Show Me The Data Committee:  Phase III
Thursday, April 2, 2009
3:00 – 5:30 PM
25 Van Ness Avenue, Suite 330A
Action Minutes
Members present: Pedro Arista, Jackson Bowman, Lauren Enteen, Arcelia Gomez, David Gonzalez, Isela González, Yavante Thomas-Guess, Steve Muchnick, Tei Okamoto, Frank Strona, Yavante Thomas-Guess, Gabriel Tungol
Members Absent: Demetrius Johnson

Staff present: Eileen Loughran (HPS), Erik Dubon, (Program Manager), John Melichar (Program Manager), Tracey Packer (HPS), Willow Schrager (Harder & Co.)

1.  Welcome, Announcements, and Changes
· Eileen announced that members from the other UCHAPS jurisdictions had heard about the change to include transmales in the model with MsM through community message boards. San Francisco was commended on their work.

· Frank added that he had a similar experience while at a National meeting recently.
· Frank announced that one week after the HPPC presentation, four transmales showed up to test at Gotham tattoo. He added that it is apparent that word got out after his announcement about testing availability at Gotham tattoo on Thursday nights.
2. Public Comment
None
3.  Member Response to Public Comment 
None
4.  Committee Business 
· Approve 3/5/2009 SMTD minutes 

A motion to approve the minutes was made by Steve Muchnick with a second by Celia Gomez.  The 3/5/2009 SMTD minutes were approved by roll call vote.
	
	Approve

3/5/2009 Minutes 

	Pedro Arista 
	Y

	Jackson Bowman
	Y

	Lauren Enteen
	Y

	Celia Gomez
	Y

	David Gonzalez
	NP

	Isela Gonzalez
	Y

	Yavante Thomas-Guess 
	Y

	Demetrius Johnson
	Absent

	Steve Muchnick
	Y

	 Tei Okamoto
	NP

	Frank Strona
	Y

	Gabriel Tungol
	Y

	
	

	Erik Dubon
	***********

	Eileen Loughran*
	Y

	John Melichar
	***********

	Tracey Packer
	***********


NP=Not present
· Review Process Evaluation for 3/5/2009 meeting
· Most people evaluated the March SMTD meeting positively, using words like “unified,” “effective,” and “valuable.”
· People appreciated the full participation by committee members, and the good facilitation by the co-chairs.
· Co-chairs reminded the group to continue to use the evaluations to give feedback and/or express concerns because they help us plan the meetings.
· Debrief HPPC presentation 
· The Co-chairs thanked Gabriel, Jackson, Lauren, and Willow for doing such a great job presenting on March 12.

· Committee members agreed that they felt really proud to be a part of such a thorough and proactive presentation.

5.  Finalize Criteria for Inclusion of Cofactors 
Willow lead the group in a discussion to decide on the thresholds for the CTL data.
Willow explained that the committee needs to vote on cut-off points.  She added that if we’re more conservative than 1.5/.10 not many items will make the lists.  She also said that she recommends against being too liberal because .10 is already on the edge of acceptable, and an OR too close to 1 is not meaningful.

She distributed a handout entitled “Final vote on CTL data Criteria for Subpopulations & Cofactors. She explained that all the criteria on this sheet has already been voted on except for the p value and the odds ratio. It was further explained, that our goal today is to vote on the threshold for cofactors. Vote on cut off of odds ratio.  P value is a measure of how confident you feel 

ex: <.05= 95% certain  or less than .10= 90% certain
Willow explained that she recommends that the committee endorse criteria of an odds ratio of 1.5 and a p value of .10.  Willow explained that in published literature the p value is usually more strict, but .10 lets us be a bit more flexible & allow more subpopulations to be included on the list.

Willow distributed a handout titled “Subpopulations & Cofactors draft list with 1.5 odds ratio and P value of .10. She asked members to look at the yes column=meaning what would make the list.
Willow added that once an odds ratio gets closer to 1 it becomes less meaningful.  She recommended that the committee not worry about being too strict /conservative with P value. She added that it is still valid at .10.

A member reminded the group that a p value of .10 = 90% confidence interval

Whereas a p value of .05= 95% confidence interval.

A member stated that he recommends to the group that they follow Willow’s recommendation. It was added that that this is community planning, and we are trying to reach communities at risk. A p value of .10 is more inclusive in regards to community.

A member asked how much data is available on Native Americans? Willow responded that there is not a lot of published literature, but there is Counseling & testing data on Native Americans.
Willow pointed out that crack use amongst MsF may come off if p value goes to .05.

It was added that if new research becomes available and the evidence is brought forward than the list can evolve during the course of the Plan.

A member asked if data is collected later on, how would subpopulations & cofactors be updated? It was explained that we update the plan annually, and this could be the work of a future committee.

