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Abstract

Introduction

The PROMISE study was launched in 2018 to assess and document the implementation of
changes to an existing HIV Care Coordination Program (CCP) designed to address persistent
disparitiesin care and treatment engagement among persons with HIV in New Y ork City. We
evaluated provider endorsement of features of the CCP to identify opportunities for

improvement.

Methods

We used a discrete choice experiment (DCE) to measure provider endorsement of four CCP
attributes, including: a) how CCP helps with medication adherence, b) how CCP helps with
primary care appointments, ¢) how CCP helps with issues other than primary care, and d) where
CCP vidits take place (visit location). Each attribute had three to four levels. Our primary
outcomes were relative importance and part-worth utilities, measures of preference for the levels

of the four CCP program attributes.

Results

Visit location (28.6%) had the highest relative importance, followed by how staff help with ART
adherence (24.3%), how staff help with issues other than primary care (24.2%), and how staff
help with primary care appointments (22.9%). Within each of the above attributes, respectively,
the levels with the highest part-worth utilities were home visits 60 minutes from the program or
agency (19.9 utiles, 95% CI 10.7-29.0), directly observed therapy (26.1 utiles, 95% CI 19.1-

33.1), help with non-HIV specialty medical care (26.5 utiles, 95% CI 21.5-31.6), and reminding
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clients about and accompanying them to primary care appointments (20.8 utiles, 95% CI 15.6-

26.0).

Conclusions
Ongoing CCP refinements should account for how best to support and evaluate the intensive

CCP components endorsed by providersin this study.
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I ntroduction
Antiretroviral therapy (ART) adherence improves clinical outcomes among persons with HIV

(PWH) and reduces onward transmission of the virus [1-4]. However, in the United States, the
Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) estimates that only 64.7% of persons
diagnosed with HIV in 2017 and alive at the end of 2018 had achieved viral suppression (<200
copies/mL) by the end of 2018 [5]. In New Y ork City (NYC), 77% of PWH were virally
suppressed in 2018, though stratified viral suppression rates indicate persistent disparities across
multiple subgroups, including age, sex, gender, race, and transmission risk [6,7].

In 2009, the New Y ork City Department of Health and Mental Hygiene (NY C Health
Department) implemented a multi-component HIV Care Coordination Program (CCP) with the
goal of improving engagement in care and treatment among the most vulnerable PWH in NYC,
including those facing the additional challenges of mental health issues, food insecurity, and
unstable housing [8,9]. The program has since been included in the CDC’s Compendium of
Evidence-Based Interventions and Best Practices for HIV Prevention [10—12]. Theinitial CCP
was implemented at 28 Ryan White Part A-funded agencies, reaching over 7,000 clientsin less
than four years. The CCP demonstrated modest benefits for viral load suppression among newly
diagnosed PWH and previously diagnosed but consistently unsuppressed PWH [9,13,14].
Refinements to the CCP to enhance intervention delivery and impact were implemented in 2018,
and the program will likely continue to evolve.

The PROMISE study (Program Refinements to Optimize Model Impact and Scalability
Based on Evidence) was launched in 2018 to assess and document the implementation of
changes to the CCP. Based on the recognition that successful program implementation depends
upon both client and provider engagement, we conducted a discrete choice experiment (DCE) to
understand provider preferences for specific program features. DCES originated in econometrics
[15] and increasingly are being applied to questions in the public health and healthcare settings,
including HIV care and prevention [16—18]. Here we present the findings from the provider
DCE.
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M ethods

Population and sampling

Ryan White Part A funding in NY C is used to fund services other than medical care, therefore
our target population was comprised of non-medical providersin the core CCP positions of
patient navigators/health educators, care coordinators/case managers, and program directors or
other administrators at any of the 25 agencies implementing the revised CCP. All staff in those
core program roles were eligible to participate. Ten agencies were community health centers, 6
were private hospitals, 3 were public hospitals, and 6 were community-based organizations.
Eleven agencies were located in Brooklyn, 10 were located in Manhattan, 9 were located in the
Bronx, 4 were located in Queens, and 1 was located in Staten Island. The study protocols and
materials were reviewed and approved by the NY C Health Department institutional review board
(IRB), which served as the IRB of record for the PROMISE study. All participants provided

informed consent.

