
HIV PREVENTION PLANNING COUNCIL (HPPC)
Substance Use Issues and Structural Solutions (SUISS)

Action Minutes from Meeting:

November 1, 2007
Committee Members Present: Pauli Gray, Tom Kennedy, Anthony Philip, Eiko Sugano, Luke Woodward

Professional Staff Present: Elizabeth Davis (HPS), Vincent Fuqua (HPS), Emalie Huriaux (HPS), Kym Dorman (Harder & Co.), Janise Kim (Harder & Co.), Kenneth Ronquillo (Harder & Co. minute taker)

Welcome, Announcements, and Agenda Changes

· The meeting began at 3:09 pm.

· Emalie announced that some of the presentations from the forum on safer injection facilities are accessible online at http://sfhiv.org in the Substance Use & HIV section.

1.  Public Comment
· None.

2.  Response to Public Comment
· None.

3.  Committee Business
· Approve minutes from 10/4/2007 (Action item)
· Motion was made by Tom and seconded by Anthony to accept the minutes from the 10/4/2007 meeting.

· Members voted with no abstention. 

	
	10/4/2007 Minutes Approved

	Bernie Berger
	Absent

	Tom Kennedy
	Approved

	Eiko Sugano
	Approved

	Luke Woodward
	Approved

	Anthony Philip
	Approved

	Pauli Gray
	Absent

	HPS
	Approved


· Steering Report (Discussion item)
· Eiko reported that there was discussion as to whether calling to question is prohibitive.  There was a suggestion from the steering committee to distribute laminated processes cards to the council during the presentation.

· The steering committee made recommendations as to how the presentation should be framed in order to clarify the process of translating the structural solutions into action.

· Federal Update:  

It was announced that Israel would be presenting to the CDC about the committee’s work.  
State Update:  

Michelle from the state was visiting the HPS.

· San Francisco Update: 

Clarifying points were presented with regards to a research study that had been stopped; there was a possibility that the vaccine involved in the study increased HIV risk.  It was elucidated that the vaccine itself was not giving individuals HIV; rather, the vaccine may have potentially weakened individuals’ immune systems, thereby increasing their risk for HIV infection.  Participants in the study are made aware of the risks involved in joining the study. 
· Emalie commented that the press intimated the Department of Public Health would open a safe injection facility; however, the department has not adopted an official stance regarding safe injection facilities.  The department is interested in continuing to learn more about the issue and is receptive to community input.

· Emalie reported that, the day after symposium, Senator DeMint from South Carolina entered an amendment to the Labor, HHS, and Education budget that if a city opens a safe injection facility, it will lose all federal labor age adjustment education funds.  It passed the Senate unanimously.  
4.  Finalize the language (Possible Action)

· Copies of the presentation Substance Use Issues and Structural Solutions were distributed.
· A handout titled “SUISS Committee: Rationales for Structural Solution and Motions” was distributed.
· Eiko announced that the planning committee (Kym, Luke, Eiko, Vincent, Emalie, Israel) had convened to go over comments from last month’s meeting.  Changes to the presentation were made and discussed with the steering committee.  It was, furthermore, emphasized that the objective is for the motions to be voted on and approved without the council getting stuck on certain issues.
· Vis a vis the handout “Rationales for Structural Solution and Motions,” Kym explicated that the motions now fall under one structural solution:

· It was noted that, at the previous meeting, motions 8 and 9 were recommendations. The question was raised as to whether the committee has sufficient data to support these motions.
· It was further noted that motions 8 and 9 are not structural changes; rather, the motions reinforce work previously conducted by Leadership.

· There was a suggestion to acknowledge the subject matter of 8 and 9 in the presentation without introducing them as motions to be voted on.

· Tom commented that, under the current structure of the HPPC, a committee’s ability to advocate for change is limited by the brevity of the time it is given to present its research.  In other words, the committees work for a year, but are given only an hour to present, rather than an entire meeting.

· Eiko acknowledged that HPS cannot address every motion in a given year.

· Vincent clarified that, although HPS cannot address all of the motions in a given year, it is still responsible for following through with each motion.

· There was a question as to how much time would be allotted for the SUISS presentation.  It was clarified that the presentation is one hour long.

· Kym encouraged the committee members to include their comments in the process evaluation notes.


· Eiko relayed that the Steering Committee had suggested all acronyms in the presentation be spelled out.  

