HIV PREVENTION PLANNING COUNCIL (HPPC)

Steering Committee

Action Minutes From Meeting:


April 23, 2009

Members Present:  Grant Colfax, Isela González, Weihaur Lau, John Newmeyer, Tracey Packer (Ex-officio), Perry Rhodes III, and Tonya Williams.
Members Absent:  Tei Okamoto and Frank Strona,

Guest:  Pedro Arista (HPPC Member)
Professional Staff:  Emalie Huriaux (HIV Prevention Section), Dara Geckeler (HPS), Janise Kim (Harder & Co), Eileen Loughran (HPS), Michael Paquette (HPS), and David Weinman (note taker).

1. Welcome and Announcements

Co-Chair Perry Rhodes III called the meeting to order at 3:07 PM.  He made announcements including the following.

· A seat for the community Co-Chair position becomes open in June. Anyone that is interested in nominating themselves or a fellow member should contact Eileen Loughran.

· Marshon Smith is the final alternate to be made full member of the HPPC for this year.

· She will be sitting at the Council table on 5/14/09.

· Perry announced that AIDS Health Project (AHP) will be reducing their Saturday drop-in hours. Effective immediately, the only time for drop-in will be at 9am & 10:30 am on Saturdays.

He then asked members to introduce themselves and to make relevant announcements.
· Isela González announced that there would be a farewell party for Shelley Facente of HPS Counseling, Testing, & Linkage Unit on 4/30/09 details to follow by email.

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

No public comment was offered.
2. Review and Approval of 3/26/2009 minutes
Perry confirmed that members received the emailed copies of the minutes from the 3/26/09 meeting in advance of the meeting, and noted that copies were available at the table.

Motion was made by Tonya William and seconded by Grant Colfax to approve the minutes of the 3/26/09 meeting.  No discussion was offered.  The vote was by roll call as follows.

	
	Member
	Vote
	Member
	Vote

	
	Grant Colfax
	Yes
	John Newmeyer
	Yes

	
	Isela González
	Yes
	Perry Rhodes III
	Yes

	
	Weihaur Lau
	Yes
	Tonya Williams
	Yes


The minutes were approved.

3. Review April 9th HPPC Meeting

Perry confirmed that the documents entitled, “Process Evaluation Survey Results,” and, “Process Evaluation Memorandum,” for the HPPC 4/09/09 meeting had been received by all members in advance of the meeting and were available at the table.  Kathleen Roe’s review of the meeting included these additional comments.

· Usually when dealing with critically important issues there is an air of heaviness; however, this meeting was both powerful and light.

· Perry noted that there were no voting items on the agenda, which may have helped.

· The Latino Action Plan (LAP) was exemplary.

· Although her recommendations and observations may seem obvious to those who attended, the reports are public documents and may be used in the future to help academics and others tell the story of how SF conducted successful community planning.

· She has watched Perry develop as a skilled facilitator and his ability to engage members and to keep the agenda moving.

· In all, Perry, Eileen, Betty Chan Lew, and the other staff have made a great working team each with different yet specific roles.

· She asked to review the paperwork & notes shared between Eileen and Co-Chairs so that she might document that aspect of the behind-the-scenes process. 
· The LAP presentation was discussed at her graduate seminar following the Council meeting.

· It was cited as exemplary of a community assessment’s approach and presentation.

· The use of participants’ voices was respectful, loving, poignant, and somewhat sad.

· Part of the sadness results from the realization that so many gay men and others have already been lost without their voices being heard in this way.

· The LAP demonstrates the way we need to do research.

· We have been trying to document the epidemic rather than bring it to life.

· The African American Action Plan and the LAP had different methodologies, which was appropriate, because they addressed, at least in part, different issues.

· The combination of those Action Plans could be another powerful contribution SF makes.

· The Council will get back to some contentiousness once the Plan is complete.

Comment and Discussion (by topic)

· Perry noted that Co-Chairs discussed the gap in the agenda and that presenters shall be encouraged to attend the whole meeting.

· Grant Colfax expressed concern about LAP participants’ confidentiality.

· He explained that all researchers have an obligation to respect participants’ confidentiality and because they are all experienced researchers he has no doubt the participants’ names and  situational facts had been changed.