Developing the attributes and levels

We wanted to include aspects of the CCP that could be explored in both the current provider
DCE and a subsequent client DCE in order to facilitate future concordance analyses. Following
from this, and in accordance with best practices for designing DCEs [19,20], we began
developing alist of program features to investigate in the DCE through two client focus groups
(7 participants total) and one provider focus group (5 participants) See Table, Supplemental
Digital Content 1 for participant details. Both providers and clients described and expressed
positivity about CCP service features, particularly those supporting non-medical issues.
Providers stressed matching CCP features to each client’s particular needs.

We also considered which of the key elements of the program might be amenable to
future changes, whether in program focus, intensity, or mode of delivery. The possible features
and versions of those features, called attributes and attribute levels in the parlance of DCEs, were
originally defined by reviewing focus group feedback and through discussion within the study
team, and then refined based on feedback from PROMISE Study Advisory Board members at a
meeting in June 2019. Our final design included four attributes with three to four levels each,
which varied by focus, intensity, and/or mode: 1) help with adherence to ART; 2) help with
primary care appointments; 3) help with issues other than primary care; and 4) where program
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visits happen (visit location). Black-and-white graphics (icons) were included to convey attribute
levels and facilitate quick comprehension and comparison of the attribute levels across choice
concepts. See Table 1 and Figure 1.

Table 1. Attributes and levels of a discrete choice experiment investigating provider preferences for HIV
care coordination servicesin New Y ork City

Attribute Attribute level description Helper image
Help with Adherenceto ART

Clientsreceive DOT or modified DOT

)

Clients receive medication reminders by phone
call or text

=M

are assessed and helped with medication

Clients don't receive medication reminders, but
adherence

Help with Primary Care

[ ]
Appointments Staff provide reminders and attend all primary
care appointments with clients

Staff provide reminders and arrange
transportation for clientsto get to primary care ; ﬁ
appointments
Staff only provide reminders for primary care ﬁ
appointments —-—ceiid
‘—
Help with Issues other than ” @

: Staff help with insurance, SSI benefits, and other <,
Primary Care general paperwork for health care coverage and y
benefits

Staff help with securing housing and food

Staff help with mental health and well-being
issues (such as stress, substance use, diet, or
personal relationships)

Staff help with connections to specialty medical - 8
care (cardiology, oncology, neurology, ear-nose- m
throat, etc.)

Staff meet with clients at the program location 'i ' W
L]

Where Program Visits Happen

Staff meet with clients by phone or video chat

Staff make home visits, 30 minutes from the E
program location nm.
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Staff make home visits, 60 minutes from the m 'ih'
it

program location __J
PROMISE Survey
Imagine that you had to choose betwaen two programs with the features below.
Select the one you would prefer
F 1c
Option A Option B
Help with Adherence to ART Help with Adherence to ART
e @
DOT or m
i
madication adherence
Help with Primary Care Appointments Help with Primary Care Appointments
o0 o . Staff provide rem
Sta ders and AL i
appo s — appointments
Help with Issues other than Primary Help with Issues other than Primary
Care Care
on
L] L]
%\_’s#
roal
Where Program Visits Happen Where Program Visits Happen
® Staff meet with clients at the Staff meet with clients by
“ program location phone or video chat
Ll
Select Select
10
94 100%

95 Figure 1. Example of discrete choice experiment (DCE) task presented
96 to providers, desktop or laptop browser orientation.

97
98 DCE design

99  Thesurvey was designed and implemented using Lighthouse Studio Version 9.8.1 (Sawtooth
100  Software, Provo, Utah, USA) and deployed via Sawtooth’s online survey hosting platform. The
101  final design included ten comparison tasks, with two alternatives per choice task; to improve
102  design efficiency and the precision of our main effects part-worth utility estimates, we chose not
103  toinclude a“None’ option. We used Sawtooth’s Balanced Overlap method [21,22] to generate
104  random tasksin which each level appeared approximately the same number of times as the other
105 levelswithin each attribute (level balance), some level overlap within an attribute was permitted
106  across alternatives in the same task, and levels within one attribute were included independently
107  of levelswithin other attributes (orthogonality). Our design’s relative D-efficiency was 88%

108  compared to the D-efficiency of Sawtooth’s Completely Enumerated design, which is


https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.10.21.21265350
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.10.21.21265350; this version posted October 25, 2021. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
It is made available under a CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International license .

