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Abstract

The New York City HIV Care Coordination Program (CCP) combines multiple evidence-

based strategies to support persons living with HIV (PLWH) at risk for, or with a recent his-

tory of, poor HIV outcomes. We assessed the comparative effectiveness of the CCP by

merging programmatic data on CCP clients with population-based surveillance data on all

New York City PLWH. A non-CCP comparison group of similar PLWH who met CCP eligibil-

ity criteria was identified using surveillance data. The CCP and non-CCP groups were

matched on propensity for CCP enrollment within four baseline treatment status groups

(newly diagnosed or previously diagnosed and either consistently unsuppressed, inconsis-

tently suppressed or consistently suppressed). We compared CCP to non-CCP proportions

with viral load suppression at 12-month follow-up. Among the 13,624 persons included,

15�3% were newly diagnosed; among the 84�7% previously diagnosed, 14�2% were consis-

tently suppressed, 28�9% were inconsistently suppressed, and 41�6% were consistently

unsuppressed in the year prior to baseline. At 12-month follow-up, 59�9% of CCP and

53�9% of non-CCP participants had viral load suppression (Relative Risk = 1.11, 95%

CI:1.08–1.14). Among those newly diagnosed and those consistently unsuppressed at

baseline, the relative risk of viral load suppression in the CCP versus non-CCP participants

was 1.15 (95%CI:1.09–1.23) and 1.32 (95%CI:1.23–1.42), respectively. CCP exposure

shows benefits over no CCP exposure for persons newly diagnosed or consistently unsup-

pressed, but not for persons suppressed in the year prior to baseline. We recommend more

targeted case finding for CCP enrollment and increased attention to viral load suppression

maintenance.
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Introduction

The goal of HIV treatment is to achieve viral load suppression (VLS), which occurs when the

amount of viral load (VL) circulating in the body is very low (no higher than 200 HIV RNA

copies/μL).[1] The HIV care continuum represents the series of sequential steps of HIV medi-

cal care engagement that persons living with HIV (PLWH) go through in order to achieve VLS

and is typically depicted as the number or proportion of persons who are estimated to be (1)

HIV-infected, (2) HIV-diagnosed, (3) receiving HIV-medical care, (4) prescribed antiretrovi-

ral treatment (ART) and (5) virally suppressed.[1–3]

HIV care continuum outcomes remain suboptimal throughout the US [4]. In 2013, an esti-

mated 1�1 million persons were living with HIV infection; an estimated 87% were diagnosed;

and 55% of persons diagnosed achieved viral load suppression (VLS) [4]. Efforts aimed at con-

trolling the domestic HIV epidemic will require integrated medical and social support

approaches in order to extend the benefits of HIV treatment to the large numbers of PLWH

who to date have not been able to achieve and sustain VLS [5].

A first step toward strengthening the HIV care continuum is to address immediate barriers

to adherence and to improve short-term outcomes among PLWH who are under-engaged

with HIV medical care and treatment. HIV affects vulnerable and marginalized populations,

and PLWH have higher rates of mental illness, substance use disorders, and unstable housing,

all serious and often co-occurring barriers to achieving desired HIV outcomes [6, 7]. Research

has shown that services specifically addressing these barriers can facilitate improved outcomes

along the care continuum [8–13]. However, few studies have utilized a contemporaneous com-

parison group to examine whether HIV case management programs are more effective than

usual care approach (or other interventions) at promoting VLS [8, 14–21]. Two cohort studies

have evaluated VLS outcomes and found no program benefit for VLS [15, 18].

We conducted an observational study to assess the comparative effectiveness of a compre-

hensive HIV care coordination intervention on VLS outcomes among persons in New York

City (NYC) with documented barriers to HIV care and treatment engagement [8].

Materials and methods

Intervention description

In December 2009, with Ryan White Part A funding, the NYC Department of Health and

Mental Hygiene (DOHMH) launched the HIV Care Coordination Program (CCP) to support

persons at high risk for, or with a recent history of, poor HIV care outcomes.

CCP eligibility criteria permit enrollment of HIV-infected adults or emancipated minors

who are eligible for local Ryan White Part A services (based on residence within the New York

grant area and household income <435% of federal poverty level) and who are (1) newly diag-

nosed with HIV; (2) never in care or lost to care for at least 9 months; (3) irregularly in care or

often missing appointments; (4) starting a new ART regimen; (5) experiencing ART adherence

barriers; or (6) manifesting treatment failure or ART resistance.[14] The CCP combines vari-

ous evidence-based programmatic elements including case management, patient navigation,

directly observed therapy (DOT), structured health promotion in home/field visits, and out-

reach to assist patients in accessing medical care and support services, such as mental health

treatment, substance use treatment, and housing assistance. The intensity and focus of these

services can be tailored to meet individual needs and circumstances. The intervention has pre-

viously been described, and CCP materials are available on the DOHMH website [14, 22].

Importantly, the CCP was rolled out purely as a service program, with no randomization or

contemporaneous control/comparison group. Early assessments of CCP outcomes used
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individuals as their own historical controls (i.e., pre-post) [8, 14, 22]. While these assessments

offered preliminary evidence suggestive of program effectiveness, they could not distinguish

program effects from secular improvements in VLS in NYC during the same time period.[23]

Focusing on the last viral load (VL) in a 12-month follow-up period, this study aimed to com-

pare VLS proportions between CCP clients and demographically and clinically similar PLWH

who, during the same time period, were eligible for but did not enroll in the CCP (“non-CCP

PLWH”).

Data sources

We retrospectively constructed an observational cohort of persons enrolled and not enrolled

in the CCP by merging provider-reported programmatic data with data from the longitudinal

population-based NYC HIV Surveillance Registry (“the Registry”). Our approach to construct-

ing an observational cohort using the Registry has previously been detailed.[24] The Registry

contains demographic and laboratory information on all diagnoses of HIV (since 2000) and

AIDS (since 1981) reported in NYC, with the addition of comprehensive and longitudinal
HIV-related laboratory reporting (including all CD4-lymphocyte [CD4] and VL test results)

starting in 2005. The Registry does not contain direct measures of primary care or HIV treat-

ment status [25]. However, validation work by DOHMH [26, 27] has shown that VL/CD4 tests

reported to surveillance are reliable indicators of receipt of HIV care in NYC, and laboratory

reporting is considered to be ~99% complete. Vital status information is updated through reg-

ular matches with local and national death data. Data on CCP client enrollments were drawn

from the DOHMH Electronic System for HIV/AIDS Reporting and Evaluation (eSHARE), a

secure, Web-based, named programmatic reporting system.

In eSHARE, we identified all persons who enrolled in the CCP from December 1, 2009 to

March 31, 2013. The 2013 cut-off was chosen so that we would have adequate power to detect

a modest effect as statistically significant and so that we would be able to examine and compare

viral suppression over the short-term (as reported here) and long-term (analyses extending

out to March 2017), with the same cohort. Using data reported to the Registry as of September

30, 2014, we identified all persons who were diagnosed with HIV as of March 31, 2013, were

living 12 months after diagnosis, were at least 18 years old as of March 31, 2013, and had at

least one CD4 or VL result dated between December 1, 2007 and March 31, 2013. To ensure

adequate outcome observation time, we excluded CCP clients who died within 12 months of

program enrollment (n = 279).

