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Action Minutes

Members Present: Grant Colfax (HPS), Joe Ramirez-Forcier, Gabriel Galindo, Isela González, Tracey Packer (HPS), Frank Strona, Tonya Williams
Members Absent: Ben Hayes, Weihaur Lau

Staff present:  Vincent Fuqua (HPS), Eileen Loughran (HPS)
Harder and Co: Kym Dorman, Melissa Struzzo (note taker)
Guests: Teri Dowling (HPS)
Grant started the meeting at 3:07p.m. Quorum at 3:18 p.m. 

1.  Welcome, Announcements, and Agenda Changes

· All HPPC members introduced themselves.
· Eileen announced that Pablo Campos is no longer on the Council because he has missed three consecutive meetings. 

· Grant changed the order of the agenda items and skipped the fourth agenda item because quorum was not reached until after the meeting had started.
2. Public Comment

None

3.  Member Response to Public Comment
None

4.  Committee Business
· Review and Approval of 07/22/2010 minutes 
No motion was needed to approve the minutes because new guidelines and procedures are in place. With the new process, minutes and agendas can be approved through a consensus process.  Isela asked if there was an objection to approving the 7/22 minutes. No objection was heard so the 7/22 Minutes were approved.
5.  Review of August 12th HPPC Meeting
Kym covered for Nicole and announced that Nayeli is no longer at Harder+Co and that Richard Vezino has been hired as the new process evaluator. Kym indicated that Richard is a professional evaluator that used to be in San Francisco, and then was on the Community Planning Group (CPG) in Philadelphia and understands the community planning process. Richard attended the last HPPC meeting and is familiar with the members. He met with Kym, Tracey, and Eileen for orientation on August 25th and will begin as evaluator at the September 9th meeting. Kym presented an overview of the process evaluation. 


· Process Evaluation Overview from Harder+Co
Kym reviewed the feedback received from HPPC members. She stated the common meeting characteristics were “informative” and “interesting” and indicated that there were more members that listed more words than in the past (20 people listed 30 words in August compared to the July meeting where 10 people listed 23 words). Kym stated that this might be an indicator of increased engagement. Overall, the meeting characteristics were rated fairly high with an average of 3.6 or 3.7 out of 4.0. She said that all agenda items were also rated fairly well with a 3.4 or higher average. She reviewed agenda items and what went well.  

The majority of the open-ended comments were related both to the Bylaws, Policies, and Procedures presentation and the update for the IPR. For the Bylaws presentation it was positive overall but there were varied comments. Some members indicated that the discussion lasted a little bit too long, and others said it was an engaging and worthwhile conversation, and a few felt that the conversation was a little confusing.  Kym stated that several members were very pleased with the vote following the IPR update but several people did note on their evaluations that they felt that people had not prepared for the conversation. The UCHAPS update was noted and rated highly.

Kym identified what went well overall in the meeting and said that the presenters were engaging and confident, the atmosphere in the room was engaged, and depending on the topic, more relaxed than past meetings. The adaptation of the agenda by taking extra time from prior agenda items and moving it to the Bylaws, Policies, and Procedure presentation worked well.  

Kym offered recommendations which included encouraging members to stay to the close of the meeting so as not to miss important votes; having a further discussion to determine what should be done about members leaving early; following-up with those members who leave early continuously; validate lingering concerns over the IPR; most members were pleased with the outcome of the vote but some felt that there wasn’t any acknowledgment of an HPPC member’s comment regarding the vote; follow-up commentary could have been offered by the co-chairs around the member’s comments to determine if there was or was not agreement with the other members; reminding members to read their materials, and; clarifying voting procedures that would outline better what was being voted on in a particular moment.

Comments and Questions

C: In regards to a Council member’s comments during the IPR presentation and vote, it felt that space was created by the co-chairs to allow for feedback from the members.  It was noted that it is good that committee members continue to provide feedback either during the meeting or through the process evaluation.  It was noted that there is a difference between encouraging dialogue and just acknowledging there was a heavy statement expressed. It was good that we received some no votes, which may be an indicator that the environment is allowing for that. 

C: It was suggested that a reminder for members to stay until the end of the full council meeting should be mentioned during the committee meetings. We may need to check in with members that are consistently leaving early and to maybe take into account different things happening in member’s lives and work schedules. How much should we have members communicate to us when they have to leave early due to other commitments? 

C: It was suggested that Richard, the process evaluator, could track this using the minutes to see which members have announced that they will be leaving early and could determine if there are any patterns.  People leaving early may mean that people do really want to be there for important votes and are trying to balance all commitments. We may need to see if the meetings need to be shorter because a lot of agencies are cutting back and doing more with fewer people. 
· Follow-up From HPPC Meeting

Michael Discepola requested that the Co-Chairs and Steering Committee review the Vienna Declaration to determine if HPPC should sign on to support the declaration. This is on the Steering agenda as an action item.

Comments and Questions
C: It is unclear what exactly it means to endorse it. 
A: Grant explained that the declaration appeared in the Journal, Lancet, and by supporting the declaration it would mean that the HPPC would join the roughly 16,000 others already in support of the declaration. He added that he is one of the authors, and that the SFDPH have signed on to endorse the document. He explained the process for officially signing on to the document is to go to the Vienna Declaration website. 

