OVERALL SERVICE NEEDS AND
BARRIERS

As payer of last resort, the Ryan White HIV/AIDS
Program provides a spectrum of HIV-related services
to people living with HIV (PLWH) who may not
have sufficient resources for managing HIV disease.
The Houston Area HIV Services Ryan White
Planning Council identifies, designs, and allocates
funding to locally-provided HIV care services.
Housing services for PLWH are provided through the
federal Housing Opportunities for People with AIDS
(HOPWA) program through the City of Houston
Housing and Community Development Department.
The primary function of HIV needs assessment
activities is to gather information about the need for
and barriers to services funded by the local Houston
Ryan White HIV/AIDS Program, as well as other
HIV-related programs like HOPWA and the Houston
Health Department’s (HHD) prevention program.

Overall Ranking of Funded Services, by Need

In 2016, 15 HIV core medical and support services
were funded through the Houston Area Ryan White
HIV/AIDS Program, and housing setvices wete
provided through the local HOPWA program.
Though no longer funded through the Ryan White
HIV/AIDS Program, Food Pantry was also assessed.

Participants of the 2016 Houston HIV Care Services
Needs Assessment were asked to indicate which of
these funded services they needed in the past 12
months.

(Graph 1) All funded services except hospice and
linguistics were analyzed and received a ranking of
need. At 94%, primary care was the most needed
funded service in the Houston Area, followed by case
management at 83%, local medication assistance at
74%, and oral health care at 73%. Primary care had
the highest need ranking of any core medical service,
while transportation received the highest need ranking
of any support service. Compared to the last Houston
Area HIV needs assessment conducted in 2014, need
ranking increased for many core medical services, and
decreased for most support services. The percent of
needs assessment participants reporting need for a
particular service decreased the most for food pantry,
housing, and medical nutrition therapy, while the
percent of those indicating a need for health insurance
assistance increased 12 percentage points from 2014,
the most of any service measured.

GRAPH 1-Ranking of HIV Services in the Houston Area, By Need, 2016
Definition: Percent of needs assessment participants stating they needed the service in the past 12 months, regardless of service accessibility.
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Overall Ranking of Funded Services,

by Accessibility

Participants of the 2016 Houston HIV Care Services
Needs Assessment were asked to indicate if each of
the funded Ryan White HIV/AIDS Program
services they needed in the past 12 months was easy
or difficult for them to access. If difficulty was
reported, participants were then asked to provide a
brief description on the barrier experienced. Results
for both topics are presented below.

(Graph 2) All funded services except hospice and
linguistics were analyzed and received a ranking of
accessibility. The two most accessible services were
day treatment and substance abuse services at 92%

ease of access, followed by primary care at 90% and
local medication assistance at 89%. Day treatment
had the highest accessibility ranking of any core
medical service, while transportation received the
highest accessibility ranking of any support service.
Compared 2014 needs assessment, reported
accessibility increased for each service category, with
an average increase of 9 percentage points. The
greatest increase in percent of participants reporting
ease of access was observed in eatly intervention
services, while transportation experienced the lowest
increase in accessibility.

GRAPH 2-Ranking of HIV Services in the Houston Area, By Accessibility, 2016
Definition: Of needs assessment participants stating they needed the service in the past 12 months, the percent stating it was easy to access the

service.
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Overall Ranking of Barriers Types Experienced
by Consumers

For the first time in the Houston Area HIV Needs
Assessment process, participants who reported
difficulty accessing needed services were asked to
provide a brief description of the barrier or barriers
encountered, rather than select from a list of pre-
selected barriers. Recursive abstraction was used to
categorize participant descriptions into 39 distinct
barriers. These barriers were then grouped together
into 12 nodes, or barrier types.

(Graph 3) Overall, the barrier types reported most
often related to service education and awareness
issues (21% of all reported barriers); wait-related

issues (15%); interactions with staff (14%); eligibility
issues (10%); and administrative issues (10%).
Employment concerns were reported least often
(1%). Due to the change in methodology for barrier
assessment between the 2014 and 2016 HIV needs
assessments, a comparison of the change in number
of reports of barriers will not be available until the
next HIV needs assessment.

For more information on barrier types reported most
often by service category, please see the Service-
Specific Fact Sheets.

GRAPH 3-Ranking of Types of Barriers to HIV Services in the Houston Area, 2016
Definition: Percent of times each barrier type was reported by needs assessment participants, regardless of service, when difficulty accessing

needed services was reported.
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Descriptions of Barriers Encountered

All funded services were reported to have barriers,
with an average of 33 reports of barriers per service.
Participants reported the least barriers for Hospice
(two barriers) and the most barriers for Oral Health
Care (806 barriers). In total, 525 reports of barriers
across all services were indicated in the sample.