· He added, however, he was concerned that the presentation wasn’t clear enough on this point; and if the changes were large enough to protect the participants’ identifies.

· Perry noted that he was going to raise that question at the time, but decided not to disturb the good feeling in the room.

· Weihaur Lau observed that the presentation didn’t focus on participants’ particular behavior, but offered a view of their lives.

· Perry explained that his concern was that it talked about their HIV status.

· Tonya Williams pointed out that that the presentation included a statement that the participants’ names having been changed.

· Tracey Packer noted that without confidentiality people might be reluctant to participate.

· Michael Paquette and Eileen both indicated that they would talk with the LAP Work Group to ensure they are clearer in future presentations.

· Isela said that it was great to hear members finding similarities between the African American and Latino Action Plans, adding that she hopes members are thinking ahead about what they will do once the Plan is finished.

· Perry noted that there was a member clearly asleep during part of the meeting.

· Tonya noted that she had woken her, suggested she eat, and take care of herself.

· Kathleen announced that she will not be at the 5/14/09 Council meeting and sitting in for her will be Wendy Hussey who worked on the process evaluation team several years ago.  Kathleen will, however, write the evaluation memo.
· Isela complimented the Membership/Community Liaison Committee for all of their work including last month’s icebreaker and the follow-up reminder about mentorship.

4. Co-Chairs/Steering Committee Business

Fed, State and City

Grant provided an update of issues including the following.

· He hasn’t received news about the budget, although he has heard that some new numbers may be coming.  He suggested that for now silence might be good.

· The CDC received about $600M in stimulus funding, all allocated for chronic disease.

· The House of Reps removed all of the funds originally earmarked for HIV prevention.

· Funding for HIV is going through the NIH, which is funding a number of projects.

· The particulars of those projects are not completely worked out as yet.

· Isela noted that copies of the Coordinated Case Management System (CCMS) report were sent to all Committee members.

· She added that updates on the meetings will be included in the Co-Chairs report to ensure members and their respective agencies are informed on this development.

· Comments about this new system could be raised with the SF Health Commission.

· Tracy suggested that another way to get such information to providers is through the HIV/AIDS Providers Network (HAPN), which meets the first Friday of each month.

· Grant announced that effective May 4, 2009, Michelle Long will become the Director of Contract Development and Technical Assistance for the new Community Program's Centralized Business Office.  This Business Office will be responsible for centralization of all contract development functions and technical assistance for Community Programs contractors.  The anticipated move of the program managers is July 2009.
Committee updates

Perry noted that this was a written report.  Members offered no updates.

Attendance Update:

· Eileen explained that four letters were sent to members, the details of which would be included in the regular report to Committee members.

· She also noted that a couple of memberships have been terminated due to attendance issues, Emeritus (non-voting) status offered to these people, all of whom declined.

5. Review May 14, 2009 Council Agenda

Perry reminded members that the Committee’s role when reviewing upcoming presentations is to ensure its clarity as opposed to reworking committees’ deliberations.

	Review & Approve the Community Assessment Chapter 


Dara Geckeler conducted the presentation entitled, “Community Assessment Chapter for the 2010 HIV Prevention Chapter,” copies of which had been emailed to members in advance of the meeting and were available at the table.  Her additional comments included the following.
· The intention is to send this chapter to members on 4/30/09 giving them two weeks to review the +100 page document before the 5/14/09 Council meeting.

· The facilitators will be Cecilia Gomez and Yavanté Thomas-Guess
· Slide 3 – A Working Group was established as a subcommittee of the Show Me The Data (SMTD) Committee due to the workload of the full Committee.

· Slide 12 – For completion the chapter awaits some updated data and recommendations from the LAP, which must be presented to the Council in September if they are to be included in the 2010 Plan.

Questions and Comments

· Grant suggested Dara’s name be added to the list of contributors and her efforts be acknowledged.  This suggestion was met with applause.

· Isela suggested including in writing Dara’s verbal explanation of the more narrative nature of the Community Assessment Chapter than the Epidemiology Chapter.

· Grant added that the Community Assessment chapter contextualizes the data in the Epidemiology Chapter.

· Tonya reminded the members that the new member is 14 years old and that language, therefore, should not be overwhelming.

· Tracey suggested the Committee talk about what sort of support we can give this new member, noting that the HPPC has had other young people that didn’t last.

