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Welcome, Introductions, and Announcements

Co-Chair Grant Colfax called the meeting to order at 3:04 PM.  He announced two newly appointed members for the 2009 term: Jackson Bowman and Demetrius Johnson.  He then asked members to introduce themselves and make relevant introductions.
· Gail Sanabria announced that she will be resigning from the HPPC and that the State Office of AIDS will be represented by Dennis Fleming, an intervention specialist.

· She expressed her gratitude to the Council for the experience over several years.

The attendees joined Grant Colfax in expressing their appreciation to Gail Sanabria for her years of service and many contributions with applause.

Certificates of Appreciation were distributed to members for their work on the 2008 Council.

City Budget Cuts

Grant Colfax provided an update on San Francisco (SF) General Fund budget cuts, including the following.
· The Mayor is required by law to balance the budget.

· Because revenues are down he has asked all departments to take mid-year budget cuts.
· The San Francisco Department of Public Health’s (SFDPH’s) share of the second half of the fiscal year’s budge cut amounts to $26.7M.
· The HPS has three sources of funding: The CDC; The State of CA; and SF General Fund.
· SF General Funds are not used for staffing costs; all of it is used for programs, including Syringe Programs (SP), which cannot be funded with Federal money.
· The HPS was initially asked to cut $1.13M, later reduced to $565K, from its City funding.

· The SFDPH recommended reducing funding only from the programs funded by the City.

· This would have resulted in some programs being totally eliminated.

· Other than SA the reasons programs are funded with City dollars are somewhat random.

· Because the HPPC’s role is to set prevention priorities, it was agreed that the Council and the HPS would propose another way to reduce prevention’s 2008-9 second half budget.

· As a result of an in-depth discussion at the HPPC’s Steering Committee the HPS submitted a proposal that cuts all programs across the board with these provisions:

· SPs would be “Held Harmless,” that is – it’s budget would be not be cut; and
· Bring the lowest Behavioral Risk Groups (BRPs) 7 & 8
 into alignment with HPPC’s Priority Setting Model prior to applying the across the board cuts.
· The across the board cuts are about 4.88%, if the total required remains unchanged.

· The HPS will continue to keep members informed.

Grant Colfax emphasized that no one wants to make these cuts.
· In response to Ken Pearce’s question Grant Colfax explained that the across the board cuts are from all programs, not just those funded by SF General Funds.
1. Review and Approval of Minutes from 11/13/2008
Motion was made by Steve Muchnick and seconded by Gayle Burns to approve the minutes from the 11/13/07 meeting.  No discussion was offered.  The vote was by roll call as follows:
	
	Member
	Vote
	Member
	Vote

	
	Pedro Arista
	Yes
	Vasudha Narayanan
	Yes

	
	Michelle Bakken
	Yes
	John Newmeyer
	Yes

	
	Gayle Burns
	Yes
	Tei Okamoto
	Yes

	
	Grant Colfax
	Yes
	Ken Pearce
	Yes

	
	David Diaz
	Yes
	Perry Rhodes III
	Yes

	
	Michael Discepola
	Yes
	Jenny Lynn Sarmiento
	Abstain

	
	Lauren Enteen
	Yes
	Gwen Smith
	Yes

	
	Keith Folger
	Yes
	Frank Strona
	Yes

	
	Isela González
	Yes
	Yavanté Thomas-Guess
	Yes

	
	Ben Hayes
	Yes
	Eric Whitney
	Yes

	
	Tom Kennedy
	Yes
	Tonya William
	Yes

	
	Weihaur Lau
	Yes
	Luke Woodward
	Yes

	
	Steve Muchnick
	Yes
	
	


The minutes from the 11/13/08 HPPC meeting were approved with one abstention.

2. General Public Comment

Grant Colfax explained that ten people had asked to address the Council and that ten minutes had been allotted on the agenda for this item.  Exercising the Chair’s prerogative to ensure that all members of the public would be provided an opportunity to speak each speaker would be allotted two minutes rather than the usual three minutes.

· Member of the public Michael Petrelis interjected a verbal objection.

