HIV PREVENTION PLANNING COUNCIL (HPPC)
Steering Committee

Action Minutes From Meeting:

July 26, 2007

Members Present:  Gayle Burns, Isela Gonzales, Weihaur Lau, Tei Okamoto, Perry Rhodes III, Frank Strona, and Eiko Sugano.
Members Absent:  Edward Byrom and Tracey Packer.
Professional Staff:  Aimee Crisostomo (Harder & Co), Eileen Loughran (HPS), Israel Nieves-Rivera (HPS), Jenna Rapues (HPS), Lisa Reyes (HPS), and David Weinman (note taker).
1. Welcome and Announcements

Co-Chair Gayle Burns called the meeting to order at 3:08 PM.  She asked attendees to introduce themselves and make relevant announcements.
· Eiko Sugano distributed the flyer entitled, “SEX WORK: Keeping Safe When I Play for Pay,” announcing a free workshop 08/04/07 1:00-3:00 PM at the Dimensions Clinics, presented by LIFE Bay Area; copies of the flyer are available to absent members upon request.
· Gayle and Aimee Crisostomo reminded attendees of the Community Forum on Health scheduled for later that day.
2. & 3.  Public Comment and Members Response to Public Comment
There was no public comment
2. Review and Approval of 6/28/07 minutes
Motion was made and seconded to approve the minutes submitted for the 06/28/07 meeting.  There was no discussion.  Vote was by roll call as follows.
	
	Member
	Vote
	Member
	Vote

	
	Gayle Burns
	Yes
	Perry Rhodes III
	Yes

	
	Isela Gonzales
	Yes
	Frank Strona
	Yes

	
	Weihaur Lau
	Yes
	Eiko Sugano
	Abstain

	
	Tei Okamoto
	Yes
	
	


The minutes were approved with six Yes votes and one Abstention.
3. Review of July 12 HPPC Meeting

These process evaluation documents had been distributed to all members in advance of the meeting:  “Process Evaluation Memorandum,” dated 07/17/07; “Process Evaluation … Three Words,” dated 07/12/07; and “Participants Dialogue Boxes,” dated 07/12/07; discussion ensued.
Social Marketing Presentation

· Frank Strona expressed concern that the portion of the agenda on Social Marketing didn’t address the issues the public wanted the Council explore.

· He added that he believes the HPPC still has an obligation to have a larger conversation on this topic with more organization involved in social marketing.

· He noted, nonetheless, that the presenter provided a good understanding of the basics of social marketing.

· Israel Nieves-Rivera asked other members for suggestions regarding what they hoped the presentation on social marketing would have covered.

· Frank said that he had hoped for a panel discussion with people who have done social marketing discussing the issues they confronted; including: was the message appropriate, are the messages working in the community, are people burning out, and is there too much/too little information.
· He later added that it would have been useful to have published literature on the effectiveness of social marketing, adding that there has been a lot of such research done in SF.

· Isela Gonzales said that the presentation could have had more detail about pre-campaign testing or assessments.

· She added that the background information was valuable.

· Perry Rhodes III said that it would have been helpful to have more presenters who could talk about examples of actual campaigns.

· Lisa Reyes said that a community forum would be a good idea, particularly as there can’t be enough time for a panel discussion with lots of discussion at a Council meeting.

· It was noted that a panel discussion at a community forum had been discussed previously, and that it had been decided by co-chairs that it should be incorporated into a Council meeting.
· Israel said that the Council has a specific role which is to identify the efficacy of social marketing as an intervention so that it may be included in the HIV Prevention Plan.  The plan can include guidelines and standards that an organization must follow in order to implement the intervention.  
· He added that next year the Strategies and Interventions/Evaluation Committee can include further guidelines and standards as part of the writing of the HIV Prevention Plan.
· Frank indicated that the HPPC could suggest various standards, including the use – or exclusion – of certain words.

