asked the members to introduce themselves and to make relevant announcements.  
· Frank Strona announced that the SFDPH’s STD Prevention and Control Section has officially re-launched www.STDTEST.org.

· Eileen Loughran announced that the 11/10/08 Council meeting will be at the Arc of Refuge.
2. & 3. Public Comment

No public comment was offered.
2. Review and Approval of 8/28/2008 minutes
Motion was made by Tonya Williams and seconded by Perry Rhodes III to approve the minutes of the 8/28/08 meeting.  No discussion was offered.  The vote was by roll call as follows.
	
	Member
	Vote
	Member
	Vote

	
	Jonathan Batiste
	Not present for vote
	Perry Rhodes III
	Yes

	
	Isela González
	Yes
	Frank Strona
	Yes

	
	Ben Hayes
	Yes
	Tonya Williams
	Yes

	
	Tei Okamoto
	Yes
	
	


The minutes were approved.
3. Follow-up on Public Comment Regarding Sex Worker Legislation

Isela introduced Naomi Akers, Executive Director of the St. James Infirmary to discuss Proposition K, raised during public comment at the 8/14/08 Council meeting.  Naomi distributed these documents: an informational brochure on St. James Infirmary; a newsletter headlined, “In 2007, we provided more than 8,000 clinic and venue based services… ;” and a personal statement entitled, “Victims of Criminalization-Prostitutes.”  Copies of these documents are available to absent members upon request.  Her comments included the following.
· Initially St. James Infirmary was reluctant to support Proposition K, primarily due to the measure’s stance on trafficking and the hype surrounding that issue.
· A survey of their clientele found overwhelming support for decriminalization of sex work.
· St. James Infirmary’s non-profit status, however, does not allow it to advocate for political change and so its role is limited to informing the discussion.

· The written argument supporting Proposition K, which is part of the ballot booklet, is Naomi Aker’s personal statement (the document distributed to members).

· Much of her perspective comes from her personal experience as a sex worker, while incarcerated, and from her background working with sex workers.

· The main opponents of Proposition K are the Police Department, the District Attorney, some Neighbor Associations, and recently Sage – a provider of diversion treatment. 
· The Police and DA inaccurately claim that Proposition K will:

· Open the door to pimps and pedophiles;

· Make it difficult to prosecute certain crimes; and
· Make it impossible to go after trafficking by outlawing racial profiling
· Although profiling is already illegal.

· Those that oppose Proposition K also say that it will do away with mandating treatment, but:

· It wrongly presumes sex work is a disease and a deviant behavior;

· Because prostitution is illegal it is important to have an alternative to incarceration, which in itself is an HIV transmission risk;
· If diversion treatment provides a real service to its clients, sex work need not be illegal for those services (diversion) to be of value and used.

· Proposition K is not legalization; rather it is decriminalization meaning funds will not be made available to pursue and prosecute sex workers.
· Early in the HIV epidemic it took a lot of work to stop the Police from using condom possession as a  ‘just cause’ for a prostitution arrest.
· Recently some enforcement have been transferred to the SFDPH Environmental Health Section, Anti-Trafficking Taskforce, which uses the presence of condoms at massage parlors, strip clubs, etc. as proof of trafficking and/or prostitution.
· This makes negotiating condom use nearly impossible.
· The Taskforce asserts that all sex workers in such venues are victims of trafficking.
· So the workers and management find ways to hide.

· If discovered this hiding tends to strengthen the erroneous trafficking allegation.

· Data shows that organized sex workers, and those working for an agency, have lower levels of STDs and HIV than those working independently.
· Criminalization, however, discourages organization.

All of the members thanked Naomi for her comments.  And though she expressed reservations about her public speaking abilities the attendees all complimented her on being compelling and focused.
Other Information on Proposition K
Israel distributed copies of a letter from Jeff Adachi of the SF Office of Public Defender dated 7/25/08 in the matter of “Public Defender’s Office Analysis …,” copies of which are available to absent members upon request.  Israel’s comments included the following.

· The email sent to all members on this topic provided the opinion of the DA.

· Both the DA and the Public Defender present their opinions as Officers of the Court.

· The HPS’ responsibility is to provide the HPPC’s members with information, rather than advocate for one position or another.

· Sage, a service provider, explained their perspective that the “Golden Nugget” of decriminalizing sex work in Proposition K is not sufficient for its passage, which he included in an email to all members.

Comments and Questions

· Isela noted that she is with the Forensic AIDS Project and can’t take a stand; but can explain that mandatory diversion programs do not fit the definition of “Client centered services” as used by the HPPC.
· In response to Israel’s question Naomi said that she thinks what is being hidden at sex parlors, strip clubs, etc. is the sex work rather than trafficking.

