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Abstract  
INTRODUCTION: SARS-CoV-2 testing is one of the options to combat COVID-19 in Kenya. 

In the first COVID-19 year there was limited tapping of the private sector's potential to scale up 

testing in Kenya. In April 2020, we initiated a unique public-private partnership (PPP) project in 

Kisumu County connecting the private sector to centralized testing supported by the ministry of 

health (MoH), ‘COVID-Dx’, to accelerate the local response to COVID-19. We aimed to 

demonstrate this PPP's performance as a replicable model for effective public-private collaboration 

in responding to the COVID-19 pandemic in similar settings.  

METHODS: KEMRI, Department of Health Kisumu County, PharmAccess Foundation, and 

local faith-based and private healthcare facilities collaborated in COVID-Dx. COVID-Dx was 

implemented from June 01, 2020, to March 31, 2021, in Kisumu County, Kenya. Trained 

laboratory technologists in participating healthcare facilities collected nasopharyngeal and 

oropharyngeal samples from patients meeting the MoH COVID-19 case definition. Samples were 

tested at the central laboratory in KEMRI via SARS-CoV-2 RT-PCR. Healthcare workers in 

participating facilities collected data using the digitized MoH COVID-19 Case Identification 

Form. We shared aggregated results from these data via (semi-) live dashboard to all relevant 

stakeholders. We did descriptive statistical analyses using Stata 16 to inform project processes.  

RESULTS: Nine facilities participated in the project. A total of 4,324 PCR tests for SARS-CoV-

2 were done, with 425 positives. We noted differences in positivity rates between the facilities. 

Healthcare workers were the largest group tested in the project, 1009, representing 43% of the 

Kisumu healthcare workforce.  

CONCLUSION: COVID-Dx can serve as a PPP model for  scale-up testing and epidemic 

preparedness, especially in LMICs. Digitizing the MoH case report form improved reporting 

efficiency, demonstrating that digital is the way forward. The COVID-Dx PPP has led to another 

collaboration with Kisumu County aimed towards extending the COVID-Dx model to other 

counties. 

KEYWORDS 
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Introduction  
Kenya confirmed the first COVID-19 case was on March 13, 2020. As of August 30, 2021, 

235,298 confirmed cases with 4,720 fatalities had been reported1.  By mid-March 2021, Kenya 

recorded the beginning of its third wave with a notable steep increase in daily COVID-19 cases 

and deaths2,3. This third wave led to stringent measures, particularly in Nairobi, Kajiado, 

Machakos, Kiambu and Nakuru counties4. On March 4 2021, Kenya received the first batch of 

COVAX COVID-19 AstraZeneca vaccines, prioritizing vaccination of its high-risk population, 

including frontline healthcare workers, adults above 58 years, teachers, police officers and persons 

with pre-existing conditions5. However, the first weeks of roll-out were met with considerable 

vaccine hesitancy amongst this target group6. Kenya aims to vaccinate 30% (15 Million) of its 

total population of 49,070,876 by the end of June 20237. This vaccination target falls below the 

65-70% required to achieve “vaccine-induced herd immunity”8; achieving vaccine-induced herd 

immunity in Kenya could take years instead months.  

 

In the absence of vaccine-induced herd immunity, the options to combat COVID-19 in Kenya are 

infection prevention measures, testing for COVID-19, and isolating those who are SARS-CoV-2 

infected. Kenyan public health prevention measures included lockdowns, curfews, social 

distancing, personal hygiene, and protective clothing, particularly at healthcare facilities. At the 

start of the pandemic, diagnostic testing for SARS-CoV-2 was led by the ministry of health (MoH) 

at the national and county levels through centralized PCR testing in dedicated high-throughput 

laboratories in Kenya, with KEMRI playing a central role supporting the MoH. However, 

centralized testing in Kenya faced multiple challenges, including lack of funding, stockouts of 

reagents and testing kits, PCR equipment breakdowns, logistical issues such as untimely reporting 

of results to patients. At the time, internationally recognized rapid diagnostic tests (RDTs) for 

SARS-CoV-2 were unavailable; RDTs were later included in the MoH COVID-19 testing 

guidelines ten months into the pandemic, on December 2020, when the first Kenyan interim guide 

for RDTs was launched9. MoH supported COVID-19 testing was limited to designated public 

hospitals with limited tapping of the private sector's potential to contribute to scaling up COVID-

19 testing 10. 
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The private sector (for-profit, not-for-profit, and faith-based organizations) is a significant player 

in health service delivery in sub-Saharan Africa11. The private healthcare sector can add substantial 

capacity to the public health infrastructure, which often faces challenges in terms of quality of 

care, drug stockouts, health worker shortages, industrial action, and lack of diagnostic equipment12. 