This study was approved by the institutional review boards at The City University of New

York and the New York City Department of Health and Mental Hygiene. For these secondary

analyses of de-identified data, we received a waiver for informed consent under 45 CFR 46.116

(d)(2).

’Non-CCP PLWH’ comparison group

We constructed a non-CCP comparison group of PLWH who were similar to CCP enrollees

in four steps. First, through the NYC Registry match, we identified PLWH who were not

enrolled in the CCP but met broad clinical eligibility criteria for CCP enrollment at one or

more times (CCP eligibility window) during December 1, 2009 to March 31, 2013. Second, we

assigned eligible non-CCP PLWH pseudo-enrollment dates falling within their windows of

CCP eligibility. Third, we limited to PLWH with evidence of recent NYC HIV medical care

(�1 CD4 or VL test reported to the Registry in the 24 months after the pseudo-enrollment

date). Finally, we matched CCP enrollees to non-CCP PLWH according to baseline treatment

status, enrollment/pseudo-enrollment dates and propensity for enrollment in the CCP.
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Step 1) identify persons meeting broad CCP eligibility criteria. Using information

from the Registry, we identified persons as eligible for enrollment in the CCP if they were 1)

newly diagnosed with HIV from December 1, 2008 to March 31, 2013; 2) out of medical care,

defined as lacking CD4 and VL laboratory monitoring for any nine-month post-diagnosis

period during December 1, 2007 to March 31, 2013; 3) treatment naïve, defined as ever having

a CD4 count<200 reported as of March 31, 2013, but not initiating antiretroviral treatment

[ART] (never having a�1-log drop in VL within 3 months, or an unsuppressed VL [>200

copies/μL] followed by a suppressed VL [�200 copies/μL]) as of the date of a CD4 count<200

[25]; 4) exhibiting poor ART adherence as of March 31, 2012, defined as not achieving VLS or

not having any VL tests reported in the first 12 months after ART initiation (a�1-log drop in

VL within 3 months, or an unsuppressed VL followed by a suppressed VL) [25]; 5) experienc-
ing viral rebound (a suppressed VL followed by 2 consecutive unsuppressed VL tests in the 12

months following the suppressed VL, from December 1, 2007 to March 31, 2013); or 6) regis-
tering a high VL (�10,000 copies/μL) from December 1, 2008 to March 31, 2013.

Step 2) assign eligible persons in the non-CCP PLWH comparison group a pseudo-

enrollment date. Non-CCP PLWH who met any of the eligibility criteria were assigned an

eligibility window (S1 Table), or a range of time between December 2009 and March 2013 (the

CCP enrollment period), during which they met the above CCP eligibility criteria. For exam-

ple, persons were considered eligible as “newly diagnosed” during the 12 months following

diagnosis. Persons could be assigned multiple eligibility windows based on qualifying for the

CCP via multiple Registry criteria and/or qualifying under the same criterion multiple times.

To identify a start of follow-up for each member of the comparison group (i.e., time zero from

which to prospectively assess outcomes in comparison to those in the CCP group), we ran-

domly assigned each non-CCP PLWH a pseudo-enrollment date that fell within one of their

eligibility windows. Further, to control for secular trends in VLS, pseudo-enrollment dates

were assigned with probabilities such that their temporal distribution matched that of the

enrollment dates among CCP enrollees (i.e., frequency matching). For persons who died, eligi-

bility windows ended at least 12 months prior to the date of death, to ensure 12 months for

outcome observation following the pseudo-enrollment date.

Step 3) identify NYC medical care recipients in the non-CCP PLWH group. After

pseudo-enrollment dates were assigned, we restricted the eligible pool to persons who had at

least one valid CD4 or VL test reported to the Registry in the 24 months after the pseudo-

enrollment date. We required one laboratory test to identify persons accessing HIV medical

care in NYC after the pseudo-enrollment date, as CCP enrollment and service initiation entails

connection to NYC HIV medical care [28].

Step 4) propensity model and match. After constructing this eligible non-CCP-enrolled

population, we prepared to match persons in the non-CCP PLWH comparison group to those

in the CCP group using baseline treatment status, propensity scores, and enrollment/pseudo-

enrollment dates. Given that 12-month VLS outcomes would be expected to differ by baseline

treatment status/engagement, we created four mutually exclusive baseline treatment status

groups: 1) newly diagnosed (in the 12 months prior to enrollment/pseudo-enrollment date), 2)

consistently suppressed (�2 VLs�90 days apart, and all VLs�200 copies/μL, in the 12

months prior to enrollment/pseudo-enrollment date), 3) consistently unsuppressed (all VLs

reported>200 copies/μL or no VLs reported in the 12 months prior to enrollment/pseudo-

enrollment), or 4) inconsistently suppressed (at least 1 VL�200 copies/μL, but not all VLs

�200 copies/μL, in the 12 months prior to enrollment/pseudo-enrollment).

We used logistic regression to estimate the propensity for enrollment in the CCP within

each of the above 4 groups. We combined two baseline treatment status groups, groups 3 and

4, for one propensity score model, because we hypothesized the propensity of enrollment in
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the CCP would be influenced by the same potential confounders for these two groups; when

we estimated the propensity for enrollment with individual models for groups 3 and 4, the

effect estimates from the pooled model did not differ from the effect estimates from the indi-

vidual models. We report the results for the pooled model because we were able to match a

greater proportion of CCP enrollees, enhancing generalizability. Subsequent matching

occurred within each of the four groups.

For the three propensity score models, we started with a model that included all of our a pri-
ori hypothesized and measured confounders and used backward selection to identify the

model with the lowest value of Akaike’s Information Criterion (AIC). The variables that we

suspected were confounders of the relationship between CCP enrollment and the VLS out-

come were sex, race/ethnicity, age at enrollment/pseudo-enrollment, country of birth, HIV

transmission risk, year of diagnosis, baseline VL, baseline CD4, successful linkage to HIV care

within three months of diagnosis, presence of an AIDS diagnosis within one year of HIV diag-

nosis, number of VL laboratory tests reported in the year prior to enrollment/pseudo-enroll-

ment, residential ZIP code at enrollment/pseudo-enrollment, HIV prevalence and poverty

level within ZIP code at enrollment/pseudo-enrollment, and interaction terms for baseline

CD4 and baseline VL, baseline CD4 and race, sex and risk, and year of diagnosis and risk. Per

the American Community Survey, poverty level within the residential ZIP code at enrollment/

pseudo-enrollment was classified as high (poverty greater than the median poverty level for a

given year of enrollment/pseudo-enrollment) versus low. HIV prevalence was based on aggre-

gated NYC HIV surveillance data for the ZIP code by year of enrollment/pseudo-enrollment,

and was classified as high (prevalence greater than the median HIV prevalence for a given

year) versus low.

