HIV PREVENTION PLANNING COUNCIL (HPPC)
Steering Committee

Action Minutes From Meeting:


October 25, 2007

Members Present:  Gayle Burns, Edward Byrom, Dee Hampton, Weihaur Lau, Tei Okamoto, Tracey Packer, Perry Rhodes III, Frank Strona, and Eiko Sugano.
Members Absent:  Isela Gonzalez.
Professional Staff:  Kym Dorman (Harder & Co), Vincent Fuqua (HPS), Emalie Huriaux (HPS), Janise Kim (Harder & Co), Eileen Loughran (HPS), Kathleen Roe (Process Evaluation), and David Weinman (note taker).
1. Welcome and Announcements

Co-Chair Gayle Burns called the meeting to order at 3:08 PM.  She asked attendees to introduce themselves and make relevant announcements.
· Eiko Sugano distributed a flyer announcing the SF Ghost Hunt Tour, 10/29/07, sponsored by LIFT Bay Area; copies are available to absent members upon request.
2. & 3.  Public Comment and Members Response to Public Comment
There was no public comment
2. Review and Approval of 9/27/07 minutes
Motion was made by Ed Byrom and seconded by Frank Strona to approve the minutes submitted for the 9/27/07 meeting.  No discussion was offered.  The vote was by roll call as follows.
	
	Member
	Vote
	Member
	Vote

	
	Gayle Burns
	Yes
	Tracey Packer
	Yes

	
	Ed Byrom
	Yes
	Perry Rhodes III
	Yes

	
	Dee Hampton
	Yes
	Frank Strona
	Yes

	
	Weihaur Lau
	Not present
	Eiko Sugano
	Abstain

	
	Tei Okamoto
	Yes
	
	


The minutes were approved with seven Yes votes and one Abstention.
3. Review of October 11 HPPC Meeting

The documents entitled, “Process Evaluation Memorandum,” 10/12/07; “Process Evaluation … Three Words,” 10/11/07; and “Participant Dialogue Boxes,” 10/11/07 were distributed to all members in advance of the meeting.  Kathleen said that the survey results didn’t produce any surprises, although there was a lot of information.  In addition, she highlighted the following.
· The Committee presentation facilitation was the challenging part of the meeting.

· As usual there were comments about too much or not enough time for discussion.

· Because there are always new members, the Co-Chair role/responsibility description should be included when the next nomination process is opened.
· The facilitating Co-Chair should have a brief outline of the steps involved in Roberts Rules of Order; including making and amending a motion, and calling the question.
· The proposals from the Committee needed to be clearer; including what needed to be discussed, reviewed, and decided upon.
· Members should be reminded that work is delegated to Committees and that there should be a degree of trust in Committees’ deliberation.

· Members could also be reminded that they are invited to attend Committee meetings.

· When a recommendation goes back to a Committee a list of issues raised should accompany it for follow-up by the Co-Chairs.

· The written comments about Askia Muhammad’s presentation may be attributed to his unique way of reporting the needs assessment’s results.

Kathleen suggested rather than the memo being addressed, “To: HPPC Co-Chairs and Steering Committee,” addressing it to all members (by way of the Steering Committee), particularly as recommendation #7 (Continue developing group skills …) is intended for everyone.

Discussion ensued, including the following (by topic).
Format of Presentations

· Perry Rhodes III wants to be sure that the HPS staff isn’t too involved in putting presentations together so that the presenters maintain clear authorship and style.
· Eiko Sugano said that she found Askia Muhammad’s presentation on the outreach assessment great, although it may have been helped by an introduction as to why it was conducted.

· She added that it is probably best that the HPS step back and let the experts speak so that it is clear where the information is coming from.

· Vincent commented that the committee presentation was an example of community planning in action.

· Dee expressed concern with Askia Muhammad’s presentation, that it didn’t seem objective.

· She added that the purpose of a presentation is to inform decision-makers – Council members – and so there is value in information being presented in agreed upon formats.

· Ed expressed concern that too much consistency in presentations could raise issues about the control of information. 

· Ed said that the Points of Integration (POI) Committee knew it would be difficult to make clear that preliminary recommendations had been approved by the Council last year, so the members were not surprised that many of the same questions were raised.

· David Weinman observed that including detail of what had been previously approved may have circumvented some members raising questions about points already decided.

Council Members’ Role Regarding Recommendations

· Frank Strona suggested having a slide in every presentation reminding members of the role of the Council; that recommendations can be amended, returned to Committee, or approved.

· He also proposed reminding members that their colleagues have worked on these proposed motions for months, and that while discussion is valuable, arguing the details may not be appropriate.

· Ed suggested reminding members that their role in Council is different than when working in a Committee.

· Tracey said that in community planning there needs to be a balance:

· Part of the advantage of bringing recommendations to the Council are the diverse points of view of the members and suppressing discussion would nullify that benefit of community planning;

· At the same time, the Committees are the deliberative part of the structure; and
· The Council’s role is to determine if a recommendation is acceptable, or needs further consideration by the Committee.
· She added that she encouraged the debate at council level so that the POI motions were not returned to the Committee; because the next opportunity for review would have been in February 2008.