Public-private partnerships (PPP) can play an essential role in LMICs health system development9, 

particularly during outbreaks and epidemics, where a coordinated, rapidly scalable approach is 

required (epidemic preparedness). The challenge is to combine private and public efforts in 

healthcare delivery in a mutually supportive and collaborative manner. Achieving a supportive 

PPP is complex. There are many examples of (inter)national responses where private healthcare 

sector initiatives were crowded out by parallel public sector efforts13. Crowding out implies that 

private investments in healthcare are replaced instead of supplemented by public funds, and the 

total amount of funds in the healthcare system remains unchanged.  

 

The Dutch NGO PharmAccess has gained extensive experience supporting innovative PPP models 

for healthcare ‘crowding in’ private funding. Notable PPP models include the first risk equalization 

fund for HIV in Africa14, the first Medical Credit Fund for Africa that provides loans to private-

sector health entrepreneurs through public-private funding15 and digital technologies provided 

through the M-TIBA platform to support Kisumu County’s universal health coverage (UHC)16. 

Due to PharmAccess’ experience with timely and generous donor contributions and necessary 

regulatory support by the local Department of Health, a unique joint PPP named “COVID-Dx” 

was started in early May 2020 in Kisumu County, Kenya, to enhance its capacity for COVID-19 

sample collection and testing, data collection and timely reporting. ‘COVID-Dx’ connected 

private- and faith-based healthcare facilities in Kisumu County to MoH COVID-19 testing in 

KEMRI central laboratories to accelerate testing COVID-19, improve reporting efficiency to 

decision-making by both healthcare workers and policymakers. COVID-Dx partnership included 

Kisumu Department of Health, KEMRI, PharmAccess Foundation and local public and private 

healthcare facilities.  

 

We chose Kisumu County, located in the western part of Kenya, because of its unique track record 

as a county pioneering UHC using the M-TIBA digital platform16. The experience and ease of use 

of digital technologies in Kisumu via M-TIBA platforms placed the county in a distinctive position 
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to address dynamic situations such as the COVID-19 epidemic. Kisumu reported the first two 

COVID-19 cases on May 27, 2020. As of August 25, 2021, Kisumu reported 8,897 cases and 285 

deaths out of a total of 48,006 PCR tests and 15,409 Antigen tests done17. This paper describes the 

experience and progressive learning with the COVID-Dx PPP model. 

  

Methodology  
 

Context 

After a preparation phase, COVID-Dx officially started June 1, 2020, and ended March 31, 2021, 

in Kisumu, Kenya. The number of healthcare facilities participating in COVID-Dx, and thus the 

collection of COVID-19 samples, increased from 1 to 9 by February 2021. The nine healthcare 

facilities are labelled as A-I throughout this manuscript to ensure anonymity. Table 1. provides an 

overview of the key characteristics of these healthcare facilities. Each participating facility had 

trained staff who collected nasopharyngeal and oropharyngeal swabs samples from patients who 

fulfilled the COVID-19 case definition per the Kenyan Ministry of Health COVID-19 testing 

protocol. The main eligibility criteria to be tested for COVID-19 were: 1) people presenting with 

signs and symptoms of COVID-19 and 2) all risk groups as defined in the MoH guidelines: 

healthcare workers, contacts of confirmed COVID-19 cases, travellers from high-risk areas18. 

Participation of patients was completely voluntary.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

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

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted October 29, 2021. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.08.31.21262891doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.08.31.21262891
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


6 
 

Table 1: Overview of key characteristics participating COVID-Dx facilities  
 
Facility Kenyan Healthcare category Patients/day Beds SafeCare level1 Staff Setting 

A Level 3 Health Centre 40 0 3 12 Urban 

B Level 4 Hospital 100 100 2 80 Urban 

C Level 4 Hospital 100 60 3 60 Rural 

D Level 5 Hospital 180 86 NA 200 Urban 

E Level 4 Hospital 70 62 3 50 Urban 

F Level 5 Hospital 50 50 NA 80 Urban 

G Level 5 Hospital 300 180 NA 400 Urban 

H Level 5 Hospital 100 70 5 400 Urban 

I Level 5 Hospital 1000 550 NA 600 Urban 

 
 
Laboratory methods used for SARS-CoV-2 PCR and RDT 

Patient samples were collected and transported to the KEMRI central laboratory for SARS-CoV-

2 RT-PCR testing within 24 hours of sample collection; results were reported to patients usually 

within 24–48-hours. KEMRI central laboratory trained staff carried out the PCR test procedures 

according to standard manufacturer prescribed testing protocols. 