It was suggested that we look at published data out of Mexico for day laborers. Migrant workers that go back and forth across border and then infect wife. 

A member said that in making these decisions it can be a “slippery slope” if based on inclusion of mutually agreeable standards rather than developing standards to include our interests.

A motion was put forth to accept a p value of .10 by David Gonzalez and seconded by Lauren Enteen.

A member added that he supports .10 because it allows flexibility and values community.

Willow reminded the group that a p value of .10= 90% confidence. It includes the blue & black listings on the handout. She added that it is legitimate for us to use community values when viewing this.

Jackson called the questioned. Lauren gave a second to calling the question.

The committee voted on accepting a.10 p value(= 90 % confidence).  This motion passed by roll call vote.
	
	Finalize Criteria Co-factors /Subpopulations

 (vote) P value .10

	Pedro Arista 
	Y

	Jackson Bowman
	Y

	Lauren Enteen
	Y

	Celia Gomez
	Y

	David Gonzalez
	Y

	Isela Gonzalez
	Y

	Yavante Thomas-Guess 
	Y

	Demetrius Johnson
	Absent

	Steve Muchnick
	Y

	 Tei Okamoto
	Y

	Frank Strona
	Y

	Gabriel Tungol
	Y

	
	

	
	

	Erik Dubon
	***********

	Eileen Loughran*
	Y

	John Melichar
	***********

	Tracey Packer
	***********


Willow reminded the group that an odds ratio is the amount that your risk increases.  Willow explained that Dara recommends an odds ratio of 1.5 (50% greater risk. This is not as strict as the odds ratio for drivers.

Willow explained that if the odds ratio is higher than female African American IDU would come off the list.

A member reiterated that there is a recommendation from Harder & Co and Dara to utilize an odds ratio of 1.5.
A motion to accept an odds ratio of 1.5 was made by Jackson with a second by Tei.  The motion passed by roll call vote.

	
	Finalize Criteria Co-factors /Subpopulations

 (vote) Odds ratio of 1.5 

	Pedro Arista 
	Y

	Jackson Bowman
	Y

	Lauren Enteen
	Y

	Celia Gomez
	Y

	David Gonzalez
	Y

	Isela Gonzalez
	Y

	Yavante Thomas-Guess 
	Y

	Demetrius Johnson
	Absent

	Steve Muchnick
	Y

	 Tei Okamoto
	Y

	Frank Strona
	Y

	Gabriel Tungol
	Y

	
	

	
	

	Erik Dubon
	***********

	Eileen Loughran*
	Y

	John Melichar
	***********

	Tracey Packer
	***********


It was suggested that a visual be developed to explain this to Council.  A member added that terms like odds ratio can be confusing but saying 50% higher risk is very clear.
Next Steps for Subpopulations & Cofactors

Using the criteria that the group voted on today, Dara and Willow will compile the list of which subpopulations and cofactors have met the criteria for prioritization.  At our May meeting, SMTD will review and provide feedback on this list.

6.  Drivers Update
In the process of writing the Community Assessment chapter, Dara, Willow, and others have been doing a second review of the research used to create the draft list of drivers.
Willow explained that a couple of questions have come up.  She went through an overview of how the committee developed the criteria for drivers & ask members to provide input on a couple of outstanding questions.

Willow distributed a powerpoint handout titled, “History & Overview of Drivers”.  She highlighted the areas the committee needs to make decisions on today:
· Is it ok to include an STD paragraph (or some other note about the limitation) of STDs as a driver?

· Erectile Dysfunction drugs do not meet the Driver criteria.

· Should the subpopulations/cofactors criteria for studies be applied to drivers? If the committee agrees then the group will need to vote on
a) The crack/cocaine study because it is from 1998
b) Multiple partners because the study is not from San Francisco
Willow added that the data on STDs was from an STD clinic.  In writing up this data should there be something in the narrative indicating that the “research is not as strong”.  Willow highlighted the draft paragraph which is in the handout on slide # 11.  Willow added that understanding research bias is complicated and it was a lot to put on this committee with so little time to review.
Overall the committee agreed that we should include the draft paragraph with some edits.  The group felt the paragraph was a bit too long, and that it needed to capture San Francisco’s uniqueness that STD testing is only available at limited sites.
A member added that most MsM in SF get screened at City Clinic or Magnet and that there weren’t a lot of funded studies to look at.  The member emphasized that given the reality, the committee is doing the best it can with the data available.

A member suggested getting data from Kaiser on STDs.  It was added that a Council member works at Kaiser so he can be our contact.
The committee agreed to keep STDs and include the caveat paragraph.
A member proposed that we have a smaller statement in the chapter, and then in the Appendix or back of Plan have more detailed information.