· The Chair over-ruled the objection as being out of order and explaining that as Chair he has a duty to keep within the agenda’s planned time limits.
· He added that members of the public are free to comment on the Chair’s exercise of this prerogative at the next HPPC meeting 1/08/09.

· Michael Petrelis again interrupted with a shouted question, without being recognized by the Chair, which was deemed to be out of order.

· He was warned that if he were to interrupt the meeting again he would be asked to leave.

Willow Schrager of Harder & Co reminded members to complete the annual evaluation of Harder & Co which was distributed by way of a Survey Monkey.
Emalie Huriaux of the HPS followed up on a previous comment made to the Council and distributed copies of the Viral Hepatitis Guide in Spanish.

· She explained that additional copies are available by contacting her.
Peter Davidson of Homeless Youth Alliance (HYA) commented that the organization’s potential budget cut of $100K is enormous for a small program.

· He underscored that he was pleased that SPs were being held harmless.

· HYA provides Case Management, Drop-In Services, and Outreach which are, he also explained, actually integral parts of their SA programs.

· HYA serves approximately 400 young homeless IDU, they do about 1,500 counseling sessions, 5,000 referrals, and 1,400 medical visits; they also assist about 70 young people to get housing, drug treatment, and into residential drug treatment each year.

· He pointed out how difficult a population this is to work with due to its distrust of authority, disenfranchisement, low self-esteem, and other factors.
· He noted that a new syringe and condom isn’t enough – you have to be comfortable using them in complex social situations.

· Losing this funding could mean losing an essential part of HIV prevention in SF.
Michael Petrelis addressed the Council about two issues with comments including the following.

1. HPPC’s consideration of SF’s ballot Proposition K (Enforcement of Laws Related to Prostitution and Sex Workers) at its 10/09/08 meeting, which he asserted: 
· Took half an hour of that meeting with a confusing debate;
· Was a topic suggested by Jeff Klaussner at the 9/11/08 HPPC meeting
· (Jeff Klaussner being the Director of the SFDPH STD Prevention and Control who spoke at the September meeting as a member of the public); and
· With those 30 minutes of the Council’s time being wasted and no decision was reached.

2. He then stated that there was a, “Secret meeting,” on 12/04/08 about the Syphilis epidemic in SF, which was in part organized by Frank Strona.

· The HPPC, he continued, is allowing SFDPH STD Prevention and Control to create and control HIV’s prevention policy, “In the closet, behind closed doors.”
· He also said that this meeting about Syphilis was never publicly announced.

· Adding that there were no announcements made to the HPPC about the meeting either, although it was to include year-end STD epidemiology data.

· He stated that he does not believe that, “Darkness and closed doors,” are good environments in which to devise strategies to fight a Syphilis epidemic.
· He recommended the HPPC have a discussion about Jeff Klaussner’s manipulation of the HPPC and for not informing the public events like the 12/04/08 meeting.
Lani Riccobuono of HYA, SF Needle Exchange, and Tenderloin Health, commented on pending budget cuts.

· She expressed concern for the results of cuts specific to BRPs 7 & 8.

· She noted that a lot of those who are currently non –IDU, or have been IDU, are at risk of becoming IDU without the support current programs.

· As a result of a $100K budget cut HYA will have to cut staff, services, and hours and it is the only place addressing the needs of at-risk homeless youth in the Haight.

· She concluded that cutting services to this population is bad HIV prevention policy.
Nina Willer of HYA explained that it is the only program in the area.

· She noted that it would be nearly impossible to distinguish between users and non-users seeking services.
· She asked: How can a program do that?  How does that apply to kids who use and stop using, and then start again?  Do we ask to see track marks?

· She added that it is hard to provide safe space when you are always in crises.
Kyle House of HYA said that this program works with people that won’t go anywhere else.
· He explained that he used to be one of these homeless injection drug using kids.

· “Dudes Group,” a program he facilitates, has been effective giving young guys the opportunity to talk about what is going on including how they are dealing with the risks of getting and/or living with HIV and Hepatitis C.

· Cutting programs at this time would be a great setback for many programs that have been making inroads to this difficult to reach population.