 

Between December 28, 2020, and March 31, 2021, an additional prospective diagnostic evaluation 

study was done, evaluating the NowCheck SARS-CoV-2 antigen test kit (Ag-RDT) versus the 

gold standard RT-PCR. The results of this sub-study are reported in another paper19. The antigen 

testing procedure was carried out according to the manufacturer’s specifications. The results were 

provided to patients within 15-30 minutes of testing.  

 
1 The SafeCare level represents the level of quality within a facility. One of the aims of SafeCare is to provide 

innovative health care standards. Based on an algorithm incorporating both the overall score and weighted criteria, 

five SafeCare levels of improvement can be allocated to facilities (with level 5 as the highest). Before facilities can 

move to a next SafeCare level, certain high-risk criteria need to be in place first28.  
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CCIF-Tool  

The CCIF-Tool digitized the official Kenyan COVID Case Identification Form (CCIF) used by 

MoH to screen and report all COVID-19 cases. In addition to collecting all essential clinical 

information, the CCIF-Tool enabled full tracking and tracing of samples and data: sample 

collection, courier receipt, transport, lab receipt, channeling into various KEMRI laboratories, 

result creation, result verification, reporting. The CCIF-Tool app data was stored in a dedicated 

database (CommCare), a robust mobile data collection and service delivery platform supported 

with application building services. CommCare is hosted in a highly secured ISO27001 

environment and is also HIPAA and GDPR compliant. KEMRI provided oversight of scientific 

accuracy and quality of data.  

 

PowerBI dashboard   

We shared aggregated results from the CommCare data via a PowerBI dashboard for information 

and decision-making by policymakers and relevant stakeholders. PowerBI is a collection of 

software services, apps and connectors that visualize interactive insights of data sources, which 

can be shared. The dashboard presented an overview of the characteristics of patients tested, 

positive patients, participating facilities, and maps with the patients per place of residence. Annex 

1. is a screenshot of the dashboard. The dashboard was made available through password-protected 

restricted access on Smartphones for predetermined stakeholders.  

 

Data analyses  

We conducted data analyses for operational purposes to inform project processes, monitor the 

progress of the project and generate data to inform policymakers and COVID-Dx partners. We did 

descriptive statistical analyses using Stata 16, tested relationships between categorical variables 

using a chi-square test, and used an independent sample t-test to explore relationships between 

categorical and continuous variables. We considered a p-value of <0.05 to be statistically 

significant during the analyses.  

  

Ethical clearance  
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Ethical clearance for this project was obtained from Jaramogi Oginga Odinga Teaching & Referral 

Hospital (JOOTRH) on June 16, 2020, with approval number IERC/JOOTRH/230/2020.  KEMRI 

also provided ethical clearance on September 30, 2020, with approval number KEMRI/RES/7/3/1. 

Research License was obtained from the National Commission for Science, Technology, and 

Innovation (NACOSTI) on July 6, 2020 (NACOSTI/P/20/5616). 

 

Patient and Public Involvement 

Study participants or the public were not actively involved in the design, conduct, reporting, or 

dissemination plans of the research.  

 

Results  
 
Context - Building the PPP model 

In Table 2, we present the roles of all four partners detailing each partner’s responsibilities with 

collaboration occurring in many aspects. Choices regarding task division were based on the 

partners' different levels of authority, each partner's capabilities, such as time, knowledge about 

regulatory or laboratory processes, and staff available. Experience gained with projects set up in 

the past also informed roles. Generally, the DoH was responsible for approving selected 

participating facilities, providing guidelines regarding the case definition, contact tracing, and 

epidemic control guidelines. PharmAccess provided kickstart funding, managed the day-to-day 

operations of the project, psychosocial counselling, procurement, contact with facilities, and 

managed the data dashboard of the project. KEMRI provided supportive supervision, conducting 

social research and was responsible for the laboratory component. Healthcare facilities executed 

the sample taking, entered data into the CCIF-tool, assisted with contact tracing of COVID-19 

patients, and disseminated the test results to patients.  
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Table 2: Roles of public and private partners in COVID-Dx project 
 
                                                                                                  

