HIV PREVENTION PLANNING COUNCIL (HPPC)

HIV Prevention Plan – “Show Me the Data”

Thursday, February 1, 2007

2:30 – 4:30 pm
MINUTES
Members Present:  William Bland , Chadwick Campbell Tom Ganger, Isela Gonzalez , John Melichar, John Newmeyer, Tei Okomoto, Tracey Packer, Rakli Wilburn
Members Absent:  Perry Rhodes III, Chandra Sivakumar, Frank Strona
Professional Staff: Eileen Loughran (HPS), Willow Schrager (Harder+Company Community Research), Alison Hamburg (Harder + Company Note-Taker)

1. Welcome and Announcements

· Isela started the meeting at 2:35. S he asked the group to introduce themselves and share any announcements.
2. Public Comment

· None
3. Steering Report
· Isela announced that the Steering committee discussed the upcoming Joint Council Meeting scheduled for February 8th.
· Eileen reported that Steering spent time going over the evaluation materials from the previous meeting.  Eileen explained that aside from regular evaluations that will happen after each committee, there will be a more comprehensive evaluation on a quarterly basis through Zoomerang.  Isela added that this year committee co-chairs will be provided with immediate feedback through real-time notes after presentations to the Council.
· Tracey gave the update on the attendance policy discussion.  The co-chairs and the Steering Committee have been trying to figure out how to make this policy meet the needs of the entire council.  The new policy will be introduced to the council on February 8th for a vote.  It’s similar to the policy that was discussed for informational purposes at the January 11th council meeting, but the Emeritus rule has been added.  Tracey stressed that if there isn’t consensus on the policy, there will be a working group to look at a way to add in a Leave of Absence or Medically Excused Absence period that will work with the council.
4. Committee Business

· Meeting Date & Time – Vote 
· Isela asked members whether meeting on the 1st Thursday of the month, from 2:30-4:30 pm would work for them.  Eileen announced that both Frank and Perry agreed to this as the regular meeting time, they just couldn’t make it today.
· Committee voted and agreed to meet on the first Thursday of every month from 2:30-4:30 p.m.

· Elect Co-chairs – Vote 
· Eileen explained the role of the co-chairs and asked for volunteers.  Co-chairing the committee would entail extra planning time with Willow, Tracey and Eileen to plan out agendas and facilitating the meetings.  There are often 2 co-chairs and one of the co-chairs will attend the Steering Committee.
· Tom, Isela and Frank (via email) expressed interest.
· Isela and Tom were elected as co-chairs of the committee.

