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Abstract

Introduction

Replacing conventional, facility-based HIV treatment with less intensive differentiated service delivery
(DSD) models could benefit DSD clients and the health system, but its value depends on maintaining or
improving clinical outcomes. We compared retention and viral suppression between antiretroviral
therapy (ART) clients enrolled in DSD models to those eligible for but not enrolled in DSD models in

South Africa.

Methods

We applied a target trial emulation (TTE) methodology to data from South Africa’s electronic medical
record system (TIER.Net) for 18 clinics across 3 provinces and estimated retention in care (attended
clinic visit within 12 months) and viral suppression (<400 copies/ml®) at 12, 24, and 36 months after
follow-up start date, defined as DSD enrollment date for the intervention arm and the first trial
enrollment period clinic visit for the comparison arm. Clients were eligible for DSD models if they were
>18 years old, on ART 212 months, and had two suppressed viral load (VL) measurements, per prevailing
national guidelines. For the TTE, we designated eight 6-month target trial enrolment periods between 1
July 2017 and 1 July 2021. For each period, we estimated the risk differences for retention in care and
viral suppression by comparing those enrolled in DSD models to those not enrolled, using a Poisson
distribution with an identity link function. We report adjusted and unadjusted risk differences for clients

enrolled in DSD models and for DSD-eligible clients not enrolled in a DSD model.

Results and discussion
49,595 unique individuals were eligible for DSD enrolment over eight target trials, contributing to a total
of 148,943 trial-clients, of whom 17% (25,775) were enrolled in DSD models. The pooled adjusted risk

difference for retention in care between clients enrolled in DSD and those not enrolled in DSD was 3.2%
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(95% confidence interval (Cl) 1.6%; 4.7%) at 12 months, 4.2% (2.4%; 6.0%) at 24 months, and 4.4%
(2.0%; 6.8%) at 36 months. For viral suppression, the adjusted risk difference comparing DSD to non-DSD
was estimated to be 1.4% (-0.5%; 3.2%) at 12 months, 1.7% (-0.5%; 4.0%) at 24 months, and 1.4% (-
0.6%; 4.4%) at 36 months. Results remained consistent across target trials. Clients who were younger,

lived in urban settings, or had less ART experience at trial enrolment had lower retention.

Conclusions

Clients enrolled in DSD models in South Africa had slightly better retention in care and similar viral
suppression to those who were eligible for but not enrolled in DSD. With better or equivalent outcomes,
DSD models can be assessed on the basis of non-clinic costs and benefits, such as changes in quality of

care and resource utilization.

Registration: Clinicaltrials.gov NCT04149782.
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Introduction

In South Africa, as in other countries in sub-Saharan Africa (SSA), the use of differentiated service
delivery (DSD) models for HIV treatment is expanding rapidly [1,2]. For eligible antiretroviral therapy
(ART) clients, DSD models adapt the characteristics of service delivery, such as location and frequency of
healthcare system interactions, to meet the needs of different client groups. This approach is expected
to sustain clients’ positive clinical outcomes, increase satisfaction with their care, and increase the
efficiency of healthcare systems by decongesting clinics, reducing pressure on healthcare providers, and
simplifying procedures[3,4]. Most DSD models are limited to “established” or stable ART clients who
have been on treatment for at least 6 months, have documented viral load suppression, and do not have
uncontrolled co-morbid conditions or HIV-related symptoms[5]. The proportion of established clients
enrolled in any DSD model, rather than remaining in conventional (non-differentiated) care, varies
widely by country and facility, based on guidelines, resources, and provider and client preferences,

among other factors[6].

South Africa, home to the world’s largest HIV treatment program[7], offers three main less intensive
models for ART clients who are established on treatment and have documented viral suppression:
facility-based medication pickup points, external (out-of-facility) medication pickup points, and
adherence clubs. (In South Africa, these models are referred to as Differentiated Models of Care, or
DMOC and fall within the category of Repeat Prescription Collection strategies or RPCs.) The three
models for established ART clients are supported by the Central Chronic Medicine Dispensing and
Distribution (CCMDD) programme, the Central Dispensing Unit (CDU), or facility-based pharmacies. They
provide centralized medication packaging and delivery to clients, with options for pickup at either

facility pickup points within healthcare facilities or at external pickup points adjacent to facilities or
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within communities[7—-10]. Other DSD models, such as medication lockers and home delivery, have also

been implemented in South Africa, but on a much smaller scale.