Partners 

PPP tasks  

KEMRI Department 

of Health 

PharmAccess 

Foundation 

Healthcare 

providers 

Management and monitoring      

General management of the project    X  

Supported private facilities with day-

to-day challenges 

X  X  

COVID Case management  X   

Monitoring Implementation of COVID 

case management guidelines 

 X   

Preparation      

Processing the ethical clearance of the 

project 

X    

Contracting healthcare providers    X  

Setting up the COVID data collection 

tools and dashboards 

  X  

Getting a SafeCare(4COVID) 

assessment  

   X 

Supplies and resources      

Procuring PPEs and tablets for 

providers  

  X  

Sample Courier, Logistics for sample 

transport (e.g., VTMs, motorbikes) and 

storage and distribution of Ag. RDT 

X    

Trainings      

Laboratory practice and patient 

management training  

 X   

Training Hospital staff for COVID-19 

Sample taking 

X    

CCIF tool training for healthcare 

providers  

X   X 

Sample taking, testing and support      
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Triaging and fast tracking of patient 

who need COVID testing 

   X 

COVID Sample collection    X 

Running PCR tests on the COVID 

samples 

X    

Contact tracing support to the field 

teams 

  X  

COVID counselling support to the 

testing teams 

  X  

Reporting of results      

Data capture for the patients receiving 

a COVID test 

X   X 

Information dissemination through 

SITREPs 

 X   

Data reporting to providers  X   

Receiving the results and disseminating 

them to the patients 

   X 

Processing COVID PCR results and 

disseminating to stakeholders 

X    

Data cleaning and preliminary analyses 

of CCIF data  

X  X  

Dashboard updates with CCIF data    X  

Studies      

Antigen RDT evaluation X    

Conducting the Feasibility and 

acceptability studies 

X    

Scientific publication on study    X  
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Context - Important events  

Annex 2 presents a Gantt Chart, outlining our key experiences during the implementation of 

COVID-Dx. The Gantt Chart shows we started project preparations before Kisumu County 

reported the first COVID-19 case on May 27, 2020. Although risky, starting early proved 

beneficial, because we were ready when the first COVID-19 cases emerged.  

 

At the time, sample collection and central testing via MoH-linked KEMRI laboratories was 

restricted to designated public hospitals. MoH supported the public hospitals collecting samples 

and central laboratories testing for COVID-19 with providing Personal Protection Equipment 

(PPE), sample collection materials, sample transportation materials such as viral transport medium 

(VTMs), cooler boxes, and sample testing materials such as reagents. For private facilities to 

access public sector COVID-19 testing through the KEMRI central laboratories, we initially 

presumed COVID-Dx had to be positioned as a research project to access testing. This implied 

lengthy protocol writing and ethical clearance procedures. Later was clarified any private facility 

that intended to provide COVID-19 testing through MoH supported central laboratories were 

required to do so via the MoH COVID-19 public sector response at the county level. This meant 

selected private healthcare facilities needed the DoH approval as sample collection sites supporting 

Kisumu County to scale up COVID-19 testing.  

 

We contracted selected private providers approved by the DoH in different phases. These private 

providers supported DoH to scale up COVID-19 testing as part of the COVID-Dx project and 

became known COVID-19 sample collection sites freely accessible to the public. The project 

initially started with the kick-off in facility A at the end of June 2020; soon after, facility B and C 

began the project. During the project, we contracted more facilities: facility D and E in August, 

facility F in September, facility G and H in December 2020 and facility I in February 2021. In the 

first months of implementation, to prepare laboratory and clinical staff in these selected private 

healthcare facilities to support COVID-19 sample collection, we conducted multiple trainings with 

the assistance of trainers of trainers (ToTs) from the DoH. Later, we also organized refresher 

trainings to help reinforce best practices.  
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Several procurement rounds of PPEs occurred during the project (May, August, October, 

December 2020). At project initiation, we developed the dashboard to share the live operational 

results of the project. The dashboard was continuously improved and extended throughout the 

project. In November 2020, the first (external) stakeholders got access to the dashboard.  

 

Some months into the project, several healthcare facilities noticed fewer patients coming in to get 

tested. COVID-19 stigma turned out to be associated with hesitancy in testing and avoidance of 

healthcare facilities. Additionally, Kisumu County DoH mandated contact tracing. However, as 

the positive cases increased, it became increasingly challenging for the facilities to keep up with 

the contact tracing activities. COVID-Dx assisted with contact tracing through facility-based 

counsellors who also played a crucial role in addressing COVID-19 stigma. The project also 

brought on board a psychosocial counsellor to lead training and support supervision of facility-

based counsellors. Most facility-based counsellors were HIV counsellors, with previous training 

in pre-and post-test counselling. The counsellors remained active throughout the project and were 

a great help to the facilities, the outreach team, and patients in contact tracing, encouraging contacts 

to test, reporting results to participants as part of post-test counselling and addressing patient fears 

around COVID-19 stigma. 