Willow brought up the issue with erectile dysfunction (ED) drugs next.  She explained that there is bias in the study because it is based on just AIDS Health Project clients and a subset of that.  Since it does not meet the criteria it is getting removed from the driver list.
The next issue Willow brought up was whether or not we should use the same criteria for research studies as we used for cofactors/subpopulations.  If the committee agrees, then we will need to vote on this.
Willow explained to the committee that the crack/cocaine study is from 1998. It was added that prevalence can change a lot over a few years.  The odds ratio however, indicates does it make us susceptible to HIV and this does not change. Willow added that there were no other studies that had an odds ratio in San Francisco.

A member added that he feels strongly that crack remain on the driver list even though there is a “hole” in it.

Tei motioned that we include the crack cocaine study from 1998 with a second by Yavante. 

Another member added that we need to make the driver definition more inclusive.

A member pointed out that if we choose to include these articles we need to justify why. 

A member added that this is a committee decision.  The Clements-Nolle study is only one year past cut off and it is rich on data on Transfemales.

Willow added that these are the guidelines we used for drivers, but we never voted on them.

David Gonzalez called the question.

The motion passed by roll call vote.
	
	Follow-up on Drivers Crack/ Multiple partners

	Pedro Arista 
	Y

	Jackson Bowman
	Y

	Lauren Enteen
	Y

	Celia Gomez
	Y

	David Gonzalez
	Y

	Isela Gonzalez
	Y

	Yavante Thomas-Guess 
	Y

	Demetrius Johnson
	Absent

	Steve Muchnick
	Y

	 Tei Okamoto
	Y

	Frank Strona
	Y

	Gabriel Tungol
	Y

	
	

	
	

	Erik Dubon
	***********

	Eileen Loughran*
	Y

	John Melichar
	***********

	Tracey Packer
	***********


7.  Define Priority Setting Box 
· Review handout

Willow explained that one of the remaining components of our model that we still need to discuss is the Priority Setting Considerations Box.  This is the box that appears at the bottom of the priority setting model.
She added that the box has been a placeholder and now it’s time for the committee to decide on the purpose of the box and what types of things should go in it.
Willow distributed a handout that reviews the evolution of the “box” concept.
A member added that the box was originally conceptualized as a placeholder and not something that would be resource allocated.  The member emphasized that the best thing we can do is to not use it as a “parking lot”.
Several members agreed that whatever goes in the box needs to be something that is not represented in the model. 
The committee agreed that we must create specific guidelines for the Priority Setting Box.

Several members advocated for incarceration to be in the Priority setting box.  It was emphasized that it may not be on the radar now, but will be emerging in the future.

A member suggested that men who have sex with transgenders should be considered for the Priority box.
A member suggested that a working group or committee should determine what should go in the priority box. It can be reviewed every 6 months or year.  This committee can create guidelines, but leave it empty and have HPPC address what goes in.
· Discuss next Steps

            Members were asked to review the Priority Setting Box handout before the  

            4/16 meeting, and come prepared with ideas/suggestions on guidelines & 
            goals of the Box.  Members were reminded that in the committee’s original  

            discussions, the box was for groups not captured elsewhere in the model.  
8.  Next Steps

· Harder & Co/HPS follow-up items:
· Update on Community Assessment Chapter

           Eileen provided an update on the Community Assessment chapter. The 
          committee should expect to receive the final draft of the CA chapter no  

          later than Monday 4/6. This draft incorporates feedback given by CA working 
          group members at the last meeting, as well as others who were invited to 
          give feedback on the chapter (HPPC members, HPS staff, researchers). For 
          those who have already read the chapter several times, Dara will prepare a 
          short summary of the types of changes that have been included, in case you 
          do not have time to read the chapter in full again.

          We will be asking the asking the whole SMTD committee (not just the CA
          working group) to read and vote on the chapter, so it can have the support of
          the full committee when it goes to HPPC.

The committee will be asked to vote on the chapter at its April 16th meeting.  Please send any comments to Dara in advance, or if you do not have time, you can bring them with you to the meeting.
· Focus for the 4/16 meeting
· Approve Community Assessment Chapter

· Finalize Subpopulations & Cofactors Based on Prevalence

      Behavioral Studies, & Counseling & Testing Data
· Finalize purpose & guidelines of Priority Setting Box

· Summary Closure

Frank and Pedro thanked the group for a very rich discussion.  Eileen reminded the group that the next meeting is scheduled for Thursday April 16, from 3-5:30 pm.
9.  Evaluation and closing
Pedro reminded everyone to complete their process evaluations.

Minutes prepared by Eileen Loughran and reviewed by Pedro Arista and Frank Strona.
The next meeting will be on Thursday, 4/16/2009 from 3:00-5:30 pm.
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