· She suggested framing each presentation to include the role of the Committees, the Council, and the importance of members’ input in the process.

Calling the Question / Closing Discussion

· Frank suggested having an overhead projector to show the calling the question process.

· Ed underscored that calling the question under Robert’s Rules is meant to keep one or two members from controlling discussion and that it was properly applied because one member was dominating the proceedings.

· Tracey observed that although a member may dominate discussion, member also raised valid points; and that the process worked because ideas were aired and business accomplished.

· Dee Hampton indicated that she used calling the question as a way of showing frustration.
· She added her regrets that closing discussion resulted in not allowing some members who had not already commented from speaking.
· Kathleen clarified that calling the question was not the root of the problem and that it was used correctly; however, there was confusion surrounding the process of closing discussion.
· Perry also expressed regret that some members didn’t get to speak, but it wasn’t due to a lack of discussion but to a member dominating the proceedings.

· He added that several members were getting frustrated by one or two members taking over the discussion and that such is not “Respectful engagement.”
· Eileen suggested that, as part of standard procedures, the facilitator explain the meaning of calling the question and the process to be followed. 

· In response to Tracey’s question, it was suggested that encouraging discussion without squelching full participation could be accomplished by Co-Chairs and members calling the question exercising awareness and sensitivity.
· Kathleen suggested including ways of ensuring participation from members who are more contemplative, or more reluctant to speak in the Council’s next team-building training. 

· Vincent suggested that the facilitator could ask to hear from other members before calling on members likely to call the question.

4. Co-chairs/Steering Committee Business

The document entitled, ‘”Committee Report for Steering Committee,” dated 10/25/07 had been distributed to all members in advance of the meeting.
Federal, State, City Updates
Tracey provided some news including the following.

· As UCHAPS Co-Chair Israel Nieves-Rivera was, at the time of the meeting, at the CDC reviewing draft indicators for the next Cooperative Agreement.

· HPS understands that the CDC will extend the current Cooperative Agreement for at least one year, perhaps two.

· Michelle Roland, newly appointed Chief of the CA State Office of AIDS, and a physician at SF General Hospital, visited with HPS.
· Emalie Huriaux reported that the recent Safer Injection Facility Forum (10/18/07) received widespread albeit inaccurate media coverage, including from Fox News and CNN.
· She noted that although it was a good meeting, no decisions were reached.  The intended outcome was to discuss and explore San Francisco.
· She also pointed out that the following Monday Senator DeMitt (R-SC) attached an amendment to the Labor, Health and Human Services, and Education appropriations bill forbidding federal funding to cities providing safer injection facilities.
5. Review 2008 Scope of work
The document entitled, “DRAFT 2008 Scopes of Work DRAFT,” had been distributed to all members in advance of the meeting.  Tracey and Eileen provided some background of the four proposed 2008 Committees.

Ed Byrom moved and Tei Okamoto seconded the motion to approve the 2008 Scope of Work for recommendation to the HPPC.  The vote was by roll call as follows.

	
	Member
	Vote
	Member
	Vote

	
	Gayle Burns
	Yes
	Tracey Packer
	Yes

	
	Ed Byrom
	Yes
	Perry Rhodes III
	Yes

	
	Dee Hampton
	Yes
	Frank Strona
	Yes

	
	Weihaur Lau
	Yes
	Eiko Sugano
	Yes

	
	Tei Okamoto
	Yes
	
	


The motion was approved unanimously.

· Tracey asked if members have additional comments to address them in writing before the Council meeting (11/08/07).

6. Review November 8, 2007 Council Agenda

A draft of the proposed agenda for the Council meeting 11/08/07 was distributed, copies of which are available to absent members upon request.  Discussion ensued including the following.
· Kathleen suggested that more than five minutes is needed for Co-Chair nomination.
· It was agreed that alterations in other items could easily be made
· Kathleen suggested that #6 “Substance Use Issues & Structural Solutions (SUISS)” include that this is a presentation of recommendations.
· She also suggested the presentation’s specific issues be highlighted.
· Frank suggested that the Co-Chairs decide when it would be appropriate to review the Council’s long-term planning.

#5.  Election – HPPC Community Co-Chair
· Weihaur Lau asked that the agenda include clarification of which Co-Chairs position was the subject of the election.

· It was explained that nominees for the seat currently held by Perry Rhodes III will be voted on, as that term ends 12/31/07.

· The term of the seat currently held by Gayle Burns expires later in 2008.

· The Government Co-Chair seat, currently held by Tracey Packer, will be filled by Grant Colfax starting on 01/01/08, although this is not subject to approval or vote by the Council.
· Tracey explained that the HPPC’s by-laws allow members to serve as Co-Chairs for no more than 42 months; which is a carryover from when membership was restricted to 48 months. 

Weihaur Lau moved and Perry Rhodes III seconded the motion to approve the proposed agenda for the 11/08/07 Council meeting.  The vote was by roll call as follows.
	