· Homelessness and drug use, he underscored, have everything to do with HIV risk.

Zenelia Roman of Instituto Familiar de la Raza explained that she is the Health Educator that runs the SIDA de Vida which addresses the needs of teenagers between 18 and 24.

· This program would be severely impacted as part of cuts to BRPs 7 & 8.

· She suggested that research shows young Latina are at high risk for HIV and STDs.
· This in combination with the Latino community’s sexual taboos and religiosity leave these young Latinas largely in the dark.

· These young women want to participate in these programs because there they get reliable information about drugs, alcohol, and other things happening all around them.

· These programs are already very limited – with only two programs a year.
· She noted that HIV risk is very real in this community; teenage girls are having unprotected sex with older men and with men who are having sex with other men.
Eduardo Morales Executive Director of AGUILAS’ HIV prevention program for Gay and Bisexual men in SF and Senior Professor at the CA School of Professional Psychology addressed the Council about the across the board cuts; his comments included the following.

· Such cuts have different effects on organizations depending upon their sizes.

· Small organizations have fixed costs and don’t have much flexibility.

· In addition, corporations and foundations are cutting back on grants and contributions.
· AGUILAS is the only program for and by Latino Gay and Bisexual men on the West Coast.

· There are only two other such programs in the US: in Houston, and in Boston.

· He emphasized that with these cuts the program itself could be lost.

· He recommended that rather than across the board cuts that the HPPC utilize strategic reductions that minimize or eliminate cuts on small organizations because larger agencies can withstand funding cuts and continue to operate.
· He noted that this sort of tactic has been proposed to the SFDPH AIDS office several times over the past 15 years.

Elissa Velez of the EL/LA Program explained that they serve the needs of Latina Transwomen residing mostly in the Tenderloin and Mission neighborhoods.

· Most of these women have a lot have traumatic experiences, have been victims of violence, and are refugees that have come here to find a sense of family.

· The EL/LA Program’s drop-in facility provides a safe space in which they can relate and mitigate the trauma, which is known to be a significant co-factor for HIV transmission.

· Research shows, she noted, that foreign born Latinas are among the most likely to be late-testers, so rather than being shut down we need more testing facilities.

· She concluded by noting the progress that has been made over the past two years.
Daniel Linn shared his experience, which included the following.

· Six months ago he was on the streets, which he had been for years.

· At that time he decided to get off the streets and the only support he had was from the HYA outreach program.

· HYA have access to all of the resources available in SF and found him housing, helped him with his job search and in a lot of other ways.

· Kids on the street, including those coming in from out of town, have nowhere else to go.

· If HYA weren’t there the City would be spending much more money on jails – because that’s where a lot of these kids would be going.

· He suggested that the budget for HYA is money well spent because if it weren’t for HYA there would be an increase in injection drug use and needle sharing.

· Although he is a SF native if it weren’t for HYA he probably wouldn’t be addressing the Council but rather he’d most likely be strung out on the streets, or worse.

The attendees thanked Daniel Linn for his comments with applause.
Suzanne Rivecca of HYA shared copies of that organization’s newsletters to demonstrate the kind of work being done.  Her comments included the following.

· The measure of HYA’s work isn’t just quantitative much of it is qualitative and better told in stories, such as the success stories in their newsletters.

· If some of the people highlighted in the success stories had only used SP services the results would not have been as positive including: self-empowerment, recovery, and reengagement with mainstream society.
3. Members Response to Public Comment
All members joined Grant Colfax in thanking the participating public for their comments; their responses to those comments included the following.
· Tonya Williams explained that she and the HPPC share the public’s concern about the impact of these budget cuts.
· The HPS, she added, is to be commended for including the community in its response to and in minimizing the impact of these budget cuts.
· Montica Levy particularly thanked those who shared their personal experience.

· Carla Clynes observed that the public’s comments broadened the discussion.
· David Diaz assured the members of the public that their comments have been heard, that the Council is aware of how difficult it is for the Latino community to access services, and is sensitive to the difficulties in building trust with that community.