First and Second Slide: Guiding Questions for 2007

· It was noted that the committee had received feedback that the first slide should contain the two broad guiding questions and the second slide should contain more specific questions.
· It was clarified that the council wrote both the scope of work and the guiding questions for the committee.
Third Slide: Definition of Structural Interventions

· The committee decided to remove the last bullet point from the slide:  “Structural features are altered to either create a barrier that prevents disease transmission or acquisition from occurring or to otherwise remove a barrier in order to enable prevention to occur.”
Fourth Slide: Key differences in intervention strategies

· There was a suggestion to use color to highlight the third column titled “Structural change.”
· It was suggested that the presenters employ an example (condoms, tobacco, etc.) and explain verbally how it might look at the individual-level, at the community-level, and at the level of structural change.
· It was decided that the slide “Key Differences in intervention strategies” would be moved to precede the slide “Definition.”
· Tom suggested that the fifth slide, “Examples of structural changes,” be merged with the third slide, “Definition,” so that each component of the structural intervention definition is followed by an example.
· It was clarified that the examples embody all of the definitions for structural intervention.  Thus, it would be difficult to map each example to only one component of the definition for structural intervention.
Fifth Slide: Examples of Structural Changes

· Eiko clarified that she had included examples of structural changes that are not necessarily related to HIV, but that she thought would resonate with the audience.


Sixth Slide: Translating the Structural Solutions into Action: The Process

· It was noted that this slide is meant to emphasize that HPS is not the responsible party in implementing change; instead, workgroups will ultimately determine the actual action steps necessary to implement change that impact the city of San Francisco.
· There was concern that the presenters may be introducing too much information up-front.
· It was clarified that the Steering Committee recommended that time be devoted in the beginning to set the stage for, or to frame, the remainder of the presentation.
Seventh Slide: Data Reviewed

Eighth Slide: Gaps

· It was noted that the gaps contained on the slide may differ than those included in the mid-year presentation.

· Eiko remarked that the wording of the gaps is not meant to imply that services do not exist to address the gaps; rather, more can be done to address the identified gaps.

Ninth Slide: How Did We Generate the Structural Solutions and Motions?
· The committee decided to move the slide “How Did We Generate the Structural Solutions and Motions” so it follows the slide “Translating the Structural Solutions into Action: The Process” and precedes the slide “Data Reviewed.”

· Eiko relayed that there was an individual that did not understand how the committee derived the gaps from the data.  

· e.g. Was there data that implied that immigrant populations, for which English is the second language, have a difficult time accessing services?

· The committee resolved to remove the slide titled “Gaps,” as the motions already address the gaps.

Tenth Slide: Overall Structural Solution

Eleventh Slide: Vote on Motion 1

· The committee decided that the slides for the motions will contain only the motion and its rationale.  

· i.e. The bullet point “The SUISS Committee moves that the HPPC recommend to HPS to work within the Department of Public Health to” will be removed.

· Emalie suggested that a flip chart of the language for the motion be made for the presentation and be set to the side for reference purposes.

· Eiko stated that the motions would be presented from “easiest” (to pass) to “hardest” so that the full council does invest excessive time discussing the first few motions.

· There was a suggestion that graphics be added to the motion slides.

· There was discussion regarding potentially wordsmithing Motion 1.  It was clarified that the term “performance measures” in Motion 1 was derived from the existing SF DPH Harm Reduction Policy, wherein “performances measures” are “to be defined.”

· Emalie suggested that the rationale should include an explanation of the fact that the term “performance measures” is derived from the existing policy on harm reduction.

Twelfth Slide: Vote on Motion 2

· Regarding the wording of Motion 2, a question was raised as to whether the committee indeed intended to advocate for updating of the existing law concerning poppers.

· It was clarified that the existing law acknowledges that using poppers can move an HIV positive individual to having AIDS, but did not address the fact that using poppers might put individuals at risk for contracting HIV.  Therefore, the committee contends that the law should be updated.

Thirteenth Slide: Vote on Motion 3

· Regarding Motion 3, there was a question as to what agency would be responsible for producing brochures.

· Eiko clarified that the information already exists and is available; however, if a program is receiving funding from HPS, it must be equipped with information on the risks and health effects of crack, poppers, methamphetamines, and other drugs.

Fourteenth Slide: Vote on Motion 4

· It was acknowledged that a potential concern regarding Motion 4 might be how to prevent people who are HIV positive from repeatedly returning to use testing services.

· It was noted that the committee should expect Motion 4 to generate debate.

· It was decided that the rationale for Motion 4 should explicate that the Late HIV testing in San Francisco report showed that substance users indicated that their substance use was a barrier to testing—incentives may encourage substance users to test.