· She added that many people migrate to the US and pay someone to get them here, but that is not always trafficking.

· Frank pointed out that his position with the City precludes him from advocating for or against a ballot measure; however, he noted that St. James Infirmary’s work is in accord with the City’s Harm Reduction Policy and highlights services the HPPC supports.
· Kathleen Roe said that Naomi’s presentation made very clear the relation between the issues in Proposition K and HIV prevention.

· Ben Hayes noted that anytime we have the opportunity to knock down obstacles to people getting health and HIV services we should support it.

It was agreed to add an item to the 10/09/08 Council meeting agenda as discussed below.  The members expressed their appreciation to Naomi with applause.
4. Review of September 11th  HPPC Meeting

The documents entitled: “Process Evaluation Memorandum;” dated 9/18/08, “Process Evaluation Survey Results,” and “Participant Dialogue Boxes,” for the 9/11/08 meeting had been sent to all members in advance of the meeting and were available at the meeting.  Kathleen’s comments included the following.
· The meeting was exactly what it was supposed to be.

· The Council has now been facilitated by both of the new Co-Chairs, who were both excellent.

· The transitions between Co-Chairs have been extremely smooth.
· It is worth noting that there are numerous ways the HPS, consultants, Co-Chairs, and Steering get input from members and every concern gets attention.
· Part of the intent of the Memo is to ensure the record reflects what the SF HPPC is doing and how well the results have been.

Comments
· Frank suggested investing in some fans, noting how warm it was at the last meeting.

· He added that the Ark of Refuge tends to get warm so we may want to prepare in advance for the November meeting.
· Israel pointed out that with fans going it is hard to hear at Ark of Refuge.

· Israel noted that he had just gotten back from a national meeting and found the contrast between our meetings and those in other jurisdictions to be remarkable.

· It is a major accomplishment, he observed, that SF can have a meeting with three substantive presentations and suggested we applaud ourselves; which the members did.

· Ben noted the difference between SF’s cooperative process of writing the HIV Prevention Plan and a friend of his in Baltimore writing one on his own, because they don’t have an HPPC.

· Israel suggested the friend contact him and he can direct him to those that can help.
· Isela said it was a really substantive meeting and that people really helped her during her first meeting as facilitator.
· Although it may have seemed effortless, she added, it actually takes a lot of work.

· Frank noted that sometimes SF is discounted because we seem to be such a “Well-oiled machine,” and suggested the SF representatives to UCHAPS be sure to point out the turnover in leadership during the 12 year history of the SF HPPC.
· Kathleen noted that we might need to explain that the “Well-oiled machine” relies on a great deal of steady and continuing support from the City of SF.

Kathleen asked members to think about anything they might want Process Evaluation to look at during the remainder of the year.
5. Co-chairs/Steering Committee Business

Federal, State, City Updates
Israel provided these updates.

· State legislation discussed in the 9/11/08 Steering Committee’s written report to the Council is still waiting to be signed by the Governor.
· Nationally, work continues on the development a National HIV/AIDS Strategy.

· The budgetary implications of the bail-out of financial institutions are as yet unknown.

Urban Coalition of HIV/AID Prevention Services (UCHAPS)

Israel and Isela comments on the UCHAPS conference in FL included the following.

· On the first day: Robert Fullilove, Associate Dean of Mailman School of Public Health at Columbia University facilitated a “Think Tank” process/discussion.
· The theme was “Anything about HIV prevention that is not working, but you were afraid to say in front of your colleagues for fear of being shot.”

· No recommendations came out of the discussion but participants were able to express their views on what wasn’t working and should therefore be retired.

· As an objective observer, Dr Fullilove’s facilitation helped open up the conversation.

· On the second day they met with David Purcell Branch Chief, Prevention Research Branch, Division of HIV/AIDS Prevention, CDC.
· Many participants had been calling for additional EBIs (Evidence Based Interventions).

· David Purcell noted that data from the National HIV Behavioral Surveillance indicated that most individual and group level interventions do not reach most gay and bisexual men, and hypothesized that it may make sense to think about how to do a better job of the brief HIV prevention opportunities we have with this large portion of the gay/bisexual male population.  His thoughts came from his attendance at the recent World Health Organization meeting on MSM and transgender populations around the world.   He indicated that we may want to add this focus to the current work we do with EBIs.
· Without the first day’s discussion of what had not worked the second day would have been occupied with finding more EBIs rather than searching for different approaches.
· Israel noted that CDC is now using terms such as Gay, Bisexual, and Serosorting in their presentations and discussions, which may be indicative of post-Bush language.