· Pedro Arista invited community members to participate in the Council’s busy work next year, especially to the Show Me The Data (SMTD) Committee meetings.
· Isela González explained that the HPPC and the HPS has been doing a lot of work preparing for budget cuts and we are trying to be supportive of each other and all funded programs.
· She underlined that next year may be worse as budgets tightened everywhere.
· She challenged everyone to find new ways to look at funding, including: funding through other sources, collaborating, cooperating, networking, and being creative.
· All participants, she concluded, have to work together to ensure we continue to provide services to those that need them.

· Michael Discepola asked if there will be an opportunity to review the performance of contracts prior to the next full year of the budget.
· He suggested looking at using performance relative to contractual objectives as a criterion for programs’ level of annual funding reduction.

Grant Colfax thanked community members for their participation, as well as members for their responses.  He explained that the HPS will go through the budget cut’s implications to any service provider.  He reiterated, however, that the numbers seem to change moment to moment.
4 HPPC Co-Chairs/Steering Committee Written Report
Grant Colfax drew members’ attention to the Co-Chairs/Steering Committee’s written report.
· He noted that the City’s budget has been addressed earlier in this meeting. 
5 Review & Approval Scope of Work
Eileen Loughran reviewed the document entitled, “Proposed Scope of Work January – July 2009,” copies of which had been sent to members and were available at the meeting.  She explained that an earlier draft of this document was presented to the Council at its 11/13/08 meeting and then to the Steering Committee where it was discussed and approved.  Her comments, including highlights of changes since the 11/13/08 draft included the following.

· Plan writing Committees’ scope of work on the 2010 Plan remains unchanged from last year.
· Their scope of work is January to July, when the Plan writing will be completed.

· The Co-Chairs are working on proposed scopes of work for the second half of the year.

· The Membership/Community Liaison (M/CL) and Points of Integration (POI) Committees’ scope of work is for all of 2009.

The Steering Committee moved that the Scope of Work January – July 2009 be approved.  No discussion was offered.  The vote was by roll call as follows.
	
	Member
	Vote
	Member
	Vote

	
	Pedro Arista
	Yes
	Vasudha Narayanan
	Yes

	
	Michelle Bakken
	Yes
	John Newmeyer
	Yes

	
	Gayle Burns
	Yes
	Tei Okamoto
	Yes

	
	Grant Colfax
	Yes
	Ken Pearce
	Yes

	
	David Diaz
	Yes
	Perry Rhodes III
	Yes

	
	Michael Discepola
	Yes
	Jenny Lynn Sarmiento
	Yes

	
	Lauren Enteen
	Yes
	Gwen Smith
	Yes

	
	Keith Folger
	Yes
	Frank Strona
	Yes

	
	Isela González
	Yes
	Yavanté Thomas-Guess
	Yes

	
	Ben Hayes
	Yes
	Eric Whitney
	Yes

	
	Tom Kennedy
	Yes
	Tonya William
	Yes

	
	Weihaur Lau
	Yes
	Luke Woodward
	Yes

	
	Steve Muchnick
	Yes
	
	


The motion approving the Scope of Work January – July 2009 was accepted unanimously.

6 Show Me The Data Committee Presentation
Eric Whitney and Lauren Enteen conducted the presentation entitled, “Show Me the Data (SMTD),” copies of which were sent to all members in advance and were available at the meeting.  During the presentation reference is made to the documents distributed entitled, “Draft 2010 Priority Setting Model,” and “Summary of Funding Priorities for HIV Prevention in San Francisco,” copies of both are available to absent members upon request.  Their additional comments included the following.
· Slide 5 & 6 – Groups are included or excluded in the model based on the risk associated with the specific behavior.

· Slide 6 – BRPs with less than .5% of AIDS cases since ‘04 had between 1–3 cases per year.

· Slide 7 – The BRPs are ranked by estimated incidence.

· Slide 8 – The four focuses areas of the 2010 Plan will be: Drivers, Prevention with Positives, Structural Changes, and HIV Status Awareness.
· Slide 9 – Co-factors are those things that might change someone’s risk of getting HIV, whereas Drivers are the underlying cause(s).
· Slide 10 – From this brainstormed list of potential drivers the Committee worked to find those closest to the actual incident of infection.

