HIV PREVENTION PLANNING COUNCIL (HPPC)
Steering Committee

Action Minutes From Meeting:


February 26, 2009

Members Present:  Grant Colfax, David Diaz, Isela González, Ben Hayes, John Newmeyer, Tei Okamoto, Tracey Packer (Ex-officio), Perry Rhodes III, Frank Strona, and Tonya Williams

Professional Staff:  Vincent Fuqua (HIV Prevention Section-HPS, Eileen Loughran (HPS), Israel Nieves-Rivera (HPS), Michael Paquette (HPS), Kathleen Roe (Process Evaluation), Willow Schrager (Harder & Co), and David Weinman (note taker)
1. Welcome and Announcements

Co-Chair Isela González called the meeting to order at 3:08 PM.  She asked members to introduce themselves and to make relevant announcements.
· Frank Strona announced the kick-off of STD Awareness Month on 4/18/09.

2. & 3. Public Comment & Member Response to Public Comment

No public comment was offered.
2. Review and Approval of 1/22/2009 minutes
Isela confirmed that all members had received a copy of the minutes through email and that additional copies are available at the table.

Motion was made by Tonya Williams and seconded by Tei Okamoto to approve the minutes of the 1/22/08 meeting.  No discussion was offered.  The vote was by roll call as follows.

	
	Member
	Vote
	Member
	Vote

	
	Grant Colfax
	Yes
	Tei Okamoto
	Not present

	
	David Diaz
	Yes
	Perry Rhodes III
	Yes

	
	Isela González
	Yes
	Frank Strona
	Yes

	
	Ben Hayes
	Yes
	Tonya Williams
	Yes

	
	John Newmeyer
	Abstain
	
	


The minutes were approved with one abstention.

3. Review February 12th HPPC Meeting

Kathleen Roe distributed documents entitled, “Process Evaluation Survey Results,” and, “Process Evaluation Memorandum,” for the HPPC 2/12/09 meeting; copies of which were sent to all members by email in advance of the meeting.  Her additional comments included the following.

· Isela gave a great background and rationale for asking members to volunteer to review a portion of the Community Assessment Chapter

· The infrastructure work that goes into smooth running meetings pays off although it may not be obvious to everyone.

· Tracey Packer handled a comment from a member of the Care Council well by clearly explaining that, unlike the Care Council, the HPPC sets priorities and the HPS makes the difficult decisions about cutting programs’ funding.

Discussion and Comment (by topic)

· Perry Rhodes III noted that the Committee should expect that some topics, including those regarding people of color, always bring out controversy and passion from members.

· Several members commented on members asking multiple questions including --

· The difficulty this poses for facilitators;

· Members should be reminded to ask a question of clarification or a comment pro or con;

· Members should be reminded of the index cards and other ways to make a comment; 

· It is important that members feel they can to put forth their points of view;

· When a lot of comments and questions are expected some organizations ask that all remarks be on index cards, which are organized by the facilitator; 

· The Co-Chairs suggested and there was agreement to limit each member to two comments or questions per time they are recognized; and 

· Facilitators should, nonetheless, use discretion and be flexible.

· Discussion of The African American Action Plan Presentation included these comments --
· About one quarter of the members said that they hadn’t read the materials in advance;

· Concern was expressed that some members didn’t want the Action Plan to focus solely on African Americans; as if this were somehow racist,

· That some members didn’t seem to understand the intent of the initiative,

· And that these comments may reflect the current budget environment, and

· Many members lacked sufficient historic context of this initiative; and

· At least one comment was generational in perspective, questioning the focus on a specific racial group, as if doing so stereotyped, or ghettoized that population.

· It was suggested that members be reminded to read the materials sent to them before the meetings.

4. Co-Chairs/Steering Committee Business 

Federal Update 

· Grant noted the President’s appointment of Jeffrey Crowley as the Director of National AIDS Policy as an excellent choice and a hopeful sign.