	Member
	Vote
	Member
	Vote

	
	Gayle Burns
	Yes
	Tracey Packer
	Yes

	
	Ed Byrom
	Yes
	Perry Rhodes III
	Yes

	
	Dee Hampton
	Yes
	Frank Strona
	Yes

	
	Weihaur Lau
	Yes
	Eiko Sugano
	Yes

	
	Tei Okamoto
	Yes
	
	


The motion was approved unanimously.

Presentation from SUISS Committee at the 11/08/07 Council Meeting
Eiko distributed the documents, “SUISS Committee Rationale for Structural Solution and Motions,” and a copy of the Committee’s proposed presentation; copies of these documents are available to absent members upon request.  Her additional comments included the following.
· Slide 2 – This is the same as the Committee’s mid-year presentation.
· Slide 4 – This is the definition approved by the Council last year.
· Slide 5 – Items c and d were added since the mid-year presentation.
· The term “Gaps” does not mean that none of this is being addressed, but that more needs to be done.

Discussion ensued including the following, by topic.
In General

· Slides 2 & 3 – 

· Kathleen suggested that a slide be added with only the two guiding questions before going into detail.

· Weihaur suggested that crack and other non-injection drugs be addressed separately.

· Slide 4 - Kathleen suggested using examples of what a structural intervention is, and is not.
· Eiko and Kathleen agreed the whole definition should be included in the presentation.

· Ed suggested underscoring that structural interventions are long-term processes.

· Eiko indicated that this is a learning process, including the difference between individual, group, and city-wide structural interventions.

· Slide 8 - Tracey suggested ensuring that the gaps were identified by the data reviewed.
· Gayle suggested the documents be written as if you’re reading them to someone who is new to the subject.

Discussion of Motions 

· In General
· Kathleen suggested a slide explaining how structural intervention motions differ from others considered by the Council, including the handing off of implementation.

· Tracey suggested the rationale be included on the slides.

· Perry suggested adding a slide telling members there are nine motions to be voted upon.

· Tracey asked about the use of the words, “Motion,” and “Recommendations”.
· Kym Dorman said that “Recommendations” are issues that are already in process.
· Eiko added that the Committee wants to ensure the issues remain on the radar.
· Tracey and Perry suggested they all be worded as, “Motions” to avoid confusion.
· Vincent said that the Committee struggled to reach a balance between being too general, or too specific, understanding that some of the motions may not get approved, but part of the process is to push the envelope.

· Kathleen suggested adding a slide highlighting that these recommendations entail “Radical Thinking,” “Bold Recommendation,” with suggestions that the HPS “Put working groups together,” and the like.

· Kathleen also recommended changing the motion’s order from easiest to most difficult.

· It was agreed to reverse the order of Motions 1 & 3

· Implementation

· Emalie suggested a slide explaining how the Committee’s recommendations fit into the bigger picture, particularly related to implementation.
· It was noted that these are not things that we can expect HPS to get done by itself.

· Tracey suggested perhaps including that the Committee recommends HPS work within DPH.
· Motion 2 (Endorse creation of a Legal Drug Consumption Facility…)

· Tracey suggested adding an explanation of why the term “Legal Drug Consumption Facility” is being used.

· Motion 3 (Set aside 5-10% of … prevention dollars {for} late night prevention services)

· Frank asked why not just specify 10%.

· Tracey suggested explanation of this recommendation; i.e., by adding bullet points.
· Motion 4 (Revise current… policy to allow … incentives {for testing} …)
· Tracey suggested there be some explanation on how to deal with people who know they are HIV (+); which is what motivated the adoption of the policy.

· Motion 5 (… Increase access to condoms and lube in bars and clubs with liquor licenses)

· Frank suggested that this is somewhat out of the HPPC’s jurisdiction and will antagonize bar owners; and asked how to handle one-night clubs / events.

· Dee asked how this is to be accomplished.

· Eiko explained that implementation will be worked out later.

· Emalie added that this is a policy idea that the HPS cannot implement on its own, but that the Committee recommends the HPS be the impetus for this change.
· Motion 9  (Increase prevention activities … for all young people in correctional facilities)

· Tracey suggested this needs more specificity, including the desired outcome.
· Kym explained that the Committee decided not to list the specific action steps so as not to get too involved in the minutiae.
· Eiko added that the Committee also recognizes there are many ways of doing this.
· Motion 8 (Conduct a needs assessment … to determine the gaps in language services for substance users …)

· Weihaur noted that the rationale only mentions Spanish and should include all languages.

7. Closure, Summary, & Evaluation
Gayle thanked attendees for their participation, and reminded members to complete the  Zoomerang evaluation form.
8. Adjournment

The meeting adjourned at 5:07 PM.
The minutes were prepared by David Weinman and reviewed by Eileen Loughran and Tracey Packer.
The next meeting is scheduled for Thursday, 11/15/07 (3rd Thursday).
from 3:00 PM to 5:00 PM – 25 Van Ness Ave., Suite 330A.
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