Within each of the four baseline treatment status groups, we matched on propensity scores

and enrollment/pseudo-enrollment dates (± 3 months). We used a 1:1 ’greedy’ match tech-

nique, and the match algorithm proceeded sequentially from 8 to 1 decimal places of the pro-

pensity score [29, 30]. We considered a standardized difference of�0�1 to indicate an

imbalance in the measured confounders between the CCP and non-CCP groups [31]. The

final match included no imbalances�0�1.

Outcome definition and Care Coordination Program effectiveness estimate

The VLS outcome was based on the last VL laboratory result reported to the Registry in the 12

months following the enrollment/pseudo-enrollment date, and was dichotomized as�200 or

>200 copies/μL. Persons with no VL in the Registry for the entire 12-month follow-up period

were classified as not having VLS. While rare, 1�3% (87/6,812) of the CCP and 5�4% (353/

6,812) of the non-CCP PLWH were missing a VL result. We used a GEE model with binary

error distribution and identity link to estimate the difference in proportion of CCP and non-

CCP participants with VLS, accounting for the matched-pairs design. The arithmetic differ-

ence was expressed in percentage point units. We used a GEE model with binary error distri-

bution and log link to estimate the relative effect of the CCP on VLS, accounting for the

matching. Absolute differences and relative risks were estimated with the GENMOD proce-

dure in SAS version 9�3 (SAS Institute, Cary, N.C.) The absolute and relative effect of the CCP

was estimated for each of the four baseline treatment status groups.

Results

From December 1, 2009 to March 31, 2013, a total of 7,337 persons enrolled in the CCP; of

those, 7,058 (96�2%) were still living 12 months after enrollment. Of the 62,828 non-enrolled

PLWH who were eligible for enrollment in the CCP, 91�9% (57,746) were assigned a pseudo-
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enrollment date; 74�8% (46,997) had an HIV-related laboratory test in NYC in the two years

following their pseudo-enrollment date; and 10�8% (6,812) were matched to a CCP enrollee,

allowing us to include 96�5% (6,812/7,058) of CCP clients eligible for this analysis (Fig 1).

Prior to propensity score matching, the CCP and non-CCP groups differed substantially by

measured demographic and clinical characteristics (Table 1). After propensity score matching,

the CCP and non-CCP groups were similar on all measured characteristics (Table 1). In terms

of baseline treatment status, 15�3% were newly diagnosed in the year prior to enrollment/

pseudo-enrollment, and among the 84�7% who were previously diagnosed, 14�2% were consis-

tently virally suppressed, 28�9% were inconsistently suppressed, and 41�6% were consistently

unsuppressed in the year prior to enrollment. Only 31�3% were virally suppressed at the time

of last reported lab measurement prior to enrollment/pseudo-enrollment, and the median

CD4 count was 314 cells/μL (IQR 150–506), with 31�8% having CD4<200 cells/μL.

By twelve months after enrollment/pseudo-enrollment, 59�9% of the CCP group and 53�9%

of the non-CCP comparison group were suppressed on their most recent VL test (Table 2).

The proportion of persons with VLS differed by baseline treatment status. Two baseline treat-

ment status groups showed significantly higher CCP versus non-CCP VLS in the follow-up

Fig 1. Inclusion in the Care Coordination and non-care coordination comparison group analysis, New York city, 2009–

2013.

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0204017.g001
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Table 1. Pre and post-match demographic and clinical characteristics of Care Coordination and non-care coordination program persons—New York city, 2009–

2013.

Pre-Match Post-Match

Total non-CCP CCP Total non-CCP CCP

Total 53,971 (100.0) 46,997 (100.0) 6,974 (100.0) 13,624 (100.0) 6,812 (100.0) 6,812 (100.0)

Sex

Male 38,380 (71.1) 33,920 (72.2) 4,460 (64.0) 8,750 (64.2) 4,379 (64.3) 4,371 (64.2)

Female 15,591 (28.9) 13,077 (27.8) 2,514 (36.0) 4,874 (35.8) 2,433 (35.7) 2,441 (35.8)

Race/Ethnicity

Black 25,646 (47.5) 21,931 (46.7) 3,715 (53.3) 7,248 (53.2) 3,603 (52.9) 3,645 (53.5)

Hispanic 17,339 (32.1) 14,682 (31.2) 2,657 (38.1) 5,260 (38.6) 2,678 (39.3) 2,582 (37.9)

White 9,766 (18.1) 9,338 (19.9) 428 (6.1) 820 (6.0) 395 (5.8) 425 (6.2)

Other/Unknown 1,220 (2.2) 1,046 (2.3) 174 (2.5) 296 (2.2) 136 (2.0) 160 (2.3)

Age Category (years)

�24 3,551 (6.6) 2,999 (6.4) 552 (7.9) 1,070 (7.9) 534 (7.8) 536 (7.9)

25–44 21,931 (40.6) 18,985 (40.4) 2,946 (42.2) 5,820 (42.7) 2,944 (43.2) 2,876 (42.2)

45–64 26,540 (49.2) 23,288 (49.6) 3,252 (46.6) 6,301 (46.2) 3,113 (45.7) 3,188 (46.8)

65+ 1,949 (3.6) 1,725 (3.7) 224 (3.2) 433 (3.2) 221 (3.2) 212 (3.1)

Transmission Risk

Men who have sex with men 20,440 (37.9) 18,410 (39.2) 2,030 (29.1) 3,986 (29.3) 1,995 (29.3) 1,991 (29.2)

Injection drug use history 8,916 (16.5) 7,433 (15.8) 1,483 (21.3) 2,916 (21.4) 1,474 (21.6) 1,442 (21.2)

Heterosexual 11,832 (21.9) 9,930 (21.1) 1,902 (27.3) 3,678 (27.0) 1,836 (27.0) 1,842 (27.0)

Other/unknown 12,783 (23.7) 11,224 (23.9) 1,559 (22.4) 3,044 (22.3) 1,507 (22.1) 1,537 (22.6)

Country of Birth

US/US dependency 35,563 (65.9) 30,932 (65.8) 4,631 (66.4) 9,127 (67.0) 4,571 (67.1) 4,556 (66.9)

Foreign born 9,764 (18.1) 8,160 (17.4) 1,604 (23.0) 3,022 (22.2) 1,498 (22.0) 1,524 (22.4)

Unknown 8,644 (16.0) 7,905 (16.8) 739 (10.6) 1,475 (10.8) 743 (10.9) 732 (10.7)

Year of HIV Diagnosis

Prior 1995 9,989 (18.5) 8,689 (18.5) 1,300 (18.6) 2,529 (18.6) 1,258 (18.5) 1,271 (18.7)

1995–1999 9,976 (18.5) 8,738 (18.6) 1,238 (17.8) 2,396 (17.6) 1,181 (17.3) 1,215 (17.8)

2000–2004 14,684 (27.2) 12,862 (27.4) 1,822 (26.1) 3,621 (26.6) 1,813 (26.6) 1,808 (26.5)

2005–2009 11,549 (21.4) 10,120 (21.5) 1,429 (20.5) 2,858 (21.0) 1,464 (21.5) 1,394 (20.5)