· Slide 11 – The basis of identifying Drivers is in their linkages to data.
· Slide 12 – Comparing people (in the same high-risk BRP) with and without an association to an independent element provides a risk ratio.
· The criterion used was a ratio of 2:1 to be defined as a ‘Driver.’

· Slide 14 – The list of possible drivers were filtered by the research available, community input, and committee members’ personal sense of the epidemic in SF.
· Slide 15 – More drivers may be added and over time some drivers may be eliminated.

The attendees expressed their appreciation for the presentation with applause.


Grant Colfax explained that there would be members’ discussion followed by public comment and, unless there is additional member comment a vote on the motion.
Member Comment (by topic)

· Keith Folger asked if BRP-1 is total MsM (including MsM-IDU where the risk comes from sexual activity); and where BRP-2 is where risk comes from injecting drugs.
· Frank Strona explained that services would be available through either BRP-1 or 2.

· Isela González drew members’ attention to the second column on the Priority Setting Model which shows overlapping high-risk behaviors shared by various BRPs.
· Tom Kennedy commented that he has always read the term “Drivers,” defined as structural elements – such as racism – that influences behavior rather than co-factor.

· He suggested this use may be confusing, or that it may become a buzzword.

· Eric Whitney said that the Committee was specific in its definition so as to provide specific behavioral guidance to programs making applications for grants.
· Frank Strona added that the Committee focused on the specific aspects of “Drivers” that are within HIV prevention’s purview, particularly in this time of scarcity.
· In response to Keith Folger’s question, Eric Whitney said that drivers are not ranked.

· Michael Discepola suggested that some drivers need more funding than others.
· Carla Clynes asked if consideration was given to combinations of drivers.

· Willow Schrager noted a difficulty analyzing data on drivers is the various combinations of prevalence percentages and ratios, which is like comparing apples and oranges.

· Eric Whitney said that the Committee has talked about the synergistic effect of drivers but decided to start with the available data.

· Willow Schrager added that this will be addressed in the chapter’s narrative, including contextual issues – such as racism and homophobia.

· John Newmeyer remarked that the standard is set fairly high for a factor’s inclusion as a driver, and while there may be enough data for the larger BRPs (MsM and IDU) he doubts there is sufficient data for the smaller BRPs.
· Willow Schrager said that they have found research for all of the suggested drivers in at least one BRP, including going back and talking with the researchers.
· Vasudha Narayanan suggested that even if drivers can’t be prioritized it would be helpful if they were mapped to the BRPs they relate to and show their risk ratios.

· Ken Pearce expressed concern about the concepts becoming too esoteric.

· By example he noted the epidemic of Syphilis in SF, which is usually considered an indicator for HIV but is not listed as a driver; whereas Gonorrhea and Chlamydia are.
· Frank Strona explained that in SF Syphilis does not meet the criteria as a driver because about 65% of those with Syphilis are already HIV(+) and have tested positive for Syphilis previously; whereas Gonorrhea and Chlamydia have different profiles.
· Ben Hayes asked how structural drivers – such as racism – are prioritized in this model.
· Frank Strona said that the Priority Setting Model is only part of the story, that such items will be addressed in the Plan’s narrative.
· Ben Hayes also asked if consideration was being made for drivers and/or co-factors that are specific to certain ethnic groups.

· Frank Strona explained that this is part of the Committee’s scope of work for 2009 when they focus on subpopulations.

· Weihaur Lau suggested that the more work that we do on these behavioral issues the clearer they become, and that our challenge now is to think outside of the box on the larger, contextual issues as well as how drivers impact various populations.

· Tonya Williams asked why BRP-4 doesn’t include FsM/F whereas BRP-1 has MsM/F.
· Willow Schrager explained that the data shows that the risk of transmission comes from the Male, and that there is nearly no risk of infection in the FsF behavior; she added that FsM is discussed in BRP-4.
· Tonya Williams then asked why not combine MsF and FsM (BRP-4 & 5).
· Willow Schrager that they are different behaviors and different populations.
· Montica Levy asked about TsT from the 2004 model.
· Willow Schrager explained that the population is less then .5% of AIDS cases and prevalence is lower than the criteria set (10% of the group’s population).
BRP-1 Transmales who have sex with Males (TsM)

· Michael Discepola noted that he has not seen data on risk relating to TMsM.