· He added that the Council could also create, or suggest, guidelines on access to and distribution of materials.

· Gayle noted that funding from the CDC has restrictions.

· She added that SF did receive some funding in the past from Bristol-Myers-Squib that was used for several things without the usual restrictions imposed by the CDC.
Cooperative Agreement

· Perry noted that there weren’t a lot of questions about the Cooperative Agreement and asked if members understand it.
· Isela indicated that members have been given many opportunities to ask questions.

· Israel explained that only one member responded to the survey by asking for help, that he contacted this member, and is awaiting the member’s response.
· He added that no one showed up for the first “explanation” session.

· And he noted that no one has phoned or emailed asking for clarification.
· Weihaur Lau suggested that when/if members get to a point of not understanding they will ask; and that his experience is that it may take two or three meetings before new members realize that they don’t really understand.
· Weihaur added that the HPPC is doing a better job this year than in the past, of explaining the Cooperative agreement and the process to new members.

· In response to Frank’s question Lisa Reyes explained that information on the Cooperative Agreement is included in new member orientation, but that if it is too extensive new members tend to forget it by the time the Cooperative Agreement is discussed.
· She added that members are almost always somewhat confused about the Cooperative Agreement in their first year.

· Perry indicated that new members have a responsibility to follow up on things they don’t understand.

· Isela said that the HPPC new members’ binder helped her, but it takes time to absorb all of the HPPC’s process and workings.

· She nonetheless highlighted that members need to take responsibility and be diligent.

· Gayle suggested explaining to new members at the next Council meeting that understanding the Cooperative Agreement is a process, and that they should feel comfortable asking questions.

4. Co-chairs/Steering Committee Business

Federal, State, City Updates
· Frank reported that the California HIV/AIDS Planning Group reviewed and approved the State of California CDC application for the African-American HIV Testing Initiative. 
Committee Updates

The document entitled, “Committee Report for Steering Committee” dated 07/26/07 had been sent to all members in advance of the meeting.  There was no discussion on this topic.
Community Representation / Council Membership
Lisa and Jenna noted that there are now eight applicants for the mid-term recruitment, as three have dropped out, and that they are all excellent candidates.
· Steering was reminded that a regular recruitment drive has just begun. Weihaur asked about the three age brackets in the definition of youth.

· Israel explained that in 2005, the HPPC Youth Committee made recommendations, and the Council approved specific age ranges for recruitment to the HPPC.  The age ranges listed reflect those recommendations. 
· Eiko said that she sent out information to organizations to help promote youth participation.
· Frank offered to answer questions for prospective members about Council membership, including describing the commitment necessary.
· Lisa suggested that he work with the interviewing committee.
Attendance Update
Eileen Loughran reported that no new letters were sent out this month.  She also reminded members that the new policy goes into effect next month.

· Israel suggested that Committee Co-Chair remind members about the new policy, including that to use additional absences due to disabling conditions members must self-identify.

Letter of Support for restoration of funds for the Syphillis Elimination Project
Eileen provided background including that this issue was raised by Susan Philip of the SFDPH STD Section, during public comment at the 07/12/07 Council meeting.  A letter has been drafted to the relevant directors of the CDC from the community Co-Chairs of the HPPC.
· Frank suggested copies be sent to Representative Pelosi and Senators Boxer and Feinstein.

Motion was made and seconded to approve the letter.  No other discussion was offered.  The vote was by roll call as follows.