2010–2013 7,773 (14.4) 6,588 (14.0) 1,185 (17.0) 2,220 (16.3) 1,096 (16.1) 1,124 (16.5)

Baseline Viral Load (copies/μL)

>1500 17,634 (32.7) 13,820 (29.4) 3,814 (54.7) 7,374 (54.1) 3,666 (53.8) 3,708 (54.4)

>200–1499 6,749 (12.5) 6,039 (12.8) 710 (10.2) 1,423 (10.4) 713 (10.5) 710 (10.4)

�200 21,108 (39.1) 18,927 (40.3) 2,181 (31.3) 4,266 (31.3) 2,141 (31.4) 2,125 (31.2)

No viral load 8,480 (15.7) 8,211 (17.5) 269 (3.9) 561 (4.1) 292 (4.3) 269 (3.9)

Baseline CD4 Count (cells/μL)

<200 8,758 (16.2) 6,466 (13.8) 2,292 (32.9) 4,335 (31.8) 2,135 (31.3) 2,200 (32.3)

200–349 9,182 (17.0) 7,684 (16.3) 1,498 (21.5) 2,953 (21.7) 1,486 (21.8) 1,467 (21.5)

350–499 9,668 (17.9) 8,469 (18.0) 1,199 (17.2) 2,416 (17.7) 1,228 (18.0) 1,188 (17.4)

500+ 18,392 (34.1) 16,678 (35.5) 1,714 (24.6) 3,356 (24.6) 1,668 (24.5) 1,688 (24.8)

No CD4 7,971 (14.8) 7,700 (16.4) 271 (3.9) 564 (4.1) 295 (4.3) 269 (3.9)

Initiated Care�91 Days

No 37,412 (69.3) 32,701 (69.6) 4,711 (67.6) 9,243 (67.8) 4,615 (67.7) 4,628 (67.9)

Yes 16,559 (30.7) 14,296 (30.4) 2,263 (32.4) 4,381 (32.2) 2,197 (32.3) 2,184 (32.1)

Baseline HIV Prevalence & Poverty

High poverty & high prevalence 28,689 (53.2) 23,985 (51.0) 4,704 (67.5) 9,240 (67.8) 4,647 (68.2) 4,593 (67.4)

(Continued)
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year: newly diagnosed PLWH (73�3% versus 63�3%, respectively; Absolute Difference as a per-

centage (AD): 9�96 (95%CI 6�09–13�83); Relative Risk (RR):1�15 (95%CI 1�09–1�23); and

PLWH who were previously diagnosed and consistently unsuppressed in the year prior to

enrollment/pseudo-enrollment (42�5% vs. 32�1%, respectively; AD:10�41 (95%CI 7�94–12�89);

RR:1�32 (95%CI 1�23–1�42)). No differences in VLS were observed among persons with con-

sistent VLS or with inconsistent VLS in the year prior to enrollment/pseudo-enrollment

(91�7% vs. 90�6%; ADconsistent VLS = 1�14 (95%CI -1�42–3�69); RRconsistent VLS = 1�01 (95%CI

0�98–1�04); and 62�2% vs. 62�3%; ADinconsistent VLS = -0�10 (95%CI: -3�08–2�88); RRinconsistent

VLS = 0�99 (95%CI: 0�95–1�05), respectively).

Discussion

Using a surveillance-based method for comparison group selection in an observational effec-

tiveness study, we found New York’s Ryan White CCP intervention to have a significant posi-

tive effect on VLS for newly diagnosed persons and for previously diagnosed persons who

were consistently unsuppressed in the year prior to enrollment. Previously, we have shown a

positive CCP effect using a single-group pre-post assessment, in which the proportion of CCP

enrollees with VLS increased from 32.3% in the year prior to enrollment to 50.9% in the year

after enrollment.[8, 14] However, the single-group pre-post design could not isolate program

effects from secular improvements in VLS (i.e., annual citywide improvements in VLS that

occurred in tandem with population-based HIV treatment strategies).[8, 14, 32, 33] A strength

of our contemporaneous comparison group approach is that it accounts for these secular

trends in VLS; these data suggest the CCP may help PLWH with initial hurdles to ART access

and adherence, and point to the potential value of targeting the intervention to those individu-

als who have not previously achieved VLS. However, twelve months after CCP enrollment,

there remained substantial room for improvement in VLS among those CCP participants who

Table 1. (Continued)

Pre-Match Post-Match

Total non-CCP CCP Total non-CCP CCP

Low poverty & high prevalence 12,473 (23.1) 11,227 (23.9) 1,246 (17.9) 2,412 (17.7) 1,188 (17.4) 1,224 (18.0)

High poverty & low prevalence 1,740 (3.2) 1,495 (3.2) 245 (3.5) 459 (3.4) 227 (3.3) 232 (3.4)

Low poverty & low prevalence 7,003 (13.0) 6,327 (13.5) 676 (9.7) 1,311 (9.6) 650 (9.5) 661 (9.7)

Unknown 4,066 (7.5) 3,963 (8.4) 103 (1.5) 202 (1.5) 100 (1.5) 102 (1.5)

Number of Viral Load Labs in year prior to enrollment

0 VL labs 8,480 (15.7) 8,211 (17.5) 269 (3.9) 561 (4.1) 292 (4.3) 269 (3.9)

1–3 VL labs 28,923 (53.6) 25,169 (53.6) 3,754 (53.8) 7,404 (54.3) 3,729 (54.7) 3,675 (53.9)

4+ VL labs 16,568 (30.7) 13,617 (29.0) 2,951 (42.3) 5,659 (41.5) 2,791 (41.0) 2,868 (42.1)

Baseline Treatment Status

Newly diagnosed a 7,682 (14.2) 6,590 (14.0) 1,092 (15.7) 2,088 (15.3) 1,044 (15.3) 1,044 (15.3)

Consistently suppressed b 5,939 (11.0) 4,917 (10.5) 1,022 (14.7) 1,934 (14.2) 967 (14.2) 967 (14.2)

Consistently unsuppressed c 21,631 (40.1) 18,742 (39.9) 2,889 (41.4) 5,666 (41.6) 2,833 (41.6) 2,833 (41.6)

Inconsistently suppressed d 18,719 (34.7) 16,748 (35.6) 1,971 (28.3) 3,936 (28.9) 1,968 (28.9) 1,968 (28.9)

a. Newly diagnosed within 12 months of enrollment or pseudo-enrollment
b. Consistently suppressed: at least 2 VLs at least 90 days apart and all VLs < 200 copies/μL in 12 months prior to enrollment or pseudo-enrollment
c. Consistently unsuppressed: All labs reported >200 in 12 months prior to enrollment or pseudo-enrollment. This includes persons missing VL labs. Persons with 1 lab

>200 would be in this group.
d. Inconsistently suppressed: Previously diagnosed and not in groups (b) and (c) above. Persons with 1 lab�200 would be in this group.