· He asked if that data exists, what does it say?
· Gayle Burns also expressed concern with the inclusion of TMsM in BRP-1 as a distinct group because Transmen often identify simply as men and so are reported that way.

· She also questioned if there was enough data to include TMsM in BRP-1.

· Carla Clynes asked how members can vote on a model without data on its components.

· Grant Colfax asked if Transmen reached the criteria .5% of AIDS cases since 2004.

· Willow Schrager responded that they don’t as yet know.

· Michael Discepola asked if the Committee is saying that they believe that if there was data it would show that TMsM are at least .5% of AIDS cases since 2004.

· He suggested that the data doesn’t meet the criteria that the Committee set.

· Tracey Packer explained that the Committee decided to categorize BRPs based on the behavior not the incidence.

· She pointed out that the 2004 model also had different groups within a BRP that had the same behavior but different incidence.

· Differing levels of incidence within a BRP is addressed in resource allocation.

· Carla Clynes said that if there isn’t enough data to prioritize this population it isn’t fair to those populations that are known to be at high risk. 

· Tracey Packer pointed out that it is never the case that all constituents of a BRP have the same level of incidence, which is addressed in resource allocation not priority setting.

· Isela González expressed concern that the motion might fail to pass because some members question or oppose inclusion of TMsM and asked if anyone might propose an amendment.
· Grant Colfax also proposed that since there is no data supporting TMsM meeting the criteria listed on slide six for inclusion in the model the recommendation regarding TMsM be sent back to the Committee for reconsideration and Motion One be amended and voted on today.

· He would rather the whole motion not be rejected because of this one provision.

· Keith Folger said that the behavior of TMsM is the same as any other MsM and it is in the behavior not the identity where the risk is.

· Montica Levy questioned why TMsM is listed separately from MsM at all.

· Willow Schrager explained that this group had previously been included as part of the whole Transgender population and the data can not be isolated in retrospect.

· The Committee was faced with the choice of either leaving this population out of the model for lack of data due to a change in our classifications, or to include this group because some practice the same sexual behavior as other men.

· Grant Colfax said that this is a matter of where, not if, this population belongs in the model.

· It was explained that the Committee attempted to keep the chapter simple and describe a sexual network that includes some Transmales.
· Jackson Bowman suggested that there may be some confusion because in the first motion discusses behavior and the second the criteria for drivers.
· Gayle Burns asked about the special box built into the model. Frank Strona clarified the Special Consideration provision to accommodate special issues or groups that do not fit into the model.
· Tracey Packer explained that we try to have priority setting based solely on science, but sometimes respecting identity must be part of it.

· She also noted a discussion the Committee had in 2007 in which the idea was floated to describe all behaviors in the most basic terms of penises, vaginas, mouths, and anuses.

· Although it avoided identities altogether, the suggestion was rejected as being difficult to explain, relate to, and therefore impractical.

· The model cannot be perfect but it should provide an outline of the best way to get prevention done by focusing on the priorities.

Michael Discepola moved and Keith Folger seconded the following amendment:

Amendment to the SMTD Committee’s Motion One:

That the BRPs be accepted as submitted with the exception that TMsM be removed from BRP-1; and that the SMTD Committee reconsider where TMsM most appropriately fits in the model.
It was noted that thereafter the SMTD Committee would resubmit their recommendation to the HPPC for inclusion in the 2010 Priority Setting Model.

Tom Kennedy Called the Question on the amendment and Keith Folger seconded. The vote was by roll call as follows.