109  dstatistically more efficient but is less able to identify possible interaction effects due to minimal
110  overlap between aternatives within achoice task [21]. The survey was deployed in English.

111 Introductory text was included to describe the attributes being investigated in the survey
112 and explained that “Y our responses will tell us what program features providers value most and
113 what features they might like to change.” In each choice exercise, we asked providersto

114  “Imagine that you had to choose between two programs with the features below. Select the one
115  that you would prefer.” After the choice exercise we asked respondents about their age,

116  race/ethnicity, and gender identity, and the length of time they had been providing CCP services.
117

118 Samplesize

119  The minimum sample size for estimating main effectsin a DCE can be calculated asn > %

120  wheren isthe number of respondents, ¢ is the maximum number of levels among all of the
121 attributes, t isthe number of choice tasks, and a isthe number of alternatives per task [23,24].
122 Thisformula assumes each main-effect level appears at least 500 times within the survey design.

123 The minimum sample size for our study given a maximum of 4 levels among our attributes, 10

124  choicetasks, and 2 alternatives per task is (5100(;((2 = 100, therefore, our target sample size of 150

125  responses was sufficient to estimate main effects.

126

127  Data collection

128  In January 2020, we emailed individual survey IDs and links to the online survey to 227

129  providersfrom the 25 revised CCP implementing agencies, with atarget sample of 150

130  completed responses. The DCE could be completed in any modern browser on a desktop or

131  laptop computer, tablet, or phone. Participants were compensated with $25 gift cards upon

132 completion of the survey. The survey was closed in early March 2020, before the first wave of
133 the COVID-19 pandemic in NY C, with 152 respondents. Into the final survey data set we

134  merged additional staff and agency descriptive data, such as staff role, agency location, and CCP
135  budget, gathered from program liaisons and existing NY C Health Department contract records.
136
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Analysis

We used Sawtooth Software' s Lighthouse Studio 9.8.1 to design, administer, and analyze the
survey. We estimated part-worth utilities for each attribute level using the hierarchical-Bayesian
(HB) method and assuming the Random Utility Model, which posits that people choose the
option that has the highest total utility for them [25]. The HB method analyzes the data at the
individual level aswell as the aggregate level, which yields more stable respondent-level
estimates and also allows for more heterogeneity across respondents than other methods, such as

traditional multinomial logistic regression [26,27].

Part-worth utilities and relative importance

We interpreted part-worth utilities as preferences for or endorsements of particular features. We
estimated part-worth utilities using effects coding, and zero-centered the estimates at the
individual level in order to reduce the effect of noise on respondents’ utility ranges [15,28,29].
We calculated relative importance at the respondent level as the range in part-worth utilities for
levels within an attribute over the sum of the ranges in part-worth utilities for levelsin all
attributes; this yielded an importance score scaled from O to 1 for each respondent for each
attribute. We then averaged this respondent-level measure to get an aggregate-level measure of
attribute relative importance. Attribute relative importance is a way to quantify the degreeto

which an attribute influences choices across respondents relative to the other attributes.

Model fit and respondent data quality

We measured overall model fit using percent certainty, analogous to McFadden’ s pseudo-R?,
where values from 0.2 to 0.4 indicate a good modd fit [30]. We also used the model’ s overall
root likelihood (RLH) to evaluate mode fit. RLH is the geometric mean of the likelihood of each
alternative within a choice task being selected, and ranges from 1/n (worst fit) to 1 (best fit),
where n isthe number of alternatives per task [31,32]. In this study, an RLH of 0.5 would
indicate no modd fit. We also assessed straightlining, response speed, and individual RLH
values, three common indicators of respondent quality in DCEs [33].
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166 Results

167  Respondent Demographics and Agency Characteristics

168  Characteristics of the 152 respondents are described in Table 2. At least one provider responded
169  from each of the 25 CCP provider agencies (median 6 respondents, IQR 4-7 respondents).