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0204017.t001

Effectiveness of HIV care coordination

PLOS ONE | https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0204017 September 24, 2018 8 / 14

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0204017.t001
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0204017


were unsuppressed throughout the year prior to enrollment, as only 42.5% had achieved VLS

on their last VL measurement.

There was a high prevalence of advanced HIV disease in the cohort (31�8% had CD4<200

cells/uL), with a substantial proportion of persons not suppressed on their last VL measure in

the 12-month follow-up period (43�1%). This likely reflects the persistence of major barriers to

care and treatment engagement in our study population. For the sample of 7,058 CCP clients

alive at 12-month follow-up, we previously described the baseline prevalence of psychosocial

barriers, including unstable housing (22�1%), low mental health functioning (30�0%), and self-

reported recent hard drug use (15�1%); half of CCP clients (50�4%, or 3,556) had documenta-

tion of at least one of these barriers at the time of enrollment, and only 24�4% of the 3,556 (or

38�6% of the 2,250 with a follow-up assessment) were documented as having none of those

barriers at last assessment in the 12 months post-enrollment [8]. Thus, housing, mental health

and/or drug-related barriers persisted for�61�4% (and up to 75�6%) of clients presenting with

those barriers at CCP enrollment.

This proportion remains high because fully resolving psychosocial barriers takes time and

repeated efforts.[34, 35] Further, estimates of barrier resolution are conservative.[8] For exam-

ple, clients may be receiving harm reduction assistance through the CCP but not have stopped

using drugs entirely. For clients enrolling with more than one barrier, the CCP may have

resolved one barrier but not all barriers by 12 months, and clients with fewer total barriers

would still be considered to have persistent barriers. In the single-group pre-post evaluation,

resolution of barriers was associated with VLS improvement; specifically, clients who obtained

stable housing post-baseline showed significantly greater VLS improvement than those

remaining in unstable housing.[8] Thus, short of eliminating barriers altogether, the CCP may

mitigate or reduce their effects through case management, adherence-related skills-building

Table 2. Relative and absolute difference for having viral load suppression at 12-month post measure (Care Coordination Program versus non-care coordination

program persons)–New York city, 2009–2013.

Total % VLS

Posta
N Denominator (for

CCP or non-CCP)

CCP %

VLS Posta
Non-CCP %

VLS Posta
Arithmetic Difference in Percentage

Points (95% Confidence Intervals (CI))

Relative Risk

(95% CI)

P-Valueb

Overall 13,624 56.9 6,812 59.9 53.9 5.99 (4.49, 7.49) 1.11 (1.08,

1.14)

<0.001

Baseline

Treatment Status

Newly diagnosed c 2,088 68.3 1,044 73.3 63.3 9.96 (6.09, 13.83) 1.15 (1.09,

1.23)

<0.001

Consistently

suppressed d
1,934 91.2 967 91.7 90.6 1.14 (-1.42, 3.69) 1.01 (0.98,

1.04)

0.38

Consistently

unsuppressed e
5,666 37.3 2,833 42.5 32.1 10.41 (7.94, 12.89) 1.32 (1.23,

1.42)

<0.001

Inconsistently

suppressed f
3,936 62.3 1,968 62.2 62.3 -0.10 (-3.08, 2.88) 0.99 (0.95,

1.05)

0.95

CCP: Care Coordination Program, CI: Confidence Intervals, VLS: Viral Load Suppression
a. Proportion with the last viral load (�200) in the 12 months after enrollment or pseudo-enrollment. Persons missing a VL are considered to have unsuppressed VL

(>200)
b.P-values for the arithmetic difference in proportions and their relative risks did not differ to the number of decimal places shown
c. Newly diagnosed within 12 months of enrollment or pseudo-enrollment
d. Consistently suppressed: at least 2 VLs at least 90 days apart and all VLs < 200 copies/μL in 12 months prior to enrollment or pseudo-enrollment
e. Consistently unsuppressed: All labs reported >200 in 12 months prior to enrollment or pseudo-enrollment. This includes persons missing VL labs. Persons with 1 lab

>200 would be in this group.
f. Inconsistently suppressed: Previously diagnosed and not in groups (d) and (e) above. Persons with 1 lab�200 would be in this group.

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0204017.t002
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and other supportive services that in some instances may help clients improve their HIV out-

comes despite the ongoing presence of major or multiple barriers.[36]

PLWH who were in the consistently suppressed or inconsistently suppressed baseline

groups have already by definition experienced some treatment success and were thus previ-

ously engaged in medical care and adhering to treatment to some degree. While the CCP may

work better than usual care for PLWH with initial hurdles to ART access and adherence, the

lack of a significant short-term CCP effect among the two groups with prior evidence of viral

suppression suggests that the CCP is not more effective than usual care at helping people who

have already established HIV care and treatment adherence to re-establish or maintain that

adherence over a 12-month period. Among PWLH who were consistently or inconsistently

suppressed throughout the prior year, the comprehensive and intensive approach of the CCP

may not typically be needed (or wanted enough to be optimally utilized), and thus may not

offer a real advantage over other forms of support available under NYC usual care.

Additionally, the NYC epidemic has shown substantial improvements in VLS over time

[37], likely driven by advances in ART, treatment guideline expansion, and a robust local and

state system of medical and non-medical services for PLWH. High-quality ‘usual care’ would

tend to mute intervention effects in all baseline treatment status groups.

Case management interventions vary significantly in design and target population, making

cross-study comparisons difficult.[19] Randomized trials of case management interventions

have not evaluated VLS outcomes; however trial data suggest that case management (versus

usual care) improves a) linkage to care among newly diagnosed PLWH and among PLWH

who are leaving prison and b) retention in HIV medical care for PLWH with a history of

inconsistent HIV care attendance [17, 20, 21]. To a degree our results align with and extend

these findings; among PLWH who need linkage assistance and/or have been unable to achieve

suppression at all during the past year, case management under this care coordination model

is more effective than usual care at achieving VLS.

Cohort studies of case management interventions have evaluated VLS outcomes and

reported null results.[15, 20] In a retrospective cohort evaluation, clients receiving care at clin-

ics that provided Ryan White medical case management had significantly higher engagement

in care but no greater VLS when compared to clients at clinics that did not provide Ryan

White medical case management (adjusted Odds Ratio (aOR) 1.06; 95%Confidence Interval

(CI): 0.68–1.62) [15]. In a prospective cohort study conducted among homeless and marginally

housed PLWH, moderate case management (defined as case management in 25–75% of the

study quarters, versus none or rare case management, defined as case management in<25%

of study quarters) improved adherence to ART (adjusted β coefficient of 0.13 (95%CI, 0.02–

0.25) but not viral suppression (aOR 1.4; 0.6–3.4))[18].Notably, however, these cohort studies

did not present results stratified by baseline VLS status.

Strengths of our study include the use of a population-based data source to rigorously

derive a contemporaneous observational comparison group, which was large enough to iden-

tify a non-CCP PLWH match (similar with regard to measured factors) for 96�5% of the CCP

sample. Additionally, deriving outcome information in an identical manner for CCP and non-

CCP recipients from the longitudinal and population-based HIV Registry ensured that it was

highly complete across the cohort and over time, regardless of care location or changes in care

provider within NYC. Finally, our method’s explicit attention to matching on enrollment/

pseudo-enrollment dates controlled for secular trends of increasing VLS in NYC over time.

