HIV Prevention Planning Council (HPPC)

Show Me The Data Committee:  Phase II

Thursday, February 5, 2009
3:00 – 6:00 PM

25 Van Ness Avenue, 330 A
Action Minutes

Members present:  Pedro Arista, Jackson Bowman, Lauren Enteen, Arcelia Gomez, David Gonzalez, Isela González, Steve Muchnick, Tei Okamoto, Frank Strona, Yavante Thomas-Guess,Gabriel Tungol, 
Members Absent: Demetrius Johnson, 
Staff:  Eileen Loughran (HPS), Erik Dubon, (Program Manager), John Melichar (Program Manager), Tracey Packer (HPS), Willow Schrager (Harder & Co.)

Guests:  Michael Discepola (HPPC member), Enrique Guzmán (Mission Neighborhood Health Center)
1. Welcome, Announcements, and Changes to Agenda
Frank welcomed the group at 3:05.  He asked everyone to introduce themselves and make relevant announcements.

2. Public Comment
Enrique Guzmán, HIV Prevention manager from Mission Neighborhood Health Center addressed recommendations for future prioritization affecting the Latino community. Enrique distributed a handout which was developed by a group of Latino service providers from various agencies which outlined a proposal of priorities regarding the allocation of prevention funds. He asked members to contact him if they had questions or wanted additional information at Enriqueguzman@mnhc.org.
3. Member Response to Public Comment
Members thanked Enrique for coming to make public comment. 

Pedro added that Latino providers are forming a coalition and organizing so that Latino providers are not left out of the funding process this year.  

A member suggested that the providers start thinking about grant writers now so that they have a well-written contract response.  

4. Committee Business
It was explained to members that during this piece of the agenda, the Co-chairs cover committee business items. This month members received the Steering update as an email/written report.  Since we are in a Plan year, we must find ways to save some time on the agenda.
· Approve 1/15/2009 SMTD minutes (Action item/Vote)
A motion to approve the minutes was made by Steve with a second by Frank. The 1/15/2009 SMTD minutes were approved by roll call vote.
	
	1/15/2009 Minutes 

	Pedro Arista 
	Yes

	Jackson Bowman
	NP

	Lauren Enteen
	Yes

	Celia Gomez
	Yes

	David Gonzalez
	Yes

	Isela González
	NP

	Yavante Thomas-Guess 
	Yes

	Demetrius Johnson
	Absent

	Steve Muchnick
	Yes

	 Tei Okamoto
	NP

	Frank Strona
	Yes

	Gabriel Tungol
	Yes

	
	

	HPS
	Yes


NP= Not present for vote
· Schedule extra meeting as needed

Frank explained that it appears that the committee will need to have an extra meeting in order to finish our scope of work on time.  

Frank acknowledged that we’re already having 2 extra meetings for the Community Assessment chapter workgroup.  Willow explained that we strive to minimize the number of meetings, but unfortunately it seems this is what’s needed.  It was noted that other committees are also scheduling extra meetings, so SMTD is not alone.

The extra meeting probably needs to be in April. A motion to approve an additional meeting scheduled for Thurs. Apr 16, from 3:00-5:30pm was made by Frank with a second by Lauren. The group agreed by roll call vote to have an extra meeting on Thursday 4/16, from 3-5:30 pm.
	
	4/16/2009 extra meeting 

	Pedro Arista 
	Yes

	Jackson Bowman
	Yes

	Lauren Enteen
	Yes

	Celia Gomez
	Yes

	David Gonzalez
	Yes

	Isela González
	Yes

	Yavante Thomas-Guess 
	Yes

	Demetrius Johnson
	Absent

	Steve Muchnick
	Yes

	 Tei Okamoto
	Yes

	Frank Strona
	Yes

	Gabriel Tungol
	Yes

	
	

	HPS
	Yes


5.  Follow-up on BRP Model
· Willow covered this piece of the agenda. She explained to the group that at the January meeting the group discussed how to proceed with placement of the Transmale BRP.  

· She reminded the group that SMTD will bring its recommendation on Transmales back to the full Council in March, at the same time that we present our resource allocation recommendations.

· At the January committee meeting, several people spoke in support of leaving TMsM in BRP 1, and being prepared in March to present a clear rationale to Council, paired with our funding recommendations for all BRPs which will hopefully alleviate people’s concerns about TMsM diverting funding from MsM.  

· At the January meeting, the whole group was not in agreement, and a number of committee members were absent, so the committee decided to delay a final decision until today’s meeting.

· Willow explained that we have time for a very brief discussion and then we need to vote on how to proceed. As homework, the Co-chairs asked the members to look over the Transmale Rapid Assessment data from Hale and to email Eileen your recommendation on whether to keep TMsM in BRP 1 or to move them somewhere else.  Willow will gave us an overview of the responses.
· Willow explained that there were a total of 5 responses, 3 which supported TMsM in BRP 1; and 2 which did not support including TMsM in BRP 1, but to include TMsM in the “special considerations box”.
· It was noted that the option of including a definition hides transmales.