C & Q: It was hard to read and decipher it because it was focused mainly on the drug use and criminalization of it and not the public health aspect. It was noted that there was a particular section of the declaration that was poignant and was around allowing the public health system to determine the best route and it is the right thing to do. 
A: The declaration is looking at drug use from a worldwide perspective and the whole concept behind it was to move it from the drug enforcement piece to actual health outcomes. 

C: It was suggested that in addition to being just one of the 16,000 names, a blurb be put on the HIV Prevention Section website at www.sfhiv.org showing the HPPC official endorsement of the Declaration.

Motion: A motion to have HPPC endorse the Vienna Declaration and join the 16,000+ supporters by signing onto the official Vienna Declaration website was made by Gabriel Galindo, and seconded by Joe Ramirez-Forcier. The motion to sign on to the Vienna Declaration was approved by roll call vote as follows:
	Grant Colfax
	Y

	Isela González
	Y

	Ben Hayes
	NP

	Weihaur Lau
	NP

	Gabriel Galindo
	Y

	Tonya Williams
	Y

	Joe Ramirez-Forcier
	Y

	Frank Strona
	Y

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

	Eileen Loughran
	***************

	Vincent Fuqua
	***************

	Jenna Rapues
	***************


Motion was approved.
6.  Co-chairs/Steering Committee Business

· Federal, State, City Updates 
· New Leaf, an agency that provides substance use and mental health treatment services for the LGBT, Questioning, Intersex Community, is closing its doors. SFDPH is working hard to ensure a smooth transition of services and to make sure that we still make substance use and treatment services available to those individuals that are most affected by the HIV epidemic. This transition process will take time but SFDPH is optimistic about a smooth process because New Leaf has been very cooperative. 

· Grant announced that SFDPH was the only one of six jurisdictions to receive a grant from the CDC called the PCSI Grant, which stands for the Program Collaboration System Integration grant. This was part of the CDC’s efforts to encourage Health Departments to really think about how they integrate STD, HIV, TB and Hepatitis service delivery to clients both in the community and within the health department. This grant is a collaborative effort across the whole department that includes the STD Prevention & Control branch. SFDPH will be announcing the award more formally a later date. 

· CDC also recently put out several grant applications due to receiving stimulus money that had been delayed through the system.  CDC is required to award this money by September 30th. Grant explained that more detail would be provided later in the meeting when Tracey requests a letter of support from Steering for the application. This one-year funding can only be used for infrastructure and not programs or services. 

· Review of Survey Results from the last meeting

Six surveys were received.  Members acknowledged good facilitation and that with guidance from Co-chairs and HPS staff we were able to keep the agenda on time. There was a comment that members need to be mindful to step up, step down and share the floor with everyone. There were also some comments around the timing of the needs assessment. 
· Review Committee Updates Written Report
Isela reminded members that the Committee Update is a written document but the co-chairs asked the POI committee co-chair, Joe Ramirez-Forcier to discuss further what the committee is doing. She added that each month we will rotate having one committee do a verbal update. Isela brought members’ attention to the document entitled, “Community Viral Load (CVL). A Statement from the Points of Integration Committee (DRAFT), August 2010.” The CVL statement was developed following discussion at the Joint Council Meeting in May.  The committee felt that they were not ready to make any recommendations about CVL, but wanted to make sure that they continue to be part of the dialogue. The intended target of the statement is SFDPH; it summarizes the committee’s thoughts and feelings around the issue.   The committee sees the value of CVL research and understands that it is an innovative and important tool, but also wanted to be cautious because CVL data in SF is still preliminary.  There is still a lot to learn about CVL.  The statement is a way for the committee members to share their thoughts and feelings about CVL, which echoes much of the thoughts and ideas brought up at the Joint Council meeting.  Joe discussed the process associated with the approval of the statement. He explained that since the POI committee is a joint committee this statement would go to the Care Council for a vote in addition to going to vote from the HPPC.  

It was noted that certain people on the POI Committee felt that certain neighborhoods would be stigmatized by some of the data. It was also noted that the data should not be used in isolation because there are other factors to consider. Joe noted that cultural communication for the researcher and for the community is a different language. Joe also noted that it is important to remember no matter how many times you reframe the message the person on the other end may not understand your intent so there may need to improve and continue the dialogue. He added that overall the research is held in good regard. 
Comments and Questions

C: Further clarification was provided around the fact that POI is an integrated committee between Prevention and Care, and the policy has been that whenever something went to the Prevention and Care side both Councils has agreed on it. It was noted that the dynamic of the committee might shift if it is found that one of the Councils does not support the statement.
C: If there are any inaccuracies or inconsistencies then they need be cleared up so that it is a statement that the Councils can endorse. Obviously we want something that is accurate to go out to the public.  

Q: Where does the process go from here? 
A: There has been no request and no action on DPH other than to not use the data in isolation and that the dialogue continues.