Our study has several limitations. First, uncontrolled or poorly controlled confounding

may exist, as this was an observational study. Since our propensity models were limited to vari-

ables available in the NYC HIV Surveillance Registry, we were unable to directly account for

psychosocial factors known to be associated with poor VLS (e.g., homelessness, drug use, and
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mental illness), which may have been differential by arm even after propensity matching. Sec-

ond, we were not able to describe or account for services or service delivery models received in

the non-CCP comparison group, and we were not able to describe non-CCP services received

in the CCP group. Third, we excluded CCP enrollees who had died in the first 12 months after

enrollment, and exclusion of cohort members with late-stage disease and/or rapid disease pro-

gression may bias estimates.[38] The CCP aims to enroll persons with documented histories of

or immediate risk for poor HIV outcomes. Specifically, persons with late-stage HIV disease

may be enrolled in the CCP as a last attempt to stop rapid disease progression and avert mor-

tality; some CCP agencies report recruiting for the CCP from their inpatient departments.

However, there is no direct analog with non-CCP PLWH, since the pseudo-enrollment date

assignment is random. To increase the comparability of CCP with non-CCP groups, we

required all individuals in the cohort to have�12 months of observation beyond their pseudo-

enrollment/enrollment. Fourth, not all program enrollment eligibility criteria could be trans-

lated to Registry-based eligibility criteria. For example, persons with comorbidities (e.g.,

depression) assessed as detrimental to adherence were eligible for enrollment in the CCP, but

information on comorbidities is unavailable in the Registry. However, a high proportion

(92%) of CCP persons specifically met the Registry-based eligibility criteria, which suggests we

may have captured most of the non-CCP persons eligible for the CCP. Finally, our results may

not be fully generalizable to Ryan White clients in settings outside NYC.

Conclusions

New York’s Ryan White CCP intervention has shown a positive short-term effect on VLS

among newly diagnosed PLWH and those who were consistently virally unsuppressed in the

year prior to the start of follow-up, suggesting the program may be effective at helping with ini-

tial hurdles to ART access and adherence. However, the absence of an effect among previously

diagnosed persons with any suppression in the year prior to enrollment indicates the program

confers no advantage over usual care for resuming or maintaining recent adherence. Efforts to

refine CCP service delivery in NYC could better target for enrollment those newly diagnosed

and those consistently unsuppressed, and also enhance strategies for restoring and maintain-

ing viral suppression (e.g., low-touch supports like texted dose reminders) among PLWH who

have had prior treatment success.[39] Future studies should assess longer-term outcomes,

including sustained viral suppression, in this population and others with known barriers to

HIV care and treatment.

Supporting information

S1 Table. Definitions and examples of the HIV registry based eligibility criteria for the

care coordination program.

(DOCX)

Acknowledgments

The authors would like to acknowledge Care Coordination Program providers and clients, for

their input at different stages of this work and their invaluable contributions to real-world pro-

gram implementation and evaluation. This evaluation was conducted as a part of the Costs,

Health Outcomes and Real-world Determinants of Success in HIV Care Coordination

(CHORDS) study.

Disclaimer: The findings and conclusions in this report are those of the authors and do not

necessarily represent the official position of the National Institutes of Health.

Effectiveness of HIV care coordination

PLOS ONE | https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0204017 September 24, 2018 11 / 14

http://www.plosone.org/article/fetchSingleRepresentation.action?uri=info:doi/10.1371/journal.pone.0204017.s001
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0204017


Author Contributions

Conceptualization: Denis Nash, McKaylee M. Robertson, Kate Penrose, Rebekkah S. Robbins,

Sarah Kulkarni, Levi Waldron, Bruce Levin, Mary K. Irvine.

Data curation: Sarah L. Braunstein, Mary K. Irvine.

Formal analysis: McKaylee M. Robertson, Kate Penrose, Rebekkah S. Robbins.

Funding acquisition: Denis Nash, Mary K. Irvine.

Methodology: Denis Nash, McKaylee M. Robertson, Kate Penrose, Stephanie Chamberlin,

Rebekkah S. Robbins, Sarah L. Braunstein, Levi Waldron, Bruce Levin, Mary K. Irvine.

Project administration: Julie E. Myers, Bisrat Abraham, Sarah Kulkarni.

Writing – original draft: Denis Nash, McKaylee M. Robertson, Mary K. Irvine.

Writing – review & editing: Kate Penrose, Stephanie Chamberlin, Rebekkah S. Robbins,

Sarah L. Braunstein, Julie E. Myers, Bisrat Abraham, Sarah Kulkarni, Levi Waldron, Bruce

Levin.

References
1. Gardner EM, McLees MP, Steiner JF, del Rio C, Burman WJ. The spectrum of engagement in HIV care

and its relevance to test-and-treat strategies for prevention of HIV infection. Clinical infectious diseases.

2011; 52(6):793–800. https://doi.org/10.1093/cid/ciq243 PMID: 21367734

2. Centers for Disease Control & Prevention. Vital signs: HIV prevention through care and treatment—

United States. MMWR Morbidity and mortality weekly report. 2011; 60(47):1618. PMID: 22129997

3. Perlman DC, Jordan AE, Nash D. Conceptualizing Care Continua: Lessons from HIV, Hepatitis C Virus,

Tuberculosis and Implications for the Development of Improved Care and Prevention Continua. Front

Public Health. 2016; 4:296. Epub 2017/01/26. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpubh.2016.00296 PMID:

28119910; PubMed Central PMCID: PMCPMC5222805.

4. Centers for Disease Control & Prevention. Monitoring selected national HIV prevention and care objec-

tives by using HIV surveillance data—United States and 6 dependent areas, 2014. HIV Surveillance

Supplemental Report. 2016; 21(4).

5. New York State Department of Health. Blueprint to end the epidemic 2015. Available from: health.ny.

gov/ete.

6. Milloy MJ, Marshall BD, Montaner J, Wood E. Housing status and the health of people living with HIV/

AIDS. Curr HIV/AIDS Rep. 2012; 9(4):364–74. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11904-012-0137-5 PMID:

22968432; PubMed Central PMCID: PMCPMC3693560.

7. Nel A, Kagee A. Common mental health problems and antiretroviral therapy adherence. AIDS care.

2011; 23(11):1360–5. https://doi.org/10.1080/09540121.2011.565025 PMID: 22022846.

8. Irvine MK, Chamberlin SA, Robbins RS, Kulkarni SG, Robertson MM, Nash D. Come as You Are:

Improving Care Engagement and Viral Load Suppression Among HIV Care Coordination Clients with

Lower Mental Health Functioning, Unstable Housing, and Hard Drug Use. AIDS Behav. 2017; 21

(6):1572–9. Epub 2016/06/28. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10461-016-1460-4 PMID: 27342990; PubMed

Central PMCID: PMCPMC5183512.