State Update

· Grant explained that the CA State Office of AIDS has posted openings for three Directors including Director of Prevention and Director of Evaluation.

City Update

· Grant said HPS is in a period of transition.

· He noted that the HPS is still waiting to see what happens about the budget, adding that he would be surprised if it isn’t asked to take additional cuts.

· Contract Managers are moving to a central Business Office, as discussed at the Council.

· He noted that Tracey is on the Streamline Board working on the transitions.

· UCSF sponsored a conference on biomedical approaches to HIV prevention.

· There was excellent participation from SF, including members of the HPPC and representatives for Community Based Organizations (CBO)s.

Committee Updates

· Eileen explained that the Membership/Community Liaison (M/CL) was the only committee to have met since the Co-chairs report submitted to the Council 2/12/09.

Attendance Update

· Eileen said that that on 3/02/09 Betty Chan Lew would send out the monthly report.

· Eileen noted that several members will be getting a warning letter if they miss one more meeting.

Other

· Frank asked for time on a Co-Chairs’ meeting agenda after completion of the Plan to demonstrate a way for the Council to vote electronically. 

Community Member Application

There was one application for membership on the M/CL Committee from Tee J. Tagor who was recommended for by Jenna Rapues and Hale Thompson. 

· Israel pointed out that this is the last meeting to accept new members’ applications.

Motion was made by Perry Rhodes III and seconded by Ben Hayes to appoint Tee J. Tagor as community member on the M/CL Committee. No further was offered.  The vote was by roll call as follows.

	
	Member
	Vote
	Member
	Vote

	
	Grant Colfax
	Yes
	Tei Okamoto
	Yes

	
	David Diaz
	Yes
	Perry Rhodes III
	Yes

	
	Isela González
	Yes
	Frank Strona
	Yes

	
	Ben Hayes
	Yes
	Tonya Williams
	Yes

	
	John Newmeyer
	Yes
	
	


The motion was approved unanimously.

5. HIV Prevention Plan

Members were asked to review the introduction in the 2004 Plan and provide feedback on what to include in the new introduction. Grant will take the lead on the writing, with input from Isela and Perry.  Isela said that the only response to the request for recommendations so far was to include which neighborhoods were epidemic and which endemic.  Discussion followed including --

Introduction

· John indicated that the discussion of the CDC’s, “Advancing HIV Prevention” and the ABC (Abstinence, Being faithful, and Condom use) approach was no longer needed.

· He also suggested updating Objective One (page 9) including why we didn’t achieve a 50% reduction in new infections by 2008 among MSM and MSF.

· David Diaz said that at the conference on biomedical prevention he learned that research would probably play a bigger part in prevention into the future (page 9).

· Tei noted that his agency has learned that linkages and coordination require a way of dealing with the flow of information, and suggested this be highlighted. 

· John suggested including discussion of the SF Leadership Initiative’s (SFLI) results.

· Kathleen pointed out that during the past eight years the SFLI was essential to maintain SF’s approach in the face of initiatives such as AHP and the ABC’s.

· John also suggested there may need to be explanation of the statement that high risk behavior among g/MSM may be decreasing, which we subsequently found may not be true.

· John indicated that there are two ways handle a comparison between the 2004 goals and objectives:

· To start fresh as if nothing has preceded the 2010 Plan; or

· Or, more honestly, to review what has happened relative to objectives in the 2004 Plan.

· Israel suggested explaining how our 2004 goals compare to our current direction, which should be in the context of how priorities and the environment have changed.

· Kathleen suggested including narrative on SF’s 15 years of community planning including the various accomplishments despite obstacles and setbacks.

· Grant noted that over the years we have dealt with many challenges, as we will with the current ones, because SF has a lot of resiliency.

· Frank suggested the Introduction include our focus on a new approach to evaluation and all of the work that has been done in that regard, including Project STOREE.

· Eileen pointed out that members could still send their ideas in for consideration into the introduction.
Dedication.

