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HOUSING SERVICES FOR PEOPLE LIVING WITH HIV:

Background

Positive Living, Positive Homes (PLPH) is a community-based research (CBR) study co-led 
by the Pacific AIDS Network and the University of Victoria. PLPH uses a qualitative case 
study approach to investigate the links between health and housing for people living 

with HIV in three B.C. sites: Prince George, Kamloops, and Greater Vancouver. Using method-
ologies and modes of engagement in keeping with the core principles of both CBR and the 
greater &  meaningful involvement of people living with HIV/AIDS, the PLPH participatory anal-
ysis working group and members of site-specific PLPH advisory groups have been developing 
several tools to facilitate knowledge translation and sharing of PLPH findings. We hope to use 
these and other tools to improve housing and access to housing services for people living with 
HIV in our case study sites and potentially, across British Columbia.

Methods
Ninety-nine adults living with HIV in the three case study sites participated in qualitative, in-
depth interviews as part of PLPH. Approximately 30 service providers and policy makers across 
the sites have also been interviewed so far. In addition to coding transcripts in NVivo, the team 
sought input from community stakeholders to arrive at decisions around potential uses for the 
data. As such, interview transcripts and data were further analyzed using a number of partici-
patory methods, described in more detail in the graphic to the right. This collaborative analysis 
process is ongoing, with participatory readings and data parties planned for Prince George and 
Kamloops in the spring and summer of 2017. Based on our analysis efforts with the community 
thus far, the team has begun to develop four change tools for the Greater Vancouver site. We 
expect to adapt and add to these tools for Prince George and Kamloops in the coming months, 
as our community stakeholders see fit. 

Results
At the time of baseline interviews, out of 99 participants:

 ★ 74% were aware of housing services in their local communities 

 ★ 65% had used housing services in their local communities (“service use” includes apply-
ing for subsidized housing or other housing programs as well as living in subsidized or                 
supportive housing) 

 ★ Of those who had used housing services, 89% reported having good experiences with the 
service(s) and 56% reported having negative experiences with the service(s)

Conclusions from Participant 
Interview Data

 ★ There is a need for frontline housing staff and other service providers to provide more va-
riety and continuity in housing-related supports (for example, developing strong relation-
ships with landlords and building managers, assistance with budgeting, paying bills, and 
other daily skills that help maintain stable housing) 

It’s like ‘Here’s your apartment, goodbye’ and you can’t just sort 
of like give them a place to live and then snip the cord.
 (Kamloops participant)

 ★ Health-wise, participants appreciate and benefit from having choice around their housing 
situations instead of being “placed” somewhere that might not address their health needs, 
or might be socially or culturally inappropriate for them.

You have to make your place your own. You got to feel that it’s 
yours. Even though you might be renting.
(Kamloops participant)

Well, you get given a place because it becomes available, you can’t 
say that, ‘Oh I want to live here,’ or, ‘I prefer to live there.’  You’re  given 
a place to stay. So you don’t really have a choice.
(Kamloops participant)

 ★ Many participants experienced frustration, confusion, and feelings of pointlessness around                      
applying for subsidized housing due to complicated application processes and long wait lists 

I remember doing the application, I just like [throwing noise], ‘I’m 
not taking the time.’ At the time I didn’t have the patience to sit there 
and try and remember where I lived and all that. 
(Greater Vancouver participant)

Recommendations arising from the participatory 
analysis process:

 ★ To produce a comprehensive guide for service providers on supporting HIV+ people around their 
housing needs, in terms of both applying for housing and maintaining housing

 ★ To generate site-specific lists of subsidized housing providers, noting the housing type, rules and 
policies, application procedures, possible wait times, and other pertinent information for each

 ★ To create a self-assessment tool for HIV+ individuals to assess what type of housing they need so 
that inappropriate housing situations (and subsequent move-outs and transience) can be avoided

 ★ To make the business case for a housing navigator (preferably a person living with HIV) to serve 
clients in Greater Vancouver in order to deal with confusion and frustration around applying for 
housing, and to potentially act as a support for housing maintenance
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Evolution of a 
Community-Based Response 

to the Research

Summer 2015

Question: What is going on here? 

How we answered it: the PLPH manager, with support from inter-
viewers and PIs, began preliminary coding in NVivo to get a sense 
of participant experiences. Generated 156 codes total, from 
“access to housing” to “stigma & discrimination.” These needed to 
be narrowed down and key themes identi�ed.

A Dec 2015 to May 2016

Question: Are we on the right track?

How we answered it: Participatory reading of select transcripts: 12 
volunteers from the 30-person research team read a few tran-
scripts each; this told us which of the 156 themes were most
important. 

B

Fall 2016

Question: Who, where, and how many?
 
How we answered it: NVivo work continued by coding for 
participant attributes in each site. This generated quantitative data 
for attributes such as age, gender, living situation, type of housing, 
category of housing, income, etc., for each site.

C Winter 2016

Question: How might we use this data to 
bene�t the community?

How we answered it: Based on a review of the socio-economic 
and political situations in each site, as well as the themes generat-
ed in interviews, we developed ideas for meaningful outputs, in-
cluding the list of subsidized housing providers and the service 
providers’ guide to housing supports for people living with HIV. 

D

December 2016

Question: What does a community research 
response look like?
 
How we answered it: Held two participatory reading sessions in 
Prince George with former PLPH interviewees. This acted as a sort 
of “mini data party” and helped the team see how a larger data 
party might be received by the community. It also re-con�rmed 
the key themes seen in transcripts. (see top right, “What Is a Data 
Party?”)

E
January 2017

Question: What does the community need 
from this research?

How we answered it: Circulated a pre-data party community 
survey to stakeholders in Greater Vancouver, to help the team 
better understand what is needed and wanted from our data at 
that point in time.

F

January-February 2017

Question: Do we have the information 
the community wants to see?
 
How we answered it: Further analysis of the Greater Vancouver 
transcripts to pull out and re�ne data on the themes identi�ed in 
the community survey as being interesting and useful.
 

G February 20, 2017

Question: What exactly should be done 
with this data?

How we answered it: Held the Greater Vancouver data party – 
stakeholders in attendance helped re�ne ideas about outputs.

H

Next Steps

Question: How do we proceed in the other 
case study sites?

How we’ll answer it: Circulate online community surveys in Kam-
loops and Prince George to �nd out what is important, interest-
ing, and useful to stakeholders in those places, and follow up with 
a data party in each site. From there, we will re�ne or adapt the 
existing change tools and add more as needed.

I

What Is a Data Party?
A data party is a gathering of people who are concerned about a 
particular topic of research and are interested in the data being 
generated by a research project. 

The purpose of a data party is to get input and feedback from a variety of perspectives on prelim-
inary research findings and decide how best to use the findings. They are great tools for CBR, as 
they invite stakeholders into the decision-making process around using findings for the benefit 
of the community. For more information on data parties, please see Franz (2013): 

www.joe.org/joe/2013february/iw2.php
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