170  Median timeto completion following consent was 7 minutes (IQR 5 minutes-12 minutes).

171 Providers who responded to the survey were primarily Black (34%) or Latino/a (49%),

172 identifying aswomen (68%), and between 30 and 49 years old (60%). Most respondents were
173  patient navigators (65%) and had worked in Care Coordination for over two years (58%). The
174  agencies at which most respondents worked were based in Manhattan (34%), the Bronx (28%),
175  or Brooklyn (24%), were clinic-based (84%) (vs community-based), and had experience with the
176  initial and revised Care Coordination model (76%).

177

Table 2. Demographic and agency-level characteristics of providers (N=152)

Demographic characteristics Frequency %

Race/Ethnicity
Asian 6 4%
Black 51 34%
Latino/Latina 74 49%
White 12 8%
Multi-racial 2 1%
Other 4 3%
Missing 3 2%

Agegroup
20-29 20 13%
30-39 59 39%
40-49 32 21%
50-59 29 19%
60+ 12 8%

Gender | dentity
Woman 104 68%
Man 43 28%
Trans woman 2 1%
Trans man 1 1%
Non-conforming 1 1%
Other 1 1%

Role

10
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Care Coordinator-type staff 33
Administrative steff 20
Patient navigator-type staff 99

Length of timerespondent hasworked in
Care Coordination

22%
13%
65%

6%
14%
22%
58%

< 6 months 9

6 - 12 months 21

1-2years 34

> 2 years 88
Agency-level characterigtics Frequency
Borough

Bronx 42

Brooklyn 37

Manhattan 52

Queens 14

Staten Island 7
L ocation

Clinic-based 128

Non-clinic 24
Care Coordination program experience

Experienced with the initial and revised

program 116
New to Care Coordination under the
revised program 36

Care Coordination budget calendar year
2019 (median, IQR) $758,333

< $600,000 24

$600,000 - $750,000 51

> $750,000 77

%

28%

24%

34%
9%
5%

84%
16%

76%

24%

$610,328 - $867,840
16%
34%
51%

Relative importance

Relative importance estimates for each attribute are shown in Table 3 and Figure 2. The attribute
that had the highest relative importance was visit location (28.6%, 95% CI 27.0% to 30.3%),
followed by how staff help with ART adherence (24.3%, 95% CI 22.4% to 26.1%), how staff
help with issues other than primary care (24.2%, 95% Cl% 22.7% to 25.7%), and lastly how staff
help with primary care appointments (22.9%, 95% CI 21.7% to 24.1%).

11
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Table 3. Average relative attribute importance from a discrete choice experience among providersin
New York City assessing preference for HIV care coordination program features

L ower Upper
Attribute Importance StdDev. 95% CI  95% CI
How staff help with ART adherence 24.3% 11.7% 22.4% 26.1%
How staff help with primary care appointments 22.9% 7.8% 21.7% 24.1%
How staff help with issues other than primary care 24.2% 9.6% 22.7% 25.7%
Visit location 28.6% 10.3% 27.0% 30.3%

Figure 2. Average relative attribute importance from a discrete choice experience among providersin
New Y ork City assessing preference for HIV care coordination program features

W
i ]

r 7 q
5 20%
e

o]

= .
= 15%
=

v

5 10%
b

[T

[+

How staff help with ART
adherence

WISIT location

Part-worth utilities

Part-worth utilities of levels within each attribute are shown in Table 4 and Figure 3. The
magnitude and direction of part-worth utilities indicate the strength of preference or endorsement
for levels within an attribute. Providers preferred programs that included directly observed
therapy as a strategy to help with ART adherence (part-worth utility 26.1, 95% CI 19.1 to 33.1),
compared to reminding clientsto take ART via phone or text (-5.0, 95% CI -10.2 to 0.3) and
only assessing and helping with ART adherence based on responses to assessments (-21.1, 95%
Cl -28.510 -13.8). Providers preferred programs that offered reminders about and
accompaniment to primary care appointments (20.8, 95% CI 15.6 to 26.0) and those that
reminded about and arranged transportation for primary care appointments (17.4, 95% CI 12.7 to
22.2), over those that only offered reminders about primary care appointments (-38.2, 95% CI -
43.310-33.0). Providers preferred programs that focused on helping clients with connectionsto