 

At times the DoH or KEMRI requested some private facilities to stop testing or the MoH restricted 

testing of samples. For instance, around October 2020, KEMRI and DoH temporarily paused 

sample collection from one of the COVID-Dx facilities when samples spilt during transportation 

from the healthcare facility to the KEMRI laboratory creating a health and safety hazard. This 

incident triggered an audit and mandatory refresher training of the affected site. In addition, the 

MoH updated guidelines for targeted testing, where only those who met the case definition and 

had symptoms were eligible for testing; this continued for several months, restricting testing to 

fewer patients. We disseminated the results of the project several times during and after to the 

project team and locally with key stakeholders, using the live dashboard and PowerPoint 

presentations.  
 

Data insights 
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COVID-19 positivity rate 
In the nine participating facilities, the COVID-Dx project supported a total of 4,324 PCR tests for 

SARS-CoV-2, of which 425 tested positive (194/2,138 female and 231/2,186 male). There was no 

significant association between sex and test result, X2(1, N=4,324) =2.6, P =0.11. 

 

The overall COVID-19 positivity rate during the project was 9.8%. Figure 1 presents the weekly 

positivity rate based on PCR tests during project implementation. As shown, there were no 

COVID-19 cases found during the first months of the project (June 2020 and July 2020). We noted 

a peak in COVID-19 cases in December 2020, which mirrored the Kenyan ‘second wave’, with a 

positivity rate of 23.1% at its highest point.  
 
 

Clinical presentation 

Patient reported symptoms were captured using the CCIF-Tool. The most frequently reported 

symptoms from COVID-19 positive patients in order of frequency included cough, headache, 

general weakness, and history of fever/chills. Figure 2a. presents an overview of the top 10 most 

common symptoms reported for all cases and COVID positive cases. Of note, 22.8% of all 

positively tested patients were asymptomatic. 21.9% of positive cases reported pre-existing 

conditions during sample collection, with cardiovascular disease as the most common; 9.9% of all 

positive cases had cardiovascular diseases (n=42 times), and 5.6% (n=24) had diabetes.  

 

Figure 2b. presents the percentage of asymptomatic cases which tested positive per age group. 

This figure demonstrates a significant inverse correlation between age and COVID-19 positivity 

(X2(6, N=432) =27.4, P =0.00). 

 

COVID-19 case-finding  

The Gantt Chart (Annex 2) illustrates when each facility joined the COVID-Dx project. Facility A 

and D identified the first COVID-19 case within August 2020, facility B, C, E, F identified their 

first cases in September 2020. Facilities G and H, which started in December 2020, identified their 

first cases in December 2020 and January 2021. In February 2021, facility I started and identified 

the first COVID-19 case within the same month. 
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Table 3. provides an overview of COVID-19 case finding per participating facility. Positivity rates 

of facilities varied between 31.9% (facility H) and 3.8% (facility B). Figure 3. shows the 

percentage of positive cases per facility over time. In this graph, we show that in November 2020, 

there was an overall low point in positivity rate for all facilities. In February and March 2021, the 

positivity rate rose to its highest point. 

 

Table 3. Performance of COVID-19 case finding per healthcare facility, PCR data from June 
2020 – March 2021.  
Facilities  Positive cases Total tested Positivity rate  

A 17 348 4.9% 

B 11 286 3.8% 

C 52 1023 5.1% 

D 130 598 21.7% 

E 7 41 17.1% 

F 25 224 11.2% 

G 93 948 9.8% 

H 53 166 31.9% 

I 37 662 5.6% 

 

 
Figure 4. shows the number of tests performed per age group during the project for all participating 

facilities. The average age of negative patients was 36.4 years, and the average age of positive 

patients was significantly higher at 40.2 years (two-sample t-test (M= 36.8, SD = 15.4), 95% CI 

[36.3, 37.3], t = -4.8, P = 0.00). 

Healthcare workers  

The most-reported occupation of tested patients were healthcare workers (23.3%/n=1,009, 

representing 43% of the Kisumu healthcare workforce), being self-employed (12.5%/n=539) or 

being students (11.0%/n=476). We noted a positivity rate of 7.6% (n-77) among healthcare 

workers, which was slightly but significantly lower than the overall (9.8%) positivity rate (X2(1, 
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N=4324) =7.5, P = 0.01). Moreover, 36% of tested healthcare workers who tested positive were 

asymptomatic. 