The document entitled, “Dedication” had been sent by email to all members and was available at the meeting.  Discussion of the Dedication in the 2004 Plan included --
· There was general agreement to change the tone from one of memorial to that of acknowledgment of those who have fought HIV in one way or another.

· It was suggested that it say something about moving into the fourth decade of this fight; including finding new ways, such as drivers, to go forward.

· Members were asked to send additional suggestions to Willow. 

Introduction to the Chapters

There was general agreement that the 2010 Plan should have an introduction similar to the 2004 Plan. Discussion on the “How to Read the Chapter” section included the following --

· The audience for the Plan is the entire SF community, not just to inform programs applying for funding and so it should be more broadly worded;

· Question was raised if specific audiences/readers should be addressed separately but there was general agreement that such would be awkward;

· Several members suggested it be clear that the chapter is useful to many groups / people, when applying for funding and when doing research; 

· This part was originally incorporated to make chapters less technical and to help people find relevant parts rather than them having to read the whole chapter;

· Suggested alternate names for the section included “Highlights of this Chapter” and “Outline of Chapter’s Focus;” and

· It was noted that some introductions give specific instructions on their use, such as the Community Assessment chapter, whereas others don’t.

Frank Strona moved and Tonya Williams seconded that the framework be accepted for use in the 2010 Plan.  No further discussion was offered.  The vote was by roll call as follows.

	
	Member
	Vote
	Member
	Vote

	
	Grant Colfax
	Yes
	Tei Okamoto
	Yes

	
	David Diaz
	Yes
	Perry Rhodes III
	Yes

	
	Isela González
	Yes
	Frank Strona
	Yes

	
	Ben Hayes
	Yes
	Tonya Williams
	Yes

	
	John Newmeyer
	Yes
	
	


The motion was approved unanimously.

Plan Overview

There was general agreement to summarize each chapter as was done for the 2004 Plan, with the person and Committee responsible for the chapter writing the summary.

Process for Approving Chapter

Copies of the document entitled, “Process for Approving Chapters,” which had distributed at the 2/14/09 Council meeting were made available.  Discussion included --

· It was suggested that the narrative is too long and it be reformatted as a flow-chart; and

· That the fourth bullet needs to be clearer.

The group agreed that if it were edited it would be helpful to have at the table as a laminated sheet. 
6. Review March 12 2009 Council Agenda

A draft of the 3/12/09 HPPC meeting was distributed, copies of which are available to absent members upon request.  Isela noted that Grant may not be able to attend and Perry has volunteered to facilitate in his absence.  Discussion included the following.

Item 5: Format / Schedule of Show Me The Data (SMTD) Committee Presentation

Discussion on the format and schedule of this presentation included the following.

· As per usual procedure the Committee presentation will precede the informational presentation to ensure there is time for discussion and vote.

· It was noted however, that most likely there will be questions about this agenda order.

· It was agreed that it should be clear that the Transmale Rapid Assessment is not related to the BRP discussion in that:

· The RA was not conducted to determine which BRP Transmales may belong in; and

· That RAs are used to explore the prevention needs of a population such as: what prevention messages may work, the behaviors at issue – not epidemiology.

· It was also agreed RA information should be sent to members prior to the meeting to ensure the independence of the two presentations is apparent; 

· It was suggested that public comment be before voting because those comments could, in part, guide members’ questions.

Break

Discussion on where to have a break, or breaks, included the following ideas.

· Going straight until 5:00 PM may be too long.

· It was suggested to have a break between the SMTD Committee’s two motions.

· Having two breaks, however, may be too complex and time consuming.

· Co-Chair could call for a break if tensions called for such.

· Keeping the two motions together may make sense because they are interrelated.

There was agreement that there should be a break between the two SMTD Committee motions.
Item 6: John noted that the word “Objective” was duplicated.
M/CL Committee Exercise

Discussion on the M/CL Committee’s request to have a five-minute exercise rather than an icebreaker included the following.

· The intent being a way of lowering tension and promoting unity within the Council.

· A question/topic had not been settled upon, but would need to be carefully worded.