(Table 1) Within education and awareness, knowledge
of the availability of the service and where to go to
access the service accounted for 82% barriers
reported. Being put on a waitlist accounted for a
majority (66%) of wait-related issues barriers. Poor
communication and/or follow up from staff members
when contacting participants comprised a majority
(51%) of barriers related to staff interactions. Almost
all (86%) of eligibility barriers related to participants
being told they did not meet eligibly requirements to
receive the service or difficulty obtaining the required
documentation to establish eligibility. Among
administrative issues, long or complex processes
required to obtain services sufficient to create a
burden to access comprised most (59%) the barriers
reported.

Most (84%) of health insurance-related barriers
occurred because the participant was uninsured or
underinsured and experiencing coverage gaps for
needed services or medications. The largest
proportion (81%) of transportation-related barriers
occurred when participants had no access to
transportation. It is notable that multiple participants
reported losing bus cards and the difficulty of
replacing the cards presented a barrier to accessing
other services. Inability to afford the service
accounted for all barriers relating to participant
financial resources. The service being offered at a
distance that was inaccessible to participants or being
recently released from incarceration accounted for
most (77%) of accessibility-related barriers, though it
is worth note that low or no literacy accounted for
14% of accessibility-related  barriers. Receiving
resources that were insufficient to meet participant
needs accounted for most resource availability
barriers. Homelessness accounted for virtually all
housing-related barriers. Instances in which the
participant’s employer did not provide sufficient
sick/wellness  leave for attend appointments
comprised most (60%) employment-related barriers.
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Education & Awareness

Availability
(Didn’t know the service was
available)

Definition
(Didn’t know what service entails)

Location
(Didn’t know where to go [location
or location w/in agency])

Contact
(Didn’t know who to contact for
service)

Eligibility
Ineligible

(Did not meet eligibility
requirements)

Eligibility Process

(Redundant process for renewing
eligibility)

Documentation

(Problems obtaining documentation
needed for eligibility)

Transportation

No Transportation

(No or limited transportation
options)

Providers

(Problems with special
transportation providers such as
Metrolift or Medicaid transportation)

Resource Availability

Insufficient
(Resources offered insufficient for
meeting need)

Quality
(Resource quality was poor)

%

50%

7%

32%

1%

%

48%

16%

38%

81%

19%

%

56%

44%

Wait-Related Issues

Waitlist
(Put on a waitlist)

Unavailable

(Waitlist full/not available resulting
in client not being placed on
waitlist)

Wait at Appointment
(Appointment visits take long)

Approval
(Long durations between
application and approval)

Administrative Issues

Staff Changes
(Change in staff w/o notice)

Understaffing
(Shortage of staff)

Service Change
(Change in service w/o notice)

Complex Process

(Burden of long complex process
for accessing services)
Dismissal

(Client dismissal from agency)
Hours

(Problem with agency hours of
operation)

Financial

Financial Resources
(Could not afford service)

Housing

Homeless
(Client is without stable housing)

IPV
(Interpersonal domestic issues
make housing situation unsafe)

%

66%

15%

7%

12%

%

12%

2%

10%

59%

4%

16%

%

100%

%

100%

0%

Interactions with Staff

Communication
(Poor correspondence/ Follow up
from staff)

Poor Treatment
(Staff insensitive to clients)

Resistance
(Staff refusal/ resistance to assist
clients)

Staff Knowledge
(Staff has no/ limited knowledge of
service)

Referral

(Received service referral to
provider that did not meet client
needs)

Health Insurance

Uninsured
(Client has no insurance)

Coverage Gaps
(Certain services/medications not
covered)

Locating Provider
(Difficulty locating provider that
takes insurance)

ACA
(Problems with ACA enroliment
process)

Accessibility

Literacy
(Cannot read/difficulty reading)

Spanish Services
(Services not made available in
Spanish)

Released from Incarceration
(Restricted from services due to
probation, parole, or felon status)
Distance

(Service not offered within
accessible distance)

Employment

Unemployed
(Client is unemployed)

Leave

(Employer does not provide
sick/wellness leave for
appointments)

%

51%

17%

13%

7%

17%

%

53%

31%

13%

17%

%

14%

9%

32%

45%

%

40%

60%
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Waiting List Barriers and Experiences