9. Sherer R, Stieglitz K, Narra J, Jasek J, Green L, Moore B, et al. HIV multidisciplinary teams work: sup-

port services improve access to and retention in HIV primary care. AIDS care. 2002; 14 Suppl 1:S31–

44. https://doi.org/10.1080/09540120220149975 PMID: 12204140.

10. Lo W, MacGovern T, Bradford J. Association of ancillary services with primary care utilization and reten-

tion for patients with HIV/AIDS. AIDS care. 2002; 14 Suppl 1:S45–57. https://doi.org/10.1080/

0954012022014992049984 PMID: 12204141.

11. Aidala AA, Wilson MG, Shubert V, Gogolishvili D, Globerman J, Rueda S, et al. Housing Status, Medical

Care, and Health Outcomes Among People Living With HIV/AIDS: A Systematic Review. Am J Public

Health. 2016; 106(1):e1–e23. https://doi.org/10.2105/AJPH.2015.302905 PMID: 26562123; PubMed

Central PMCID: PMCPMC4695926.

12. Charania MR, Marshall KJ, Lyles CM, Crepaz N, Kay LS, Koenig LJ, et al. Identification of evidence-

based interventions for promoting HIV medication adherence: findings from a systematic review of U.

Effectiveness of HIV care coordination

PLOS ONE | https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0204017 September 24, 2018 12 / 14

https://doi.org/10.1093/cid/ciq243
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21367734
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22129997
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpubh.2016.00296
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28119910
http://health.ny.gov/ete
http://health.ny.gov/ete
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11904-012-0137-5
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22968432
https://doi.org/10.1080/09540121.2011.565025
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22022846
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10461-016-1460-4
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27342990
https://doi.org/10.1080/09540120220149975
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/12204140
https://doi.org/10.1080/0954012022014992049984
https://doi.org/10.1080/0954012022014992049984
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/12204141
https://doi.org/10.2105/AJPH.2015.302905
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26562123
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0204017


S.-based studies, 1996–2011. AIDS Behav. 2014; 18(4):646–60. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10461-013-

0594-x PMID: 24043269; PubMed Central PMCID: PMCPMC4701030.

13. Higa DH, Marks G, Crepaz N, Liau A, Lyles CM. Interventions to improve retention in HIV primary care:

a systematic review of U.S. studies. Curr HIV/AIDS Rep. 2012; 9(4):313–25. https://doi.org/10.1007/

s11904-012-0136-6 PMID: 22996171.

14. Irvine MK, Chamberlin SA, Robbins RS, Myers JE, Braunstein SL, Mitts BJ, et al. Improvements in HIV

care engagement and viral load suppression following enrollment in a comprehensive HIV care coordi-

nation program. Clin Infect Dis. 2015; 60(2):298–310. https://doi.org/10.1093/cid/ciu783 PMID:

25301208; PubMed Central PMCID: PMCPMC4296107.

15. Willis S, Castel AD, Ahmed T, Olejemeh C, Frison L, Kharfen M. Linkage, engagement, and viral sup-

pression rates among HIV-infected persons receiving care at medical case management programs in

Washington, DC. Journal of acquired immune deficiency syndromes. 2013; 64 Suppl 1:S33–41. https://

doi.org/10.1097/QAI.0b013e3182a99b67 PMID: 23982662; PubMed Central PMCID:

PMCPMC3844615.

16. Bogart LM, Wagner GJ, Mutchler MG, Risley B, McDavitt BW, McKay T, et al. Community HIV treat-

ment advocacy programs may support treatment adherence. AIDS Educ Prev. 2012; 24(1):1–14.

https://doi.org/10.1521/aeap.2012.24.1.1 PMID: 22339141; PubMed Central PMCID:

PMCPMC3286035.

17. Gardner LI, Giordano TP, Marks G, Wilson TE, Craw JA, Drainoni ML, et al. Enhanced personal contact

with HIV patients improves retention in primary care: a randomized trial in 6 US HIV clinics. Clin Infect

Dis. 2014; 59(5):725–34. https://doi.org/10.1093/cid/ciu357 PMID: 24837481; PubMed Central PMCID:

PMCPMC4366591.

18. Kushel MB, Colfax G, Ragland K, Heineman A, Palacio H, Bangsberg DR. Case management is associ-

ated with improved antiretroviral adherence and CD4+ cell counts in homeless and marginally housed

individuals with HIV infection. Clin Infect Dis. 2006; 43(2):234–42. Epub 2006/06/17. https://doi.org/10.

1086/505212 PMID: 16779752.

19. Risher KA, Kapoor S, Daramola AM, Paz-Bailey G, Skarbinski J, Doyle K, et al. Challenges in the Evalu-

ation of Interventions to Improve Engagement Along the HIV Care Continuum in the United States: A

Systematic Review. AIDS and Behavior. 2017:1–23.

20. Wohl DA, Scheyett A, Golin CE, White B, Matuszewski J, Bowling M, et al. Intensive case management

before and after prison release is no more effective than comprehensive pre-release discharge planning

in linking HIV-infected prisoners to care: a randomized trial. AIDS Behav. 2011; 15(2):356–64. Epub

2010/11/03. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10461-010-9843-4 PMID: 21042930; PubMed Central PMCID:

PMCPMC3532052.

21. Gardner LI, Metsch LR, Anderson-Mahoney P, Loughlin AM, del Rio C, Strathdee S, et al. Efficacy of a

brief case management intervention to link recently diagnosed HIV-infected persons to care. AIDS.

2005; 19(4):423–31. Epub 2005/03/08. PMID: 15750396.

22. New York City Department of Health and Mental Hygiene. HIV Care Coordination [cited April 29 2016].

Available from: http://www.nyc.gov/html/doh/html/living/hiv-care-coord.shtml.

23. New York City Department of Health and Mental Hygiene. HIV surveillance annual report, 2014 New

York, New York 2015 [cited 2016 June 20]. Available from: https://www1.nyc.gov/assets/doh/

downloads/pdf/dires/2014-hiv-surveillance-annual-report.pdf.

24. Robertson MM, Waldron L, Robbins RS, Chamberlin S, Penrose K, Levin B, et al. Using Registry Data

to Construct a Comparison Group for Programmatic Effectiveness Evaluation—the New York City HIV

Care Coordination Program. Am J Epidemiol. 2018. Epub 2018/05/23. https://doi.org/10.1093/aje/

kwy103 PMID: 29788080.

25. Braunstein SL, Robertson MM, Myers J, Nash D. Using HIV Viral Load from Surveillance to Estimate

the Timing of Antiretroviral Therapy Initiation. Journal of acquired immune deficiency syndromes. 2016.

https://doi.org/10.1097/QAI.0000000000001052 PMID: 27152466.

26. Sabharwal C, Braunstein S, Robbins R, Shepard C, editors. Concordance of HIV Surveillance Data and

Medical Care: What do CD4 and Viral Loads Fail to Tell Us About Linkage to HIV Care? (Paper #1542).

Council of State and Territorial Epidemiologists (CSTE) Annual Conference; 2013; Pasadena,

California.