· Pedro Arista and others suggested that ensuring Marshon is able to participate is everyone’s responsibility not just the Membership/Community Liaison Committee’s.

· Eileen noted that Marshon has come to the past few meetings to observe.

· Pedro noted that this will be Celia’s first presentation, which can be overwhelming, and so members should let her know that we are all supporting her. 

Perry asked if 30 minutes was going to be enough time, and the group agreed that it would be more than enough.

	Show Me The Data Committee:
Subpopulations and Cofactors Criteria & Guidelines for the Priority Setting Box


Dara and Pedro facilitated this presentation.  Copies of the draft presentation had been sent to all members by email in advance of the meeting and were available at the table.

Part One: Approval Criteria for Subpopulations & Cofactors
· Slide 8 – Confidence and randomness of results share a scale as one increases, the other decreases.  Randomness, or coincidence is commonly referred to as “p.” For instance:

	IF
	p
	<=
	
.10

	
	Randomness
	is less than or equal to
	
10%

	Then  
	Certainty
	is greater than or equal to 
	
   90%

	
	
	
	
100%
(total)


· Slide 10 – The data used now is more methodologically sound than it was in 2004.

· Slide 13 – The presentation will include a handout of the BRP Model reminding members of the relationship between the BRPs, Drivers, and Cofactors and Subpopulations.

Comments and Questions

· John Newmeyer suggested that this could be difficult for some members to follow and questioned if 45 minutes would suffice.

· John asked and was told that Criterion #2 requires both a relative risk +1.5 and p <= .10.

· Several members suggested making the explanation of Criteria #2 clearer.

· Tonya and Isela suggested having a copy of the motion at the beginning of the presentation.

· Weihaur and Isela suggested having a copy of the process flow-chart (Slide 12) earlier in the presentation.

· Weihaur also asked for further explanation about the strength of the current data.

· Dara explained that we use the data from testing done through HPS, including all tests performed by funded organizations or by those with whom we have a Memorandum Of Understanding (MOU).

· In 2004 the only data used was only from repeat testers and only a few agencies could provide those numbers.

· She noted that the current dataset was compiled over a period of two to four years and consists of between 17-30K test results and the more test data the more confidence.

· She added that we now use names reporting, which is very reliable.

· In 2004 codes were used, so we couldn’t be 100% certain there weren’t duplications.

· Weihaur suggested that this be clearer in the presentation, although perhaps in less depth.

· Tracey suggested that in regards to data it is better to err on the side of caution. 

· Grant asked how much higher the behavioral risk must be than the whole in Criterion #3.

· Dara explained that it is not quantified, that the Committee decided to keep it flexible.

· She added that she hasn’t as yet seen a group that meets this criterion that hasn’t met the requirements of Criteria #1 or 2, partly as a result of the way literature is written.

· Tracey suggested adding a “We are here” slide which clearly shows that we are focusing on subpopulations & cofactor of the model.

· Tracey noted that the Committee Co-Chairs, Pedro and Frank Strona, are conducting this presentation both of who have a lot of experience with this material.

· Isela made several other suggestions including the following:

· Examples be cited before stating the rule of the criterion;

· Simplified summaries of each criterion be included

· Such as, in Criterion #2, that this is less stringent that the rules for a Driver; and

· That conveying the technical information could be tricky, but that as facilitating Co-Chair she would do what she could to promote the right ‘mindset.’

Part Two: Approve Guidelines for Special Considerations Box 
Pedro conducted this presentation; comments and questions ensued including the following.

· Pedro noted that a difficulty with a presentation of this sort is determining how to express concepts so that people of different backgrounds can all understand and participate.

· Tracey reminded members of Susan Scheer’s presentation, which used circles and points to demonstrate graphically how study participants were within, or outside of, specific criteria.

· Tracey explained that Drivers, Cofactors, and Subpopulations let us focus on groups within a BRP that are at high risk, because not everyone who practices the same behavior is at risk.

· Kathleen suggested that it might be helpful to use an animated PowerPoint to provide features such as click-on definition of some terms and concepts.

· Isela and Perry indicated that the two motions be explained early in the presentation.

· Tonya suggested deleting point one on Slide 17, as it is redundant.

· Isela suggested replacing that first bullet on Slide 17 with an explanation that the box funding is for research and assessment and is not intended for services – and why.