· There was a suggestion that the council be assured it is all right to vote against or to disagree with the motions—they do not all need to be passed.

· Emalie suggested that the wording of Motion 4 be changed to “allow for the limited funding and use of incentives…”
Fifteenth Slide: Vote on Motion 5

· It was decided that Motions 4 and 5 would come after Motions 6 and 7.

Sixteenth Slide: Vote on Motion 6

Seventeenth Slide: Vote on Motion 7

· It was decided that Motion 7 would be the first motion presented.  The slide “Translating the Structural Solution into Action: The Process” will be referenced to emphasize that the committee is asking HPS to form a workgroup to examine creating a Safe Injection Facility, potentially impacting the city of San Francisco.

· There was a suggestion to have an enlarged print out of the slide “Translating the Structural Solution into Action: The Process” to reference throughout the presentation.

· It was emphasized that the presenters should inform the council that the committee is aware that the motions might be controversial; the motions are being presented for voting purposes, rather than debate.

· It was decided that the ordering of the motions would be finalized later.

· Tom will email his ordering of the motions.

Motion 5

· Luke raised a question as to whether there was data to support the motion.

· It was clarified that both the Late Night Buffets study and Paul’s data for late-night needle exchanges indicate that late night prevention services are important.

· Vincent will send out data regarding late night prevention services.

· It was clarified that the council will be asked to vote after each motion.

· It was decided that the last bullet will read “A set aside will provide incentive for agencies to provide late night services.”

Motion 7
· There was concern that the audience will not understand the second rationale, “addressing drug risk and sexual risk together.”

· It was decided that this rationale would be removed from the slide.

· There was a suggestion to state in the rationale that Safe Injection Facilities have been a proven model in Vancouver.

Motion 6

· It was reported that Motion 6 has already evoked concern from Steering.

Motions 8 and 9

· Eiko reminded the committee that Motion 8 and 9 are not structural solutions.
· Eiko contended it would be a more compelling argument if the committee could demonstrate an elevated risk in HIV infection as a result of entering or leaving the jail system.
· There was a suggestion to reword Motion 9:
“Increase prevention activities in jails and for all young people in correctional settings, including HIV prevention, and sex and drug education.”

· There was a suggestion to convert Motions 8 and 9 into recommendations to the council, rather than to present them as motions to be voted on.
· There was a comment that there is not enough rationale for Motion 8—the committee does not know enough to identify it as a gap.
· It was decided that Motions 8 and 9 would be addressed after the slide “Overall Structural Solution.”  It will be stated that these are items not to be voted on, but merely to be noted.  There will not be a slide for Motions 8 and 9; rather, they will be included in the talking points.
· There was a suggestion to bring extra copies of the talking points for committee members in attendance at the presentation.
5.  Finalize November Presentation (Possible Action)

· As of now, the ordering of the presentation slides is as follows:

1.   Guiding Questions for 2007

2.   Guiding Questions for 2007 (cont.)

3.   Key differences in intervention strategies

4.   Definition

5.   Examples of Structural Changes

6.   Translating the Structural Solutions into Action: The Process

7.   How Did We Generate the Structural Solutions and Motions?

8.   Data Reviewed

9.   Overall Structural Solutions

10. Motions 8 and 9

11. Motion 7

12. Motion 1

13. Motion 2

14. Motion 3

15. Motion 6

16. Motion 4

17. Motion 5

18. 2007 Committee Members

19. Thank You!
· Motion was made by Tom and seconded by Luke to approve the November presentation.
· Members voted without abstention.
	
	Approve November Presentation

	Bernie Berger
	Absent

	Tom Kennedy
	Approved

	Eiko Sugano
	Approved

	Luke Woodward
	Approved

	Anthony Philip
	Approved

	Pauli Gray
	Approved

	HPS
	Approved


6.  Summary/Closure
· The committee decided to hold a meeting in December in order to debrief.
· Janise and Kym will send the presentation by Tuesday.
· The meeting closed at 4:56 pm.
Meeting minutes were prepared by Kenneth Ronquillo, and reviewed by Kym Dorman, Eiko Sugano, Luke Woodard, Emalie Huriaux and Vincent Fuqua.
Overall Structural Solution


Increase harm reduction services and HIV prevention information to substance users in San Francisco.





The committee reviewed the presentation, Substance Use Issues and Structural Solutions, slide-by-slide:





The committee reviewed the motions for content:
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