· David Purcell also indicated that there may be a meeting on Serosorting.
Committee Update (written)

· Tonya noted they have interviewed 27 candidates for the HPPC membership. She added that there are only 7 vacant seats and an additional 5 alternate slots.
· Jonathan noted that all 27 are good candidates and thanked the HPS for its help.
· Vincent announced that the Points of Integration Committee hopes to elect a Prevention Co-Chair at its next meeting.
Attendance Update

Eileen announced that letters have been sent to the following members who have had three or four absences: Michelle Bakken, Michael Discepola, Keith Folger, Steve Muchnick, Ken Pearce, Jenny Lyn Sarmiento, and Luke Woodward.
6. Review & Approve October 9, 2008 Council Meeting Agenda
A draft of the HPPC agenda for its 10/09/08 meeting was distributed, copies of which are available to absent members upon request.  Discussion included the following, by topic.

Post Exposure Prophylaxis (PEP)

· Frank asked why the topic of PEP wasn’t included, as previously discussed.

· Eileen explained that she had hoped to talk with the Co-Chairs about this prior to this meeting, but they didn’t meet.  She provided an overview of the remaining meetings:
· The October agenda is quite full;
· November should have room since only the POI presentation is planned so far; and
· December has presentations from Membership and Show Me the Data Committees as well as the annual Acknowledgments of the year’s work by Kathleen.

Review Strategies, Interventions & Evaluation (SI&E) Presentation
Copies of the presentation entitled, “Serostatus Awareness” had been distributed to all members in advance of the meeting and were available at the meeting.  Ben conducted the presentation with additional comments including the following.
· Serostatus awareness is just a part of the Strategies Chapter.

· Slide 6 – Serostatus Awareness Group includes HPS staff (SIE Committee Staff).
· Slide 8 – This isn’t the chapter, but an outline of what will be written in the chapter.
· Slide 11 – “We” refers to the CTL Unit and Serostatus Awareness Work Group.
· Slide 36 – Provides and overview of the Required and Supplemental Elements detailed on Slides 21-35

Questions and Comments 
· Frank suggested the recommendation read, “… be tested for HIV every six months.”
· Jonathan asked if six months is sufficient for all high risk groups.

· Frank questioned if the frequency of tests should depend on level of risk in one’s behavior.
· Israel indicated that the idea is to recommend testing high-risk individuals frequently in non-confusing way.

· Frank warned that the titled, “Serostatus Awareness” could be provocative.

· Ben noted that we are talking about “HIV Status Awareness.”
· Israel suggested moving Slide 36 forward.
· Jonathan asked why there is no discussion of who is not testing, including the probable causes; or discussion of who the late testers are. 
· Israel pointed out that this only part of a larger chapter within a much larger Plan.
· Israel explained that the model (Slide 36) summarizes what has to be part of a CTL program (requirement) and what we would like to be included (supplemental).
· Discussion followed about the use of objective and subjective words following the example of the Syringe Access’ example.
· All, or nearly all, members suggested the presentation be made shorter and simpler.

Addition of the Letter of Support of Proposition K – Discussion and Vote 

Discussion and agreement on dealing with this additional agenda item included the following.
· The item should be immediately before the break.

· There will be two speakers, one in support the other in opposition to Proposition K.

· Naomi indicated that she would be available, and Israel said that he would secure a speaker to represent the opposition view.

· Each speaker would have five minutes to address the Council.

· Ten minutes will be allocated for discussion and to vote.
· Speakers’ presentations to be limited to five minutes. This will be timed.

· The vote will be to approve a letter of support for Proposition K.

Motion was made by Perry Rhodes III and seconded by Jonathan Batiste to accept the draft agenda for the HPPC meeting of 10/09/08 including the addition of discussion and vote on the Letter of Support of Proposition K.

· Frank asked if PEP would be on the November agenda.

· Eileen explained that it is on the draft November agenda but it needs final approval of Co-chairs and Steering.  Steering agreed that they would like to have a presentation on PEP on the November agenda.
There was no additional discussion.  The vote was by roll call as follows.

	
	Member
	Vote
	Member
	Vote

	
	Jonathan Batiste
	Yes
	Perry Rhodes III
	Not present for vote

	
	Isela González
	Yes
	Frank Strona
	No

	
	Ben Hayes
	Yes
	Tonya Williams
	Yes

	
	Tei Okamoto
	Yes
	
	


The agenda was accepted with five votes in favor and one vote against.

7. Closure, Summary, & Evaluation

Isela reminded members to fill in their evaluation forms.
8. Adjournment

Isela thanked members for their participation.  The meeting adjourned at 5:09PM.

The minutes were prepared by David Weinman and reviewed by Eileen Loughran, and Israel Nieves-Rivera.
The next meeting is scheduled for Thursday, 10/23/08
from 3:00 PM to 5:00 PM – 25 Van Ness Ave., Suite 330A.
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