	
	Member
	Vote
	Member
	Vote

	
	Gayle Burns
	Yes
	Perry Rhodes III
	Yes

	
	Isela Gonzales
	Yes
	Frank Strona
	Abstain

	
	Weihaur Lau
	Yes
	Eiko Sugano
	Yes

	
	Tei Okamoto
	Yes
	
	


The motion was approved with six “Yes” votes and one abstention.
· In response to a question Eileen explained that the HPPC now conducts all of its votes by roll call to ensure compliance with the SF Sunshine Ordinance.
· Frank proposed the use of ‘Turning Point’ software which enables members to vote simultaneously, displays each member’s vote by overhead projector, and records all votes electronically.
5. Cooperative Agreement
Israel provided an overview of the process including:

· Thus far no questions from members have been received; and
· Another meeting to review the narrative would be held on Wednesday 08/01/07.
Israel then conducted the presentation entitled, “2008 Interim Progress Report Review of Draft Budge Summary,” dated 07/26/07, copies of which had been sent to all members in advance of the meeting.  His additional comments included the following.
· Slide 2 – This does not include special funds from the City for other specific services.
· Slide 5 – overall administrative costs are picked up by CDC funding so that the majority of State funds and all City funds can go directly to services.

· Slide 5 – administrative costs (about 24% of total funding) are in line with other organizations’ reported experience.

Israel we will re-send the draft narrative before the next HPPC meeting 08/09/07.
Question and Comments

· Frank suggested emphasizing that 24% of total funding is for administration; although administration is 37% of the funding received from the CDC.

· Israel noted that the presentation needs to focus on the CDC funding, but that he will try to make the distinction clearer.
6. Review & Discuss August 9, 2007 Council Agenda

A draft of the agenda for the 08/09/07 Council meeting was distributed, copies of which are available to absent members upon request.

· Perry asked if there was enough time for review and discussion of the Cooperative Agreement and it was generally agreed that there was.

Placement of the Break

· Frank suggested moving the break to before the Show Me the Data Committee presentation (@ 4:10 PM).

· Eileen explained that a long discussion is anticipated and the intent was to give members time to digest all of the data presented in the Cooperative Agreement and Show Me The Data Committee presentations before entering into the question and comment portion.
· Weihaur said that having the break before the Committee’s presentation delineates the part of the meeting dealing with the Cooperative Agreement from the Committee’s work. 

· Frank suggested having a rolling/flexible break time and explaining to members that the actual time of the break would be dependant on the flow of the meeting. 

· Perry suggested moving the break to after the Cooperative Agreement and, if necessary, another short break after the Show Me The Data Committee presentation if necessary.

· Frank asked if, as an alternative, it would be appropriate to move the Cooperative Agreement portion of the agenda to after the SMTD committee’s presentation.
· Several members expressed difficulty with this idea.
· Weihaur suggested encouraging people to talk with their mentors during break(s).

· The break will be moved to follow the Cooperative Agreement presentation.

Cooperative Agreement

Israel asked about the overall “shape” of the Cooperative Agreement presentation.
· Frank suggested prefacing discussion with a statement such as, “Based on the document that you were asked to read in advance of the meeting” and then bullet of each section.

· Eiko suggested putting in a summary of each section.

· Israel noted that there are 13 sections and that the presentation could get to be too long.
· Frank suggested that three or four slides should suffice for all of the sections.

Israel then asked about the budget presentation, and there was general agreement that the presentation reviewed was very good and appropriate.
Motion was made and seconded to approve the draft agenda for the 08/09/07 Council meeting, including the addition of an optional second break.  The vote was by roll call as follows.
	
	Member
	Vote
	Member
	Vote

	
	Gayle
	Yes
	Perry Rhodes III
	Yes

	
	Isela
	Yes
	Frank Strona
	Yes

	
	Weihaur Lau
	Yes
	Eiko Sugano
	Yes

	
	Tei Okamoto
	Yes
	
	


Motion was approved unanimously. 
7. Closure, Summary, & Evaluation 

Gayle thanked attendees and reminded members to complete their evaluation surveys.
8. Adjournment

The meeting adjourned at 4:24 PM.
The minutes were prepared by David Weinman and reviewed by Eileen Loughran and Israel Nieves-Rivera.
The next meeting is scheduled for Thursday 8/23/07
from 3:00 PM to 5:00 PM – 25 Van Ness Ave., Suite 330 A 
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