 

Discussion  
This study aimed to demonstrate the performance of a replicable model for an effective PPP in 

responding to the COVID-19 pandemic in a sub-Saharan African setting. Typically, COVID-19 

responses in Africa are addressed through ‘vertical’ programs rolled out mainly through the public 

sector. This was done for HIV in the past, leading to parallel healthcare delivery and financing 

infrastructure in Africa and other LMICs, that is crucially dependent on international funding 

mechanisms through institutions like the GFATM and PEPFAR. Today, in the universal healthcare 

coverage (UHC) era, PharmAccess believes we should explore ways to ‘horizontalize’ vertical, 

disease-specific funds into primary healthcare delivery. This paper presents such a model: 

integrating private healthcare facilities into the public COVID-19 response. In Kenya, almost half 

of healthcare is delivered through private healthcare facilities. Therefore, at the onset of COVID-

19, with then-unknown consequences, we opted for an immediate doubling of the healthcare 

capacity to deliver COVID-19 services by creating a PPP model. This was informed by our 

experience with HIV service delivery starting in the private sector in Africa and expanding to the 

public sector20. 

 

Main PPP challenges, mitigations and lessons learnt during COVID-Dx  

We had several challenges building the PPP. First, providing private healthcare facilities with 

access to public COVID-19 testing facilities through formalities at the national level proved 

lengthy (6 months). We mitigated this by opting for parallel expedited clearance at the County 

level (1 month). Our general recommendation is Ethical Review processes should be fast-tracked 

during outbreaks as COVID-19. 

PPE supply for the healthcare facilities was another operational challenge. The essential PPE 

supplies were not readily available in Kenya when the project started. Eventually, we managed to 

procure some supplies to get started by paying approximately double the price of PPEs. The 

alternative of waiting a few months into the project for prices to fall was not tenable at the time, 
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given the urgency to respond to the pandemic, and would have resulted in significant delays. 

Throughout the project, the supply chain of PPEs was restored, and prices went down.  

COVID-19 related stigma was an unexpected challenge. Some private facilities were afraid of 

being labelled COVID-19 testing sites. This fear was partially the result of (lockdown) measures 

implemented by government authorities early in the pandemic. When a public facility had staff 

who tested positive for COVID-19, they closed the facility. Additionally, the facilities hesitated to 

join COVID-Dx because they were afraid patients would avoid visiting the facility out of fear of 

being infected, which would also reduce the number of patients with chronic conditions. To 

mitigate these fears, we got a letter from the Kisumu County government in which they reassured 

the private facilities they would not be closed even if any of their patients tested positive for 

COVID-19. We also tried to convince facilities that their role in this pandemic was crucial. When 

the first facilities eventually joined, it created confidence for the other private facilities also to join.  

A lesson learnt was that COVID-19 stigma remained an issue throughout the project. Therefore, 

the project recruited a Psychosocial Counsellor who brought on board additional counsellors from 

the public and private sectors. These counsellors were trained HIV counsellors who adapted their 

training in HIV testing and addressing stigma to assist with pre- and post- test counselling for 

COVID-19 in their specific facilities. Counsellors underwent a training from the County’s Mental 

Health and Psychosocial Support department. This intervention helped reducing fear, stigma, 

depression and other mental health related cases among the patients and health care workers. 

During COVID-Dx, decisions by public entities sometimes had consequences for the set research 

protocols and processes in the project. For instance, the MoH revised the national guidelines on 

COVID-19 testing throughout the project, and some sample taking sites closed unilaterally without 

consulting the other partners. The project team tried to manage all parties and adhere to the national 

guidelines. Additionally, we tried to inform the highest decision-makers in Kisumu County to have 

some made decisions reviewed. The COVID-19 politics in the county remained a challenge 

throughout the project.  

Lastly, the project team had to manage relationships between all stakeholders continuously during 

COVID-Dx, to avoid miscommunications. This was done by organizing frequent update meetings 

to discuss challenges, solutions and align reporting structures where we deemed fit. 
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Data insights  

Operational positivity rate  

We found an overall operational positivity rate of 9.8%, which reflected the operational 

developments of the project over time, but not the positive cases in Kisumu at any specific moment. 