C: POI perspectives are valuable. At the joint meeting, Moupali could only be at one table and given the time constraints could not provide more clarification and go to every table to respond to the various concerns. She would have liked to have clarified further and provide further context and perspective. She went to each Council to present the data but didn’t have the opportunity to come back and provide further information or clarification.

C: Clarification was made that Moupali did receive a copy of the statement before the committee voted on it. Moupali has been invited to come to the next meeting to provide further clarification.

C: This is a great example of when we have something that is cutting edge it is important to really look at how we frame how it is released to the community. 
C: It was noted that it seems like this is the beginning and not the end of something. The analysis seems preliminary and now there are concerns. We need to get to an end point where we feel there are next steps and need to know what to do with this information.

C: It was recommended that the dialogue continue and that perhaps a working group be formed to get this continue the process.
C: It was also noted that this needs to go back to the full council because we need to show that that there is all this input and that when something is sent away it does come back and all of this work is not lost. Also, it seemed to cause more questions than answers and a big concern was that this statement was prepared for DPH but it could go beyond DPH and have a bigger scope and purpose because there are researchers in San Francisco outside DPH that could benefit from this information.

Q: What are the next steps?
A: We could discuss it at our next POI meeting, and allow Moupali an opportunity to express her concerns. Eileen will also send an update to Laura Thomas, one of the HHSPC co-chairs that is also a member of the POI committee.  
Attendance Update
Pablo has had numerous consecutive absences and so he was sent a dismissal letter. Four other members have received letters for three or four absences. It was stated that Betty would be sending out the report on Friday.

· Request for Letter of Support for CDC Application
Tracey brought members’ attention to the draft letter of support for the CDC application for Enhanced Comprehensive HIV Prevention Planning and Implementation for Metropolitan Statistical Areas (MSA) most affected by HIV/AIDS. The idea is to develop a plan by January to look at how the Prevention Plan, HIV Health Services Plan, and treatment guidelines come together.  San Francisco is asking for a maximum amount funding of $1.7 million but it is based on number of AIDS cases, so SF may not get the full amount. These needs will be related to the New Directions to see how we can support testing and see how people can have access to testing.  The HIV Prevention Section felt that it would be a stronger application with a letter of support from the HPPC so they are requesting support. A copy of a draft letter was shared with the committee.
Comments and Questions

Q: is the SF MSA only SF or does it also include Alameda County?

A: The MSA does actually include Alameda County but this is only for SF division. Care is broader. That is called EMA. The State of California is also eligible for the grant and doing a separate application. 


Motion: A motion to support the Enhanced Comprehensive HIV Prevention Planning letter of support by HPPC was made by Gabriel Galindo, and seconded by Tonya Williams. The motion for the letter of support for the CDC application was approved by roll call vote as follows:
	Grant Colfax
	Abstain

	Isela González
	Y

	Ben Hayes
	NP

	Weihaur Lau
	NP

	Gabriel Galindo
	Y

	Tonya Williams
	Y

	Joe Ramirez-Forcier
	Y

	Frank Strona
	Y

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

	Eileen Loughran
	***************

	Vincent Fuqua
	***************

	Jenna Rapues
	***************


Motion was approved.
7.  Review of September 9th Council Agenda
· Needs Assessment 
Kym brought members’ attention to the presentation entitled, “2011 Needs Assessment: September 9, 2010”. She indicated that she would not be present at the next meeting so we need to choose presenters for the meeting.  She reviewed the goals for the presentation, which is to review the selection process for the 2011 Needs Assessment and to vote on the topic. She reviewed the slides that would be presented to HPPC. These slides included defining what a Needs Assessment is; past HIV Needs Assessments; lessons learned; 2011 Needs Assessment process for selecting the topic; the full list of topics; the description of the chosen topic; and the motion. Kym reviewed the short list of topics with members, went over the rationale behind the selection of the topic, and then worked with the members to refine the motion to provide further clarity. The short list topics are: populations dealing with mental health issues and new arrivals to San Francisco. 

Committee members provided feedback on the presentation.  Kym helped to reframe the current motion to read, “The Steering Committee moves that the HPPC conducts a Needs Assessment on how mental health issues affect access to HIV testing, and care among high-risk populations.” Kym also guided the members to select who would be presenting this information on the Needs Assessment at the September 9th HPPC meeting. It was decided that Joe and Gabriel would co-present the Needs Assessment presentation. It was added that a motion that comes from Steering does not require a second.
· Update on CTL New Technologies
Teri brought members’ attention to the presentation entitled, “San Francisco Department of Public Health Laboratory: HIV Testing.” Mark Pandori will be doing the presentation looking at the new and different testing technologies. Committee members provided Teri with feedback on the presentation. 
With the new voting process, minutes and agendas can be approved through a consensus process.  Isela stated that if there is not objection, we will adopt a motion to approve the September 9th agenda.  Since there was no objection, The September 9th Council agenda was approved by consensus. 

8.  Closure, Summary, and Evaluation 

Grant reminded members to do their process evaluations.

9.  Adjournment

Meeting adjourned at 4:58 p.m.
The next meeting will be on September 23rd, from 3:00-5:00 PM.

***Minutes prepared by Melissa Struzzo and reviewed by Eileen Loughran and Vincent Fuqua.  
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