· There was some discussion about what restrictions were intended for the use of these funds, and Pedro explained that it this was meant to encourage innovation.

· Weihaur indicated that he didn’t know that the box funding was only for research and assessment from the last presentation; and so it should be clearly explained how it evolved to this.

	Update on the Strategies & Intervention Chapter Framework


Copies of the presentation entitled, “Strategies and Interventions Chapter Framework” had been emailed to all members in advance of the meeting and were available at the table.  Strategies, Interventions, and Evaluation (SIE) Committee member John Newmeyer will co-present the presentation at the 5/14/09 meeting and conducted the review.  His additional comments included the following (by topic).

· “Supplemental Elements” are those that are advised or strongly suggested but not required.

· “Structural Changes” cited are somewhat utopian but would help against HIV transmission.

· Those listed are examples, others could be equally or more valuable and are encouraged.
· Slide 8 – The chapter touches on Drivers and refers to where it is covered in depth.

Comment & Question

· Janise Kim drew attention to Slide 16 where the Committee reviewed recommendations from the 2007 Substance Use Issues and Structural Solutions (SUISS) Committee and made some minor wording changes.

· Since the SUISS Committee’s work was approved by the HPPC the Committee agreed to show the changes being proposed by way of strike-throughs.

· Tonya indicated that it wasn’t clear that these were changes from a previous version.

· Tracy indicated that it is a good idea to highlight the changes, but it needs to be more clearly explained why there are words stricken out.

· Tracey noted that these ideas from SUISS were controversial when proposed and voted on.

· Grant questioned if this was the time and place to go through the wording changes in Slide 16.

· He suggested that presuming we want to change this at all, and since these are not “qualitative” changes, it may be better to avoid conflict.

· Tonya expressed concern about including the strikeouts now, instead of simply including short summaries of the suggestions from the SUISS and the SF Leadership Initiative.

· Eileen suggested that now might be a good time to get some discussion out of the way, rather than when voting on the chapter in July.

· Grant expressed concern that this may be too close to the end of the day for controversy.

· Pedro suggested that an explanation of the SUISS abbreviation be included.

· Isela noted the importance of the talking points being very clear about the objectives of the sections and the timeline because this is complex and members could get confused.

· Emalie Huriaux indicated that the Structural Changes cited are ideas of possible changes that might fit under a particular strategy, that they are not prescriptive.

· Grant suggested these read, “Examples of potential Structural Changes …”

· He added that they shouldn’t be read as being exclusive.

· Pedro suggested reminding members of the value of Structural Changes.

· Tracey noted that Structural Changes are things that make it easier for people to be healthier by changing the environment.

·  She suggested using the examples to explain ways in which we can meet that objective.

· Kathleen suggested using some of the Structural Interventions from the African American Action Plan that have already been discussed as examples.

· Pedro expressed his preference for having more philosophy and less example.
Motion to Approve 5/14/09 HPPC Agenda

· Eileen noted that the Co-chairs will introduce the presenters, but she will keep the name of the committee rather than the names on the agenda. This is in case of any last minute changes.
John Newmeyer moved and Tonya William seconded the approval of the agenda for the 5/14/09 HPPC meeting as corrected.  The vote was by roll call as follows.
	
	Member
	Vote
	Member
	Vote

	
	Grant Colfax
	Yes
	John Newmeyer
	Yes

	
	Isela González
	Yes
	Perry Rhodes III
	Yes

	
	Weihaur Lau
	Yes
	Tonya Williams
	Yes


The agenda for the 5/14/09 HPPC meeting was approved.

6. Closure, Summary, & Evaluation

Perry expressed his thanks to staff, consultants, and members for their help during his tenure as Co-Chair.  He also let it be known how rewarding and important an experience it had been for him personally and professionally.  He noted how amazed he has been to learn about how much work goes into making the Council work.

     The attendees expressed their appreciation to Perry with applause. 
He reminded members to fill in their evaluation forms.

7. Adjournment

The meeting adorned at 4:37 PM.
The minutes were prepared by David Weinman and reviewed by Eileen Loughran and Michael Paquette.
The next meeting is scheduled for Thursday, May 28, 2009
from 3:00 PM to 5:00 PM – 25 Van Ness Ave., Suite 330A.
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