· This could be emotionally provocative making the SMTD presentation more difficult.

· Question was raised if five minutes would be enough time, noting how tight the agenda was, particularly since a good deal of public comment is expected.

· It was suggested the exercise be at the end of the meeting, time permitting.

· It was also suggested this be done during another meeting.

· As an alternative, it was suggested that members of the M/CL Committee wear nametags, greet people as they arrive, and/or circulate during break(s).

There was agreement to have short exercise at the end of the meeting, time permitting.

Review SMTD Committee Presentation

Frank explained that the proposal was returned to the Committee where it received considerable discussion.  Given the need for inclusion, the scarcity of data, and the limitations on time the Committee reaffirms its support for this recommendation as the best way forward.

Willow distributed and reviewed the presentation entitled, “Show Me the (sic) Data (SMTD) Resource Allocation / TMsM”, copies of which are available to absent members upon request.  Her additional comments included the following.

· That the Committee will explain where the data being relied upon came from.

· Slides 7 & 8 - Will include a reminder that other components have already been approved and that the motions being presented relates only to TMsM; 

· Slide 9 - In 2007 the HPPC agreed to separate Transmales and Transfemales although placement in BRPs was not decided upon.

· Slide 8 – In this scenario TMsM programs’ funding would come out of resources for MsM.

Discussion

· Grant noted that at the concern raised last time was there is insufficient data on TMsM to be included in BRP-1; if we use the same criteria used to remove other groups from BRPs.

· Several members noted that the confusion was on what determines TMsM’s inclusion in BRP-1, and the need to be clear that behavior, not data, is the determining factor.

· Tracey pointed out that the lack of data was not the only objection to having TMsM in BRP-1; some members were not confused and disagree with the model.

· Isela suggested including a slide explaining why things got confused at the last presentation.

· Grant suggested it be made clear that the last vote was not to exclude Transmales, but for the Committee to reexamine where the TMsM population belongs in the BRPs.

· The motion, he added, is for a Yes or No vote only, which complies with the HPPC’s Policies.

· He underscored that amendments to the motion should be discouraged, that the discussion should be directed toward whether this would help or hurt prevention.

· Perry suggested Co-Chairs and Steering members try to keep their anxiety levels low because their tension influences others and adds to the general level of stress.

· He also urged the SMTD Committee to keep its jargon simple and understandable

· Tonya noted that the statement in Option One, “There are other groups for whom we have limited data, e.g., MsTF, which are not in the model” is not relevant and should be omitted.

· She also suggested not titling the variations as “Options” because they are not choices.

· Suggested alternatives included: “Alternatives Considered;” “Model;” “Ideas Reviewed;” etc. 

· Perry suggested emphasizing that TFsM isn’t included in BRP-1 due to behavior, not identity.

· Tracey and Eileen suggested having an explanation sheet about the Priority Setting Model at each members’ seat.

· Israel suggested being succinct about the two motions being offered because the discussion could go off-track again if the distinction isn’t clear.

· Tracey asked members with additional suggestions to contact Willow directly.

Perry Rhodes III moved and Ben Hayes seconded the motion to approve the draft agenda for the HPPC Council meeting of 4/08/09 as discussed.  No further discussion was offered.  The vote was by roll call as follows.

	
	Member
	Vote
	Member
	Vote

	
	Grant Colfax
	Yes
	Tei Okamoto
	Yes

	
	David Diaz
	Yes
	Perry Rhodes III
	Yes

	
	Isela González
	Yes
	Frank Strona
	Yes

	
	Ben Hayes
	Yes
	Tonya Williams
	Yes

	
	John Newmeyer
	Not present
	
	


The motion was approved unanimously.

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 5:13PM.

The minutes were prepared by David Weinman and reviewed by Eileen Loughran and 

Israel Nieves-Rivera.

The next meeting is scheduled for Thursday, March 26, 2009
from 3:00 PM to 5:00 PM – 25 Van Ness Ave., Suite 330A.
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