	
	Member
	Vote
	Member
	Vote

	
	Pedro Arista
	Yes
	Vasudha Narayanan
	Abstain

	
	Michelle Bakken
	Yes
	John Newmeyer
	Yes

	
	Gayle Burns
	Yes
	Tei Okamoto
	Yes

	
	Grant Colfax
	Yes
	Ken Pearce
	No

	
	David Diaz
	Yes
	Perry Rhodes III
	Yes

	
	Michael Discepola
	No
	Jenny Lynn Sarmiento
	Yes

	
	Lauren Enteen
	Abstain
	Gwen Smith
	Yes

	
	Keith Folger
	Yes
	Frank Strona
	Yes

	
	Isela González
	Yes
	Yavanté Thomas-Guess
	Yes

	
	Ben Hayes
	Yes
	Eric Whitney
	Yes

	
	Tom Kennedy
	Yes
	Tonya William
	Yes

	
	Weihaur Lau
	Yes
	Luke Woodward
	Yes

	
	Steve Muchnick
	Not present for vote
	
	


The motion to Call the Question was approved with 19 Yes votes, 2 No votes, and 2 Abstaining.
Point of Information: Luke Woodward questioned if approved would TMsM be removed from the model or be required to be moved to another BRP?
The Chair explained that if approved the amendment sends placement, but not elimination, of TMsM within the model back to the Committee to reconsider the most appropriate for it to be.
The vote on the amendment to the SMTD Motion One was by roll call as follows.
	
	Member
	Vote
	Member
	Vote

	
	Pedro Arista
	Yes
	Vasudha Narayanan
	Yes

	
	Michelle Bakken
	Abstain
	John Newmeyer
	No

	
	Gayle Burns
	Yes
	Tei Okamoto
	No

	
	Grant Colfax
	Yes
	Ken Pearce
	Yes

	
	David Diaz
	Yes
	Perry Rhodes III
	Yes

	
	Michael Discepola
	Yes
	Jenny Lynn Sarmiento
	No

	
	Lauren Enteen
	No
	Gwen Smith
	Yes

	
	Keith Folger
	Yes
	Frank Strona
	No

	
	Isela González
	Yes
	Yavanté Thomas-Guess
	No

	
	Ben Hayes
	No
	Eric Whitney
	No

	
	Tom Kennedy
	Yes
	Tonya William
	No

	
	Weihaur Lau
	Yes
	Luke Woodward
	No

	
	Steve Muchnick
	Not present for vote
	
	


The amendment was approved with 13 Yes votes, 10 No votes, and 1 Abstaining.

Resumption of Discussion on the Main Motion (One)

Grant Colfax reread the main motion as amended. Discussion ensued including the following.
· Eric Whitney said the Committee had extensive discussion on where TMsM most appropriately fits, including meeting with the Transgender Advisory Council.

· He said that the Committee will either come back to the Council with the same recommendation, or TMsM will be eliminated.

· Michael Discepola suggested that there may be several ways to work this out and that he would be happy to work with the Committee to resolve this issue, as no doubt others would.
· Yavanté Thomas-Guess suggested that TMsM are, logically, at even more risk than other MsM because many FTM have both a vagina and an anus with which to have intercourse.
· Luke Woodward noted that it would be different if there was data saying there was no risk, but he questions the validity assuming the lack of data means a lack of risk.

· It is reasonable to presume, even with a lack of data, that this population is at risk.

· Ken Pearce suggested that questioning inclusion of TMsM in BRP-1 doesn’t deny the potential risk; however, the model is data driven and we don’t have data on TMsM.
· Isela González drew attention to a box entitled, “Priority Setting Considerations,” which is used for populations believed to be at risk but for whom we don’t have sufficient data.

· Grant Colfax said that he hopes the Council’s remarks help the Committee in its deliberations, including the alternate possibilities aired by members of that Committee.
· He also expressed that while he is sensitive to the health needs of this population, it doesn’t seem to meet the criteria established for inclusion in the model.

· Weihaur Lau explained that not long ago the Council approved a model with flexibility built in and we need that sort of out of the box thinking to reach all those at risk.
Tei Okamoto called the question there was no objection raised.
The vote to accept the SMTD Committee’s Motion One as amended was by roll call as follows.