27. Pati R, Robbins RS, Braunstein SL. Validation of Retention in HIV Care Status Using the New York City

HIV Surveillance Registry and Clinical Care Data From a Large HIV Care Center. J Public Health

Manag Pract. 2017; 23(6):564–70. Epub 2017/01/13. https://doi.org/10.1097/PHH.0000000000000515

PMID: 28079643; PubMed Central PMCID: PMCPMC5636052.

28. Xia Q, Braunstein SL, Wiewel EW, Eavey JJ, Shepard CW, Torian LV. Persons Living With HIV in the

United States: Fewer Than We Thought. Journal of acquired immune deficiency syndromes. 2016; 72

(5):552–7. https://doi.org/10.1097/QAI.0000000000001008 PMID: 27028500.

Effectiveness of HIV care coordination

PLOS ONE | https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0204017 September 24, 2018 13 / 14

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10461-013-0594-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10461-013-0594-x
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24043269
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11904-012-0136-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11904-012-0136-6
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22996171
https://doi.org/10.1093/cid/ciu783
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25301208
https://doi.org/10.1097/QAI.0b013e3182a99b67
https://doi.org/10.1097/QAI.0b013e3182a99b67
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23982662
https://doi.org/10.1521/aeap.2012.24.1.1
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22339141
https://doi.org/10.1093/cid/ciu357
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24837481
https://doi.org/10.1086/505212
https://doi.org/10.1086/505212
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16779752
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10461-010-9843-4
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21042930
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15750396
http://www.nyc.gov/html/doh/html/living/hiv-care-coord.shtml
https://www1.nyc.gov/assets/doh/downloads/pdf/dires/2014-hiv-surveillance-annual-report.pdf
https://www1.nyc.gov/assets/doh/downloads/pdf/dires/2014-hiv-surveillance-annual-report.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1093/aje/kwy103
https://doi.org/10.1093/aje/kwy103
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29788080
https://doi.org/10.1097/QAI.0000000000001052
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27152466
https://doi.org/10.1097/PHH.0000000000000515
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28079643
https://doi.org/10.1097/QAI.0000000000001008
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27028500
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0204017


29. Stuart EA. Matching methods for causal inference: A review and a look forward. Stat Sci. 2010; 25

(1):1–21. https://doi.org/10.1214/09-STS313 PMID: 20871802; PubMed Central PMCID:

PMCPMC2943670.

30. Parsons LS. Performing a 1:N Case-Control Match on Propensity Score SUGI 282003 [cited 2016 June

20]. Available from: http://www2.sas.com/proceedings/sugi29/165-29.pdf.

31. Austin PC. An Introduction to Propensity Score Methods for Reducing the Effects of Confounding in

Observational Studies. Multivariate Behav Res. 2011; 46(3):399–424. https://doi.org/10.1080/

00273171.2011.568786 PMID: 21818162; PubMed Central PMCID: PMCPMC3144483.

32. Temprano Anrs Study Group, Danel C, Moh R, Gabillard D, Badje A, Le Carrou J, et al. A Trial of Early

Antiretrovirals and Isoniazid Preventive Therapy in Africa. N Engl J Med. 2015; 373(9):808–22. https://

doi.org/10.1056/NEJMoa1507198 PMID: 26193126.

33. Hanna DB, Felsen UR, Ginsberg MS, Zingman BS, Beil RS, Futterman DC, et al. Increased Antiretrovi-

ral Therapy Use and Virologic Suppression in the Bronx in the Context of Multiple HIV Prevention Strat-

egies. AIDS Res Hum Retroviruses. 2016; 32(10–11):955–63. Epub 2016/02/20. https://doi.org/10.

1089/aid.2015.0345 PMID: 26892622; PubMed Central PMCID: PMCPMC5067794.

34. Aidala AA, Yomogida M, Vardy Y. CHAIN 2012–3 Report: food insecurity, food and nurtrition services

and HIV care and health outcomes 2015 [cited 2018 June 20]. Available from: http://www.nyhiv.org/

pdfs/chain/CHAIN%202012-3_%20Food%20Insecurity%20FN%20Services%20Outcomes%

20Combined%20FINAL.pdf.

35. Lehrman SE, Gentry D, Yurchak BB, Freedman J. Outcomes of HIV/AIDS case management in New

York. AIDS care. 2001; 13(4):481–92. Epub 2001/07/17. https://doi.org/10.1080/09540120120058012

PMID: 11454269.

36. Ashman JJ, Conviser R, Pounds MB. Associations between HIV-positive individuals’ receipt of ancillary

services and medical care receipt and retention. AIDS care. 2002; 14 Suppl 1:S109–18. Epub 2002/09/

03. https://doi.org/10.1080/09540120220149993a PMID: 12204145.

37. Torian LV, Xia Q, Wiewel EW. Retention in care and viral suppression among persons living with HIV/

AIDS in New York City, 2006–2010. Am J Public Health. 2014; 104(9):e24–9. https://doi.org/10.2105/

AJPH.2014.302080 PMID: 25033144; PubMed Central PMCID: PMCPMC4151939.

38. Hoover DR, Munoz A, Carey V, Odaka N, Taylor JM, Chmiel JS, et al. The unseen sample in cohort

studies: estimation of its size and effect. Multicenter AIDS Cohort Study. Stat Med. 1991; 10(12):1993–

2003. PMID: 1805323.

39. Finitsis DJ, Pellowski JA, Johnson BT. Text message intervention designs to promote adherence to

antiretroviral therapy (ART): a meta-analysis of randomized controlled trials. PLoS One. 2014; 9(2):

e88166. Epub 2014/02/08. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0088166 PMID: 24505411; PubMed

Central PMCID: PMCPMC3914915.

Effectiveness of HIV care coordination

PLOS ONE | https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0204017 September 24, 2018 14 / 14

https://doi.org/10.1214/09-STS313
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20871802
http://www2.sas.com/proceedings/sugi29/165-29.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1080/00273171.2011.568786
https://doi.org/10.1080/00273171.2011.568786
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21818162
https://doi.org/10.1056/NEJMoa1507198
https://doi.org/10.1056/NEJMoa1507198
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26193126
https://doi.org/10.1089/aid.2015.0345
https://doi.org/10.1089/aid.2015.0345
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26892622
http://www.nyhiv.org/pdfs/chain/CHAIN%202012-3_%20Food%20Insecurity%20FN%20Services%20Outcomes%20Combined%20FINAL.pdf
http://www.nyhiv.org/pdfs/chain/CHAIN%202012-3_%20Food%20Insecurity%20FN%20Services%20Outcomes%20Combined%20FINAL.pdf
http://www.nyhiv.org/pdfs/chain/CHAIN%202012-3_%20Food%20Insecurity%20FN%20Services%20Outcomes%20Combined%20FINAL.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1080/09540120120058012
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11454269
https://doi.org/10.1080/09540120220149993a
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/12204145
https://doi.org/10.2105/AJPH.2014.302080
https://doi.org/10.2105/AJPH.2014.302080
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25033144
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/1805323
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0088166
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24505411
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0204017