The number of weekly tests done during COVID-Dx fluctuated due to operational issues, political 

decisions, or social challenges. Nevertheless, the positivity rate graph served as guidance for the 

project team to track such developments. The lowest positivity rate (0%) was at the beginning of 

the project (June/July 2020), since few positive cases were reported in Kisumu at that time21. The 

highest rate was in December 2020 (23.1%). We speculate this might be due to Kisumu being in 

the middle of a second wave, which was more severe than the first wave22,23. Simultaneously, 

limited samples were taken due interruptions in sample-taking in some facilities.  

Characteristics patients  

Our data showed that most facilities took samples of patients aged 25-34 years old. The average 

age of positive patients (40.2 years) was significantly higher than negative tested patients (36.4 

years). The data also showed older positive adults (34 and above) reported considerably more 

symptoms than younger patients. These two observations are in line with other COVID-19 

epidemiological data in Kenya24.  Additionally, studies in other countries (e.g., the United States 

and Japan), have also found COVID-19 incidence was highest among older adults, especially early 

in the pandemic25,26.  

Case finding  

The overall operational positivity rates varied extensively between the facilities. One explanation 

for the high overall positivity rate (31.9%) of Facility H could be that Facility H joined COVID-

Dx in December 2020, when Kisumu was in the middle of the second wave. Therefore, compared 

to facilities that joined the project in the first few months, there were more COVID-19 patients. 

Facility I also showed interesting dynamics, as its first tests were performed in February of 2021, 

which was also in the period of more COVID-19 cases in the county, yet the positivity rate 

remained relatively low at 5.6%. Possibly because the testing volumes were high; 662 tests were 

done in two months. Facility E and F terminated the project in November 2020. COVID-19 politics 

within the county and ethical concerns in one of the facilities which did not align with the MoH 

code of ethics, were reasons to stop collaboration with these facilities. Looking at the positivity 
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rates of all facilities over time, November 2020 had the lowest positivity rate. A temporary 

suspension in testing at some facilities, due to lack of PCR reagents and supplies at the central 

laboratories, could explain this low positivity rate. We noted rising positivity rates in March 2021 

which mirrored the start of the third COVID-19 wave in Kisumu County. 

 

Healthcare workers 

We considered healthcare workers a priority in the project, they were the largest group of tested 

cases in COVID-Dx (n=1,009, representing 43% of the Kisumu healthcare workforce). We tested 

healthcare workers involved in sample taking or who would be in close contact with potentially 

COVID-19 patients to detect possible cases among healthcare workers ahead of time. This was 

crucial, as a large proportion of patients carrying the virus were asymptomatic, hence there was a 

higher risk of close transmission to and among healthcare workers. Healthcare workers were also 

part of the case definition defined by the MoH to be eligible for COVID-19 testing.  

 

Limitations of the study  

There were also some data limitations during this project. Developing the CommCare app was a 

continuous process, with constant improvements to adapt to the needs of the healthcare facilities, 

needs in sample tracking and transportation, and reporting needs from the laboratories. These 

changes sometimes affected how we presented the data in the final database. After extensive data 

cleaning, which was done manually regularly, the database issues were resolved in time for the 

final data analyses. Moreover, we tested patients according to the MoH national testing guidelines, 

meaning we were only allowed to test certain risk groups and symptomatic patients. Selective 

testing per MoH national guidelines was necessary in the absence of sufficient PCR tests available. 

However, the disadvantage of this was that the prevalence data we collected are not representative 

of the epidemiological situation in Kisumu County but somewhat biased toward positivity.  

 

Scalability of our project  

While first focusing on building a good model for a PPP and assist with COVID-19 testing, we 

explored other opportunities to scale up testing. Early in the project, we found that large scale PCR 

testing had several limitations, such as high costs, requirement of trained staff, sophisticated 

equipment, and good logistics, which is often challenging in resource-poor settings. One of the 
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constraints during COVID-Dx was the reporting of COVID-19 test results. We experienced delays, 

sometimes leading up to several weeks. From a patient’s perspective, delayed results are highly 

frustrating due to the anxiety of waiting for a test and the impact on decision-making at the 

household level, such as whether to isolate from other family members. From an epidemiological 

perspective, delays in results reporting could also lead to an increased risk of transmission, as 

patients might unknowingly spread the virus while awaiting their results. Furthermore, we 

experienced regular stockouts of COVID-19 PCR test kits and KEMRI-CGHR was overloaded 

with samples from elsewhere, serving 36 other counties at one point when PCR machines from 

other central laboratories broke down.   