	
	Member
	Vote
	Member
	Vote

	
	Pedro Arista
	Yes
	Vasudha Narayanan
	Yes

	
	Michelle Bakken
	Not present for vote
	John Newmeyer
	Yes

	
	Gayle Burns
	Yes
	Tei Okamoto
	No

	
	Grant Colfax
	Yes
	Ken Pearce
	Yes

	
	David Diaz
	No
	Perry Rhodes III
	Yes

	
	Michael Discepola
	Yes
	Jenny Lynn Sarmiento
	No

	
	Lauren Enteen
	No
	Gwen Smith
	Yes

	
	Keith Folger
	Yes
	Frank Strona
	No

	
	Isela González
	Yes
	Yavanté Thomas-Guess
	No

	
	Ben Hayes
	Yes
	Eric Whitney
	No

	
	Tom Kennedy
	Yes
	Tonya William
	Not present for vote

	
	Weihaur Lau
	Yes
	Luke Woodward
	No

	
	Steve Muchnick
	Not present for vote
	
	


SMTD Committee’s Motion One as amended was approved with 14 Yes votes and 8 No votes.
Discussion ensued which included the following.
· Tei Okamoto indicated that the criteria of the two-times risk factor is something that was discussed in Committee that he is quite comfortable with.

The Chair called for additional comment, none being offered.  The vote on SMTD Committee’s Motion Two was by roll call vote as follows.
	
	Member
	Vote
	Member
	Vote

	
	Pedro Arista
	Yes
	Vasudha Narayanan
	Yes

	
	Michelle Bakken
	Not present for vote
	John Newmeyer
	Not present for vote

	
	Gayle Burns
	Yes
	Tei Okamoto
	Yes

	
	Grant Colfax
	Yes
	Ken Pearce
	Yes

	
	David Diaz
	Yes
	Perry Rhodes III
	Yes

	
	Michael Discepola
	Yes
	Jenny Lynn Sarmiento
	Yes

	
	Lauren Enteen
	Yes
	Gwen Smith
	Yes

	
	Keith Folger
	Yes
	Frank Strona
	Yes

	
	Isela González
	Yes
	Yavanté Thomas-Guess
	Yes

	
	Ben Hayes
	Yes
	Eric Whitney
	Yes

	
	Tom Kennedy
	No
	Tonya William
	Not present for vote

	
	Weihaur Lau
	Yes
	Luke Woodward
	Yes

	
	Steve Muchnick
	Not present for vote
	
	


The SMTD Committee’s Motion Two was approved with passed 20 Yes votes and 1 No vote.
The attendees joined Grant Colfax’s expression of thanks to the members of the SMTD Committee for all of their hard work with applause.
7 Membership/Community Liaison Committee 
This item was tabled and to be reschedule by the Steering Committee to a later meeting.

8 Next Steps
Grant Colfax invited members and the public to make additional comments, none were offered.
9 Summary, Evaluation, and Closure of Meeting

Grant Colfax pointed out that the intensity and length of the meeting’s discussion is indicative of the amount of work and discussion the Committee members have had in bringing these recommendations to the Council.  He added that this is what community planning is all about.

10 Adjournment

The meeting adjourned at 5:58 PM.

Minutes prepared by David Weinman and reviewed by Eileen Loughran and Israel-Nives-Rivera.
The next HPPC meeting will be Thursday, January 8, 2009 
at the Quaker Meeting House, 65 Ninth Street, San Francisco
The next HPPC business meeting will be held on Thursday, January 8, 2008


3:00 – 6:00 PM


Quaker Meeting House, 65 9th St. (between Market & Mission), San Francisco.





Motion Two


The SMTD Committee moves that the HPPC approve the following criteria for drivers:


A driver must have a 10% or higher prevalence within the high-risk BRP (MsM, IDU, and TFsM), and


Be an independent factor for HIV, making a person in a high-risk BRP 2 times as likely to contract HIV compared to someone who is not affected by the driver.








Motion One


The SMTD Committee moves that the HPPC approve the following BRPs to be included in the 2010 Priority Setting Model:


MsM, MsM/F, TMsM


IDU


TFsM


FsM


MsF














�  	BRP 7 - Males who have sex with Females (MsF), non-IDU


    	BRP 8 - Females who have sex with Males (FsM), non-IDU
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