12
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203  specialty medical care for health conditions other than HIV (26.5, 95% CI 21.5 to 31.6) or with
204  mental health and well-being (15.6, 95% CI 11.2 to 20.0), compared with programs that focused
205  on helping with insurance, Social Security, and other benefits paperwork (2.1, 95% CI -2.6 to
206  6.8) or helping with securing housing and food (-44.3, 95% CI -48.9 to -39.6). Lastly, providers
207  selected programs capable of providing home visits at locations up to 60 minutes away from the
208  program or agency location (19.9, 95% CI 10.7 to 29.0), and home visits up to 30 minutes away
209  from the program or agency location (8.2, 95% CI 2.6 to 13.8) more than programs in which
210  staff only met clients at the program or agency (1.6, 95% CI -5.3 to 8.5) or met clientsonly via
211 phoneor video chat (-29.6, 95% CI -35.8 t0 -24.1).

212

Table 4. Part-worth utilities* from a discrete choice experience among providersin New Y ork City
assessing preference for HIV care coordination program features

Lower Upper
Std 95% 95%

Attribute Level Utility Dev Cl Cl
How staff help Directly observed therapy (DOT) 26.1 44.1 19.1 33.1
with ART Reminder via phone or text -5.0 331  -102 03
adherence
Adherence assessment -21.2 46.1 -28.5 -13.8
How staff help Remind & accompany clients 20.8 325 15.6 26.0
with P rimary care Remind & arrange transportation for clients 17.4 29.9 12.7 22.2
appointments )
Remind only -38.2 32.4 -43.3 -33.0
How staff help Insurance, SSI benefits & other paperwork 2.1 29.3 2.6 6.8
‘t"r’:;ﬂ 'psf:‘r?a?;hgr . Securing housing & food 443 293 489  -396
Mental health & well-being 15.6 27.4 11.3 20.0
Connections to specialty medical care 26.5 321 215 316
Visit location At program/agency 16 434 -5.3 8.5
Via phone or video chat -29.6 34.8 -35.8 -24.1
At clients homes, 30 mins from program/agency 8.2 35.3 26 138
At clients homes, 60 mins from program/agency 19.9 575 10.7 29.0

*Note: Part-worth utilities were estimated using effects coding and are zero-centered

13
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213 Figure 3. Part-worth utilities* from a discrete choice experience among providersin New Y ork City
214  assessing preference for HIV care coordination program features
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How staff help with How staff help with How staff help with
ART adherence primary care appointments issues other than primary care Visit location
Program attributes and levels
216  Note: *Part-worth utilities were estimated using effects coding and are zero-centered

218  Modd fit and respondent quality

219  Though we did not have any a priori hypotheses about interactions between attribute levels, all
220  possibleinteractions were explored, and none were found to be statistically significant. Overall
221 fit for our model measured using McFadden’s pseudo R? was 0.47, and RLH for our model was
222 0.69, both indicating better model fit over the null model. We conducted additional analyses
223 excluding respondentsidentified through straightlining, fast response time, or low individual
224  RLH, and found that dropping potentially poor-quality respondents from the analysis made no
225  qualitative changes to part-worth utility or relative attribute importance estimates or our

226 interpretation of the results.

227

14


https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.10.21.21265350
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.10.21.21265350; this version posted October 25, 2021. The copyright holder for this preprint

228
229

230
231
232
233
234
235
236
237
238
239
240
241
242
243
244
245
246
247
248
249
250
251
252
253
254
255
256
257
258

(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
It is made available under a CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International license .

Discussion

To our knowledge, provider preferences for features of HIV care coordination or HIV case
management programs have not previously been systematically assessed. Among providersin
New York City who took this survey about hypothetical variations on the HIV Care
Coordination program, more intensive versions of services, such as DOT or accompanying
clients to primary care appointments, were preferred over the less intensive alternatives, such as
medication or appointment reminders alone.

