HIV PREVENTION PLANNING COUNCIL (HPPC)

HIV Prevention Plan – “Show Me the Data”

Thursday, July 26, 2007 (extra meeting)
1 – 3 pm
MINUTES

Members Present:  David Gonzalez, Jen Hecht, Chadwick Campbell, Isela Gonzalez, Frank Strona, Tei Okamoto, Perry Rhodes III, John Melichar, John Newmeyer
Members Absent:  Rakli Wilburn, Tracey Packer, William Bland
Professional Staff: Eileen Loughran (HPS), Israel Nieves-Rivera (HPS), Willow Schrager (Harder+Company Community Research), Aimee F. Crisostomo (Harder + Company Note-Taker)

1.  Welcome and Announcements
Isela Gonzalez welcomed committee members and commenced the meeting. 
2.  Public Comment
     No public comment.
3. Committee Business 
· Eileen informed members that since this is an extra meeting it will not count towards absences. She also pointed out that there are no voting items on the agenda.
· Willow recapped key points from the committee’s last meeting on 7/5/07.  A revised workplan was approved; election of co-chair was postponed until the next regularly-scheduled meeting on Aug. 2nd; initial findings from the literature review of subpopulations and cofactors were presented; the committee reviewed another BRP model that includes narrative descriptions of high risk behaviors for the transmission of HIV; and the presentation to the full Council was discussed.  
4.  Finalize BRP Language
· Willow informed the committee that the planning group had a discussion about BRPs (e.g., How should BRPs be grouped?  What should be included?  Transmission is low among FSF – should this be included in the model?).  It was suggested that the committee touch upon this issue and share its thoughts with the full Council.  Willow started the discussion by presenting the planning group’s thoughts and recommendations. 
· The planning group recommended keeping BRP 1 the same.  For BRP 2, suggestion was made to revise the BRPs to “transfemales having sex with males; transfemales having sex with females; and transfemales having sex with males and females”.  It was explained that transmales are not included because there is not enough data for transmales and this population may be reached through BRP 1,BRP 4, and BRP 3 prior to transition.  Additionally, the committee can require that at least one program is funded to serve transmales under “Special Considerations”.  
· The committee discussed these recommendations.  It was questioned whether BRPs reflect the risk of acquisition or the risk of transmission.  Another question was posed in regards to whether BRP 3 includes women who are at risk for acquiring HIV from male partners who are on the down low.  Some committee members made further suggestions:
· A second narrative column that explains the BRPs in detail
· BRP 2 should be “Transgender” – committee members questioned whether the BRPs have to be consistent with each other (e.g., use of acronyms only)
· Transmales should be included in the model and not solely in “Special Considerations” – relying on research to determine which BRPs are included could be problematic especially for this group.  While data does exist for this group, the public does not have access to it. 
· The existing narrative regarding modes of transmission should be simplified.  John Newmeyer volunteered to edit this section and the committee agreed.
· It may be time to consider other options for BRPs to show risk of acquisition (e.g.  MsM would read “men who have sex with men”;  F+ - IDU would read “HIV positive woman, IDU”)
· A fifth BRP should be considered that would be ranked before BRP 4.  This BRP would include potential emerging populations such as internet users, transmen, or incarcerated individuals. 
· This BRP would allow Prevention to look at where things are changing before the incidence increases; this could be a way of staying ahead of the epidemic; Prevention doesn’t have to wait until the numbers have already increased before this population is prioritized for funding.  This is a way of staying ahead.
· BRP would not be data-driven
· Committee members talked about how such a  BRP would show leadership and perhaps shed light into the need for more data and research for emerging populations.
· Isela clarified that the group will not be voting on possibility of a fifth BRP today; however, she asked committee members to share their opinions on this option.  All committee members agreed that having a fifth BRP that would include emerging populations or concerns would be worth exploring and further discussion.   The committee will continue this discussion at the 8/2 meeting. 
3. Prepare presentation for 8/9 HPPC meeting
· A draft Powerpoint presentation was distributed and reviewed.  The goal of the mid-year presentation is to get feedback from Council members on the the committee’s work so far.  Feedback from committee members on the presentation include:
· On pp. 4 -  Title with “Thing’s we’ve been grappling with” instead of “Our Work So Far”;  emphasize the committee’s struggles with certain issues and how the committee is addressing them (e.g., following the data while acknowledging areas where there is no data); 
· On pp. 5 – Retitle this slide, “One of our biggest questions” as “One of our biggest concerns”;  instead of posing questions, present the committee’s principles or theories regarding this issue of IDU and primary mode of transmission; 
· In presenting the four BRP model, try to gain the Council’s trust by starting with something easy and familiar;  for example, start by telling the council that the committee wants to make a IDU a co-factor and add HIV+ persons as a subpopulation;  and
· Harder+Co. should limit use of its logo on the presentation or include committee’s name or HPPC logo as well. 

· Committee members had differing opinions regarding the length of the presentation.  While some members thought having a concise and shorter presentation was better, others thought that having a more detailed presentation would show Council members that the committee has explored all possible questions.  
· Willow informed the committee that she spoke with Alex Kral regarding the research which is highlighted in the presentation which shows that primary mode of transmission for IDU is through sexual behavior; Alex Kral noted that this is the only data available thus far and commented that he would not suggest taking IDUs out of the BRP model.  
· Discussion regarding the presentation will continue at the next meeting. 
4. Summary/Closure

· Committee members were reminded to complete the Zoomerang survey for process evaluation.  Meeting was adjourned at 3pm.
             NEXT MEETING: August 2, 2007 from 2:30-4:30pm (Room 330A). 
Minutes prepared by Aimee F. Crisostomo and reviewed by Eileen Loughran  and Isela Gonzalez.
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