· HPS and Harder + Company

· Willow described the role of Harder + Company Community Research.  Harder + Company works with the full council and the committees.  Harder + Company provides support to co-chairs and also does work that happens between meetings, including doing background research and literature reviews.  Eileen explained that she is the staff on committee and her role is to be a liaison with Harder + Company and the co-chairs.  She will work with them to prepare for meetings and presentations.
· Process Evaluation
· Eileen reported that the role of Process Evaluation is to support the committee process.  After each meeting, a Zoomerang online survey will get sent out by Process Evaluation. Once committees get the results they can assess how the process is going. Tracey explained that if anyone has a concern about the process of the committee, Process Evaluation is the place to lodge that concern.  She encouraged people to include those concerns in their Zoomerang, or if that’s not sufficient, email Kathleen or Kevin Roe.
· Tracey clarified that she is here as an HPPC member, not as a co-chair of the Council.
· Community Member Discussion - Representation
· Eileen explained that in planning today’s meeting, they decided that the committee should meet first and think about whose voice is not at the table.  This is an opportunity for the committee to say who they think should be represented in the group.  Tracey added that members should feel free to ask about different people’s expertise.
· Isela said she felt there needed to be the voice of an HIV+ woman of color.  Tei agreed that women of color and HIV+ women should be at the table.
· Tei mentioned that there was a growing population of transguys who are having sex with “bio guys”.  Tei also thought it would be important to have people who were formerly incarcerated on the committee.
· William supported FTM and transgender representation (noting that estimates of the transgender population have changed in recent years) and also suggested immigrant populations, especially recent immigrants, as an underrepresented community.
· Tracey asked how many more members the committee would want to add, keeping in mind the need for a productive group process.  Eileen reported that there are 12 people on the committee right now, excluding Harder + Company.  Chadwick proposed 15 as the maximum.  Others agreed on that number.
· Tracey suggested that it would be reasonable to add 4 people to the committee to represent the FTM, women of color, formerly incarcerated, and immigrant populations.  Eileen mentioned that this committee has already received two applications.  Tracey noted that those applications may not address the identified gaps and suggested members might want to work on getting more applications in so the Steering Committee can review them on 2/22.  Isela had someone in mind for an HIV+ woman of color.
· Members should get recommendations/applications to Eileen before February 19 (the earlier the better).  Eileen will forward the applications to Steering, which meets on February 22.
5. Discuss Scope of Work
· Develop Timeline
· Isela explained that in preparation for this meeting, a draft work plan for the year was developed.  The plan is broken down by month.  Isela asked members to review tasks for each month and raise any questions or concerns.
· Tracey noted that the work plan breaks down into three phases: 1) Priority Setting Model and allocation of funds, 2) Assessing Unmet Prevention needs, and 3) Presenting our work.
· Tei suggested that having a literature review at the start—simultaneously looking at the scope of work and the tiers—might be more helpful in highlighting gaps.  Willow mentioned that the literature review was placed where it is in the timeline because it will look at seroprevalence rates in subpopulations and cofactors.  Tracey clarified that the first step is looking at the BRP model.  For this stage, the committee will look at consensus numbers in order to see how the ranking might change.  The second stage is looking at the subpopulations within each BRP and cofactors identified by looking at the literature.  To be a subpopulation, the literature has to indicate a seroprevalence of 8% of more, so this is when Harder + Company will do the literature review.
· Tracey noted that the new prevention plan will be written in 2009, and this committee is the beginning of writing the Priority Setting chapter.  The committee will prepare a mid-year presentation in July for the full council before the council votes in November.
· John M. brought up the importance of looking at how members can get the consensus data in a useable format.
· Tracey asked if everyone felt comfortable with this timeline.  Everyone said it looked good so far.  
· The committee approved the work plan/timeline.
6. Review Priority Setting Model
· Harder + Company Presentation  
· Willow (Harder + Company) presented on the history of the priority setting model, including past and current models, setting the stage for this committee’s work.
· Brainstorm Questions/Concerns about the current model
· John N. noted that the consensus data would be valuable in showing the changes in incidence among heterosexual IDUs.  Willow explained that the next meeting will present this data.
· Tracey said she felt others were voicing a concern that because this model allocates funding based on incidence rates, resources will be shifted away from populations that are important.  Tei agreed, giving the example of decreasing funding for Black women in response to a decrease in incidence in this population.
· John M. said he liked that the current model focuses on behavior, but expressed concern that this model doesn’t speak to race, youth, etc. because they aren’t behaviors.
· Tracey noted that the current model focuses on behavior, but said she has noticed a shift to some talking about BRPs as identities—people refer to the “MSM community,” even though it isn’t a community.  She wondered if it would be possible for the model to be more in the background.
· Tracey noted that it is unclear where MST fits in the current model, and also noted that MTF and FTM are different but are in the same BRP.  Tei added that gender variant is not included.
· Tei asked about people who are incarcerated and having sex with men—are they “temporary MSMs”?  Tracey agreed this was an issue and also wondered how the current model deals with the temporary, fluid nature of many behaviors.  For example, what if someone was an MSM 20 years ago but doesn’t have sex with men anymore?
· John M. mentioned that even though it is possible to prioritize resources, the same amount of money doesn’t necessarily reach different communities equally.  For example, it’s much more expensive to reach people who are incarcerated than people who walk in to a test site—sometimes funding and effort don’t match.  Willow responded that Phase II of the committee will address gaps between funding and the ability to reach certain populations.
· Tracey mentioned that language and terminology (e.g. regarding transgender populations) is another important issue to address.
· William brought up the challenge of looking at context within the current model.  For example, people who live in the Tenderloin are at risk, but that is not a behavior.  He added that looking at cofactors is a good step in becoming more sensitive to the complexity of the individual.
· William noted that it seems like this plan focuses on the quantity, not the quality, of the money being spent.  He would like the HPPC to be more direct in saying what the money should be used for.
· Tei asked about the seroprevalence of crack vs. speed and wondered why more attention wasn’t being paid to crack. Eileen added the Substance Abuse committee is going to look at this issue.  She noted that Shelley Facente has been running numbers on crack with counseling and testing data and that she’s finding that crack use is associated more with a positive result than speed.  William agreed that historically crack has been associated with certain populations, but that there wasn’t a lot of attention paid to crack and sexual risk.
· Isela asked about the requirements for data in order to include certain groups in the model—what if there isn’t any research about a certain population but you know there’s a problem there?  How do you ensure data for what you know is true?  William asked if DPH has made an effort to get more representation of different populations in studies and if DPH would be able to get outcome data from their network of providers.  Tei suggested that the problem is not a lack of data, but rather that certain projects with very valuable data are folding—where do we get that data?
· Tracey explained that there has to be some standard of literature to agree on and that it is important to address how the committee is defining “data”.  Willow noted that the conversation about what data are valid needs to happen before Harder + Company does the literature review.
· John M. suggested that when the new model is put into place it will be important to look at strategies for reaching different populations who are in the same tier.
· Tom asked why the number of BRPs decreased from 12 to 8 over the years.  Tracey clarified that the categories were collapsed, not eliminated.  She stressed that everyone is included in the model.
· William mentioned that it is interesting that African Americans show up as a subpopulation in each of the BRPs.  He wondered if it would be possible to have something behavior related and also something more identity related, e.g. one chart that looks at the BRPs and another that looks at the Latino population, the African American population, etc.  Tracey noted that this is done when looking at allocation and funding but that there isn’t guidance about how the subpopulations are funded.
· Tei wondered how the current model tracks transmen and transwomen who don’t necessarily identify as transgender.  For example, if transmen are included in the MSM population, that makes for a different behavior.
7. Next Steps
· Isela asked for any follow-up items and explained that the next meeting will review the existing BRP model and discuss concerns with the model and its rankings.  
· Willow will bring consensus data.
· William asked if it would be possible to get information on how the funding played out using the current priority setting model.  Tracey responded that the funds were allocated generally the way the tiers were defined and said she and John M. could look more closely at the allocation grid.
· Tracey and John M. will bring allocation grid for the next meeting.
8.
Closing
· Isela reminded people to fill out the Zoomerang survey in their inbox.

Next Meeting:  March 1st, 2:30-4:30pm (Room 330A)
Minutes prepared by Alison Hamburg, and reviewed by Eileen Loughran,
Tracey Packer, and Isela Gonzalez.
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