In February 2014, the Ryan White Planning Council
formed the ad-hoc Waiting List Workgroup to
evaluate the extent to which waiting and waitlists
impact the receipt of HIV care and treatment services
in the Houston Area, and propose ways to address
wait-related issues through changes to the HIV care
and treatment system. With input from the Waiting
List Workgroup, the 2016 Houston HIV Care
Services Needs Assessment included questions
specifically designed to elicit information from
participants about which services they had been
placed on a waiting list for in the past 12 months, the
time period between first request for a service and
eventual receipt of the service, awareness of other
providers of waitlisted services, and services for which

clients reported being placed on a waitlist more than
once. Thirty-nine percent (39%) of participants
indicated that they had been placed on a waiting list
for at least one service in the past 12 months.

(Graph 4) A third of participant reports of being on a
waiting list were for housing services. This was
followed by oral health care (21%), HIV medical care
(9%), local medication assistance (8%), and
professional mental health counseling (7%). Of all
participants reporting being on a wait list for HIV
medical care visits, 26% indicated being placed on a
waiting list specifically for vision services. There were
no reports of participants being placed on a wait list
for hospice or pre-discharge planning.

GRAPH 4-Percentage of Waiting List Reports by Service, 2016
Definition: Percent of times needs assessment participants reported being on a waiting list for each service.
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(Graph 5) Participant reports of time elapsed from
the initial request for a service until receipt of the
service vary from 1 day to over 2 years. The greatest
number of reports of time elapsed occurred for wait
times between one and three months (30%), followed
by less than one month (18%) and four to six months
18%).

Most wait times reported for housing services
occurred for one to three months (26%), one to two
years (26%), or 10 months to one year (18%). Itis
worth noting that 8% of participants reporting a wait
time for housing services had over two years elapse

GRAPH 5-Percentage of Wait Times Reports, 2016

between first request and receipt of service, with
several expressing that they were on a housing wait
list at the time of survey. Most reports of wait times
for oral health care were less than one month (26%)
or four to six months (26%). However, 14% of
participants indicating a wait time for oral health care
services reported wait times of over one year. Finally,
most participants (64%) indicating wait times for HIV
medical care including vision services reported waiting
one to three months.

Definition: Percent of times needs assessment participants reported time elapsed from the initial request for a service until receipt of the service

each time period.
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Awareness of other providers for services operating
waiting lists can offer timely service to consumers
with acute needs and reduce wait times for those
remaining on wait lists. A majority (83%) of
participants who reported being on a wait list for at
least one in the past 12 months stated that they were
not aware of another provider of the service for
which they were waiting, or did not remember if they
were aware of another provider. Of the remaining
35% of participants who were aware of another

7-9 months 10 months - 1

1 yearto 2 More than 2
year years years

provider, over half (59%) reported not seeking service
from the alternative provider.

Nearly one-third of participants who reported being
placed on a wait list in the past 12 months also
reported having been placed on a wait list for the
service more than once. This was observed primarily
for among participants reporting being placed on a
wait list for housing services (34%) and oral health
care (29%).
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Other Identified Needs

In addition to the HIV services listed above, there are
other services allowable for funding by the Ryan
White HIV/AIDS Program in local communities if
there is a demonstrated need. Several of these other
services have been funded by the Ryan White
Program in the Houston Area in the past. The 2016
Houston HIV Care Services Needs Assessment
measured the need for these services to order to
gauge any new or emerging service needs in the
community. In addition, some of these services are
currently funded through other HIV-specific non-
Ryan White sources, namely housing-related services
provided by the Housing Opportunities with People
with AIDS (HOPWA) program, as indicated.

(Graph 6) Twelve other/non-Ryan White funded
HIV-related services were assessed to determine
emerging needs for Houston Area PLWH.
Participants were also encouraged to write-in other
types of needed services. Of the 12 services options
provided, 31% of participant selected food bank was
needed services, a decrease of 14 percentage points
from the 2014 needs assessment. Emergency financial
assistance was selected second (20%), followed by
housing-related services cited third (20%) and fourth
(16%), and support groups cited fifth (13%).

Services that were written-in most often as a need
(and that are not currently funded by Ryan White)
were (in order): employment assistance and job
training, vision hardware/glasses, and services for
spouses/ partners.

GRAPH 6-Other Needs for HIV Services in the Houston Area, 2016
Definition: Percent of needs assessment participants, who selected each service in response to the survey question, “What other kinds of

services do you need to help you get your HIV medical care?”
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*These services are not currently funded by the Ryan White program; however, they are available

through the Housing Opportunities for People with AIDS (HOPWA) program.
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