· Willow distributed the “SMTD rationale for 2008 TMsM Decision” handout. She explained each step of the process.  She added that funding will be handled separately and that transmales will not receive greater funding because they are grouped with MsM.
· Willow clarified that we put the priority setting model together column by column. Column #1 determines behavioral risk (not identity but the behavior). Therefore, TMsM fit in BRP1 because is about behavioral risk not about prevalence.  Later, as we continue in our work on resource allocation, we will rank BRPs by prevalence and it will be clear that MsM have a greater incidence than transmales. 
· A member added that this has been done before with groupings, and then when we get to funding we rank by prevalence. The committee was asked to refer to the copy of the model in the 2004 Plan.

· The group discussed including TMsM in the “special considerations” box. A member emphasized that there is a lack of visibility if we put transmales in the box.

· Willow reminded the group that when this committee began their work, 8 BRPs felt like too many BRPs so the group decided to simplify the model. If we broke down by incidence then we’d have more BRPs. The committee decided to break down by behavior. Column 1 in the model is about behavior not about incidence or prevalence.

· Members were asked to refer to the Blue Resource Allocation handout to see the example of how funding % will handled if TMsM are included in BRP 1.

· A member asked if we are looking for a unanimous vote. It was clarified that we strive for consensus, and in this case if a few members do not agree, then we can file a minority report. For example, if we say, “two members felt strongly against this but the majority of the committee supported this decision”.
· Willow asked the group if they were ready to vote. A motion was made by Frank with a second by Yavante to approve TMsM to be included in BRP 1.  
	
	Include TMsM in BRP 1 

	Pedro Arista 
	No

	Jackson Bowman
	Yes

	Lauren Enteen
	Yes

	Celia Gomez
	Yes

	David Gonzalez
	Yes

	Isela González
	No

	Yavante Thomas-Guess 
	Yes

	Demetrius Johnson
	Absent

	Steve Muchnick
	Yes

	 Tei Okamoto
	Yes

	Frank Strona
	Yes

	Gabriel Tungol
	Yes

	
	

	HPS
	Yes


The motion passed with 10 yes votes and 2 No votes.

A question was posed if there is anything that we could do or add to have consensus on this issue. The members that are not in favor of the motion, added the following:
· We could do a better job if we pulled out and highlighted TMsM in a different way. This may be a disservice because TMsM may be lost in BRP 1.

· Another member added that consensus is good, but it is ok if we do not have agreement. They added that they were not real clear how TMsM fit into BRP 1. A question was posed of, why are we not doing the same thing with men that have sex with transfemales? The “special considerations” box seems like a clearer solution for TMsM in the model.

A minority report will be developed before the March HPPC meeting.
A member asked about the “Special Considerations” box. What does it mean if a group is put there? Willow explained that it is a “new” concept for groups that we don’t have a lot of data. She compared it to a “parking lot” or placeholder. She added that what it means for funding was never clarified. The box has not been assigned a % the way BRPs are.

A member added that if we are not prioritizing men who have sex with transfemales that is not a reason to exclude transmales from being included in BRP 1.

It was countered that this is not what was being suggested. What was meant by the comment was that we need to have a similar process when looking at other groups or populations with little or no data. 

A member questioned, How do we define the “special” box? Is it a question mark at this point?

A guest in attendance commented that he is opposed to how things are in Column 1 of the model. 

Willow & Tracey explained the model. Column # 1 is about behavior only-not incidence or prevalence. The description of the behavior is what puts this group in the model. The transmale RAP and the model are NOT related. They are just happening during the same time period (concurrently) but they are not related. Money was available for a risk assessment that was prioritized by the HPPC. The data from Hale’s project has nothing to do with why this group is in the model. It is based on behavior, and then it is narrowed down by subpopulations and cofactors, drivers, etc. It was added that sometimes, groups have the same behavior but different levels of risk.

A member added that that we are used to looking at the old model, and that at first glance, people think prevalence, incidence, etc. We need to be prepared to explain this when we go back and present this model in March.

It was added that as a committee, we tried to simplify the BRP model by making it smaller, yet we realize now that it is easier to have all the BRPs separated out.  We will need to have a strong narrative in the Plan to facilitate this being a “user-friendly” model.
A member emphasized, that if we put TMsM in the model it will help with visibility, because this group will be seen on the list it will create awareness.

It was added that it is challenging to set priorities with all the budget cuts that are occurring.

6.  Resource Allocation Recommendations
Willow opened this discussion by stating that the committee needs to make a decision today. She acknowledged to the group that we have a very tight timeline to make these important decisions.  
· Willow distributed an option model for discussion. 
· We need to make a final decision on resource allocation recommendations today, since it will have to go to Steering before our next meeting.  
· In BRP 1, Willow pointed out that 1% for TMsM would equal approximately $90,000. She acknowledged that this wouldn’t be enough to start an agency, but these funds could be used to develop TMsM specific components within an MsM program. For example, Stop AIDS could choose to apply for funding to add a TMsM group to their program.

· Willow asked the group, does funding by BRP still work? How do we handle different subgroups?

· A member asked the group, aren’t most IDU infections amongst MsM, where the infection is sexual risk behavior?