The above challenges led to a new development within the project, antigen testing. Rapid 

diagnostics tests (RDTs) for COVID-19 antigens can contribute to increased capacity for testing 

and scale up. The costs of RDTs are lower, results can be available within 20 minutes, no 

equipment is necessary, and less training is required. Therefore, we believed it could potentially 

be applied at point-of-care in facilities and within communities. A sub-study within COVID-Dx 

was implemented to validate RDTs and compare them to PCR tests. The results of this sub-study 

are published in a different paper19. RDTs could benefit the community more in testing for 

COVID-19 and contact tracing. Several studies already indicated that RDTs can be performed by 

community healthcare workers with proper training and supervision, as relatively few errors are 

made27. Furthermore, a device or an app reading the RDT test results could be an excellent 

opportunity to scale up the use of RDTs, which we also explored as a potential next step. 

  

Trust gained through COVID-Dx during the first part of the pandemic, led to a closer working 

relationship with Kisumu County to fight the next epidemic: the delta variant of the coronavirus, 

which was spreading fast in sub-Saharan Africa3. In May 2021, Kisumu County health officials 

invested in the CommCare app, established during COVID-Dx. The dashboard is accessible to 

county policymakers and decision-makers, showing COVID-19 hotspots, positive cases, and the 

number of vaccinated patients. As of August 2021, 29 public and private facilities are connected. 

We responded adequately to this third wave through the previously established partnership, a great 

example of epidemic preparedness.  
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Conclusion  
In conclusion, COVID-Dx has shown that setting up a PPP at the start of a global pandemic - 

COVID-19 – is challenging, but PPPs are essential for epidemic preparedness. This model is 

replicable and can serve as an example of PPPs for epidemic preparedness in similar settings in 

LMICs. Looking at the future of combatting epidemics, especially in LMICs, digital is the way 

going forward. Our efforts have led to developing a digital app with a corresponding dashboard, 

aggregating all the operational information in one place for decision-making. Hotspots can be 

identified in real-time, and outreach teams can be activated to target specific populations based on 

general characteristics. Moreover, it is transparent, enables data-driven decision-making, and 

provides insight into how to prioritize funding streams. This experience demonstrated that health 

systems need markedly improved efficiency and flexibility to respond to challenges that reoccur 

over time, such as epidemics. Going digital allows for this efficiency and flexibility in responsive 

health systems.  
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Figure legend  

Figure 1. PCR positivity rate over time in COVID-Dx project; data collected from June 2020 - 

March 2021.  

The COVID-19 positivity rate shown in this figure, was calculated by dividing the total number 

of positive tests by the total number of (positive + negative) tests, for each week of the project.  

 

Figure 2. A: Overview of most common symptoms reported during COVID-Dx project roll-out 

(all cases versus COVID-19 cases).  

The symptoms in this graph are the reported symptoms by patients during their visit to the 

facility. The symptoms at the top of the graph are the most reported symptoms (e.g. cough, sore 

throat, headache). The diagram shows the number of times a symptom was reported throughout 

the entire project, by all cases and by positive cases only. Patients were able to report multiple 

symptoms. When patients did not report symptoms, they fell into the category ‘asymptomatic’.  

B: Percentage asymptomatic COVID-19 patients per age group, data from June 2020 – March 

2021. 

This percentage of asymptomatic COVID-19 patients was calculated by dividing the total 

number of positive COVID-19 patients, who did not report any symptoms by the total number of 

positive COVID-19 patients. In this diagram, a distinction is made per age group.  

 

Figure 3. Percentage of COVID-19 cases per facility per month; data collected from June 2020 – 

March 2021. 

This graph shows for each facility that participated with COVID-Dx, how the positivity rate 

developed over time, and how that differs per facility. The COVID-19 positivity rate shown in 

this figure, was calculated by dividing the total number of positive tests by the total number of 

(positive + negative) tests, for each month of the project. 

 

Figure 4. Number of SARS-CoV-2 tests done per age group per facility; data collected from 

June 2020 – March 2021 

This graph shows for each facility the number to total tests done during the project, per age 

group.  
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Figures  

 
 

Figure 1. PCR positivity rate over time in COVID-Dx project; data collected from June 2020 - March 2021.  
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Figure 2a. Overview of most common symptoms reported during COVID-Dx project roll-out (all cases versus COVID-19 cases). 

Figure 2b. Percentage asymptomatic COVID-19 patients per age group, data from June 2020 – March 2021 
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Figure 3. Percentage of COVID-19 cases per facility per month; data collected from June 2020 – March 2021 
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Figure 4. Number of SARS-CoV-2 tests done per age group per facility; data collected from June 2020 – March 2021 
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