The population for which the CCP isintended comprises PWH who have either
documented risks for poor HIV outcomes, a clear history of poor HIV outcomes, or both. Our
findings reflect an endorsement among participating providers of the high degree of support the
program can potentially provide to these clients to help improve ART adherence. With regard to
the preference for home visits, providers may have been affirming both the CCP model’s value
in filling service gaps in usual agency-based care as well as an aspect of the program that makes
it effective for clients, who may live up to 60 minutes from the agency location if public
transportation options are limited. This may be in recognition of the value of working with
clients at their homes or in the field, regardless of the distance from the clinic.

Like home-based visits, DOT istime-intensive and costly, and is uncommon in other
adherence-support programs. In the original CCP, clients were assigned to particular enrollment
tracks, which determined the frequency and type of servicesthey received. After the redesign in
2018, providers had more flexibility to adjust the frequency, type, and intensity of services based
on periodic assessments of individual client needs. The redesign also included the option to
provide DOT virtually. This expanded accessto DOT for clients and reduced barriers to
providing DOT for agencies. During the 2019 grant year (March 2019 - February 2020), 14.2%
of enrolled CCP clients received at least one DOT service, defined as the observation of asingle
dose, up from 7.7% during the 2017 grant year (March 2017 - February 2018) [34].

Coordinating speciaty medical care for non-HIV health conditions or engaging clientsin
mental health and well-being services are activities that providers are well-positioned to
undertake in the CCP, relative to other case management programs. However, our findings do
not imply that providers devalue conventional case management activities. Because of how our
DCE was designed, the levels within the ‘Help with Issues other than Primary Care’ attribute

were mutually exclusive; in real life, a care coordination program could include support for
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housing and food and support for mental health and well-being. In fact, in recognition of the
importance of supporting the whole client, the revised CCP includes reimbursable services
related to helping with benefits and linking clients to housing and food services along with
reimbursable services related to mental health and well-being. In this way, the CCP promotes the
coordination of services across the social services and medical care systems to support the whole
client. Similarly, this holistic approach to client careis reflected in the relative preferences for

ways to provide more active assistance with primary care appointments.

Limitations

Our study has several limitations which should be acknowledged. Our sample may not be
representative of al Care Coordination service providersin New York City Ryan White Part A
agencies with regard to provider demographics or agency characteristics, which may limit the
generaizability of our findings. We were unable to compare the frequencies of characteristics
between respondents and non-respondents, because individual staff demographic data are not
routinely collected by the NY C Health Department. Our sample may therefore not represent the
full spectrum of preferences among all Care Coordination service providers, and may suffer from
selection bias. However, all 25 Care Coordination-delivering agencies and al core Care
Coordination staff roles were represented among the study participants.

Our study was limited by the constraints of DCE design, which must balance obtaining
valuable and actionable data with limiting respondent cognitive fatigue. While including more or
other attributes and levels would have yielded different findings, the attributes and levelsin our
study design capture the CCP features considered important by providers and clients of Care
Coordination as ascertained through our focus groups.

Finally, our ability to interpret our findings is somewhat limited by the non-specific
language framing our survey and the reliance on survey self-administration. We could not tell,
for example, whether some providers may have made choices based on what they thought would
make the program better for clients, while others may have been thinking more about what
makes the program work for themselves or their agencies. However, our larger purpose was to
understand what program attributes engage providers in service delivery and identify areas where
provider engagement could be improved. Since either or both of these perspectives (benefit to

clients or benefit to staff and agencies) could motivate providersto deliver the services they
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preferred in the DCE with high fidelity, and since the most preferred services were uniformly the
more intens ve options presented, we believe we may interpret our findings as indicating
endorsement of and positive engagement with the unique and intensive features of the Care

Coordination program.

Conclusion

Our goal in this part of the PROMISE study was to quantify providers preferences for features
of NYC HIV Care Coordination programs and to identify discordance between the stated
preferences in the study and aspects of the CCP as designed. The CCP fills gapsin an often
fragmented service system through comprehensive coordination of health care and psychosocial
support services. We found consistent endorsement of the intensive client-focused features that
are rare in case management-type programs, such as DOT and visiting clients in their homes. We
believe our findings show that providers particularly value the availability of an array of flexible
Care Coordination features that have the potential to make the greatest difference for the most
vulnerable clients. In response to these findings, future revisions to the CCP could aim to

enhance the sustainability of the delivery of the CCP slabor-intensive features.
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