· The reason for group IDU together is that more often infection is from sexual risk behavior rather than needle use behavior,

· The committee could decide to put all IDU populations together.

· A member indicated that the resource allocation handout has an amount that is too high, at 7-10%  for “all other IDU.

· It was pointed out that there are other programs, besides Needle exchange that serve this group.

· A member suggested that we should indicate that we want a specific amount to go to IDU. Recommend that X % of this amount goes MsM. It was added that we should have a “guiding narrative” that outlines that  at least ½ go to MsM , or whatever.
· A member asked, is it easier to have a range or should we be concrete?

· Willow & Tracey explained that Grant doesn’t envision funding allocation by driver, He supports funding by BRPs, and how it has been done in the past.  Drivers will not be tied to %.  SIE committee will be developing principles for drivers.  It was added that drivers will not be ranked.

· The group discussed the recommended funding % for all the BRPs in the handout. Discussion and changes were suggested. 

· A member asked how will we address subpops?

· Willow mentioned that we need to consider population size when taking funding from FsM (large population) and putting it in TMsM (small population).

· It was suggested that we should have a “cushion” for the “Special considerations” box. For example 1% set aside for this.

· Frank, read back the issues discussed by the group:

· Should we separate Msm or combine all IDU?

· Reduce FSM to smaller amount.

· Hold a small amount for the “Special considerations” box.

· Look at things differently and go by subpops?

· It was explained that we use a range because it can be difficult to reach the exact amount.

· The committee agreed that until all issues ae met, then we will hold 1% for the Special box.

· It was explained that funding by subpops is very complicated, and that is why we do not do it that way.

· A member asked if it was possible to have the population size included in the model. Willow explained that it is the decision of the committee of whether or not to add a column for population size.

· A member asked, how do we ensure that there is money to reach African American gay men? Special box for subpops?

A motion was made by Frank and seconded by Yavante for resource allocation % follows:    

· MSM            70-79%

· TMsM            1-2%

· IDU                15-20% ***recommend that 50% of funds go towards MSM

· TFsM            5-8%

· FsM              1-4%

· MsF               < 1%

****1-2% set aside for special considerations box

	
	Funding recomendations

	Pedro Arista 
	Yes

	Jackson Bowman
	Yes

	Lauren Enteen
	Yes

	Celia Gomez
	Yes

	David Gonzalez
	Yes

	Isela González
	Yes

	Yavante Thomas-Guess 
	Yes

	Demetrius Johnson
	Absent

	Steve Muchnick
	Yes

	 Tei Okamoto
	Yes

	Frank Strona
	Yes

	Gabriel Tungol
	Yes

	
	

	HPS
	Yes


Motion passed
7.  Subpopulations and Cofactors
Dara reviewed the handout “Criteria for Subpops &Co-factors”. She explained that there is a revision to the previously approved version. The criteria is listed below.
Criteria

1. Seroprevalence of 8% or higher (Source: Published literature*)
2. A comparison of the HIV positivity rate among people in a subpopulation or with a cofactor to people who are not in the subpopulation or do not have a cofactor yields a statistically significant relative risk of XX or greater
(Source: HIV counseling and testing data)

3. At least two studies showing higher behavioral risk than the BRP as a whole
(Source: Published literature*)
*Criteria for Published Literature:

1. Research conducted in SF

2. Qualitative or quantitative

3. Data from more than one agency’s clients

4. Publication date of 2002 or later (If none since 2002, earlier or national studies may be considered if relevance to SF can be established.  If this situation arises, H+Co will bring these examples to the committee for consideration.)

Dara explained that the committee must vote to approve the revised criteria so that we can move forward with this phase of the Priority Setting Model. 

A motion was made a seconded to approve the criteria.

	
	Approve criteria

	Pedro Arista 
	Yes

	Jackson Bowman
	Yes

	Lauren Enteen
	Yes

	Celia Gomez
	Yes

	David Gonzalez
	Yes

	Isela González
	Yes

	Yavante Thomas-Guess 
	Yes

	Demetrius Johnson
	Absent

	Steve Muchnick
	NP

	 Tei Okamoto
	Yes

	Frank Strona
	Yes

	Gabriel Tungol
	Yes

	
	

	HPS
	Yes


The committee discussed testing subpops across all BRPs, and Co-factors only for BRPs 4 and 5.

The committee agreed that Dara and Willow should use their judgement with this and if they need to modify they can give us feedback when it is presented back to committee in March.
8.  Next Steps and Closing
Frank & Pedro thanked the group for staying an additional ½ hour. They suggested that we do not have anymore 3 hour meetings.

9.  Summary/Closure
Frank & Pedro thanked the group for a very rich discussion.  The next meeting is scheduled for March 5, from 3-5:30 pm.
10.  Evaluation and Closing
Frank reminded the group to complete the online evaluation. 

11.  Adjournment
The meeting was adjourned at 6:00 pm.
Minutes prepared by Eileen Loughran and reviewed by Pedro Arista and Frank Strona.
The next meeting:  Thursday, March 5, 2009 from 3:00-5:30 p.m.
**The CA chapter working group meeting is Thursday 2/19, from 3-5:00 pm.
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