Several randomized trials and observational studies have reported the outcomes of clients enrolled in
South Africa's less intensive models [11-13] and in others outside South Africa[14] and found high rates
of retention in care and viral suppression after one or more years of model exposure, an unsurprising
result given that retention and suppression are also both eligibility criteria for model enroliment. Few
studies[15—-17], however, have compared the outcomes of clients actively enrolled in DSD models to
those who are eligible for DSD models but remain in conventional care. It is these eligible-but-not-

enrolled clients who comprise the relevant comparison group.

The absence of evidence about how clients’ outcomes in DSD models compare to those of similar clients
remaining in conventional care hampers decisions about whether to expand differentiated service
delivery programs and how to update eligibility criteria. To help fill that gap, we assessed the
effectiveness of DSD by comparing clients on DSD to those eligible for but not on DSD on outcomes of
retention in care and viral suppression at 12, 24, and 36 months using routinely collected electronic

medical record data.

Methods

Using a target trial emulation approach, we analyzed routinely collected medical records from a sample
of public sector facilities. We compared the 12-, 24- and 36-month retention in care and viral
suppression outcomes of DSD clients to those eligible but not enrolled in DSD in South Africa at primary

health clinics between 1 July 2017 and 1 July 2021.
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Models of care

As noted above, DSD-eligible ART clients were either enrolled in one of three less intensive
differentiated models of care in use during our analysis — primarily facility-based medication pickup and
external medication pickup, along with adherence clubs for a smaller number of clients —or in
conventional (non-differentiated) care. Enrollment decisions were presumably based on client eligibility,
provider preference, the availability of each model at any specific healthcare facility, and the facility’s
access to enrolment procedures (e.g. the CCMDD database). Features of the four models represented in
our analysis are described in Table 1. We were not able to distinguish between these in the TIER.Net
data and therefore could only evaluate the impact of all DSD models compared to conventional care,
rather than comparing DSD models with one another. The 2016 South African Adherence Guidelines
were used to define DSD eligibility and viral suppression in this analysis, as the majority of the
enrollment period fell within their period of coverage [18]. During the study period, eligibility for DSD
enrollment required clients to be non-pregnant adults with a minimum of 12 months of experience on
ART and at least two documented suppressed viral loads (<400 copies/ml). We note that under current

guidelines, the VL threshold for suppression is 50 ¢/mL and 3 month-dispensing is recommended.

Table 1. Description of widely used models of HIV treatment delivery in South Africa

Model Description

All models During the study period, clients were expected to make at least two full
clinical visits per year (every 6 months). Prescriptions could be written for a
maximum of 6 months. Antiretroviral medications were dispensed in
guantities of 1, 2, or 3 months at a time.

Conventional care | Clients attend the health care facility for all visits. At every visit, the client
checks in and registers, collects their client folder, has their vital signs taken
and sees a clinician, usually a nurse (full clinic visit). Established clients are
dispensed 2 or 3 months of medication at a time after the consultation with
the clinician. Conventional care requires 4-6 full clinic visits per year.
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Facility pickup Clients attend the primary healthcare facility for all visits. If a client meets
points enrollment criteria, they are offered the choice to enroll into the facility
pickup model and receive a six-month prescription for their chronic
medication. The client is dispensed 2 or 3 months of medication from the
clinician on the day of enrollment and then collects their medication from
the facility pickup point for the duration of the six-month prescription. For
facility pickup point collections, the client proceeds directly to the
medication collection point upon arrival at the primary healthcare facility
and is given a pre-packed medication distributed by the pharmacy assistant
or other trained clinic staff member. Medication is pre-packed by either
CCMDD, a CDU, or the facility. This model requires 2 full clinic visits and 2-4
medication pickup visits to the facility per year.

External pickup The external pickup point model operates on the same schedule as the
points facility pickup point model described above. The model differs in the form
and location of the pickup point — instead of collecting at the facility, the
client collects a pre-packed treatment supply from an external service
provider. Medication is pre-packed by either CCMDD or a CDU. Types of
external pickup points include private pharmacies (major national chains
and independent pharmacies), community-based venues, and electronic
medication lockers. This model requires 2 full clinic visits and 2-4
medication pickup visits to an external pickup point per year.

Adherence clubs The adherence club model operates on the same schedule as the facility
and external pickup point models described above. Adherence clubs offer
group-based medication delivery, with up to 30 clients receiving pre-packed
treatment supply on the same day from a healthcare provider or trained
staff member at a location either on-site at the healthcare facility or off-site
at another suitable location within the community. Medication is pre-
packed by either CCMDD, a CDU, or the facility. This model requires 2 full
clinic visits and 2-4 medication pickup visits from an adherence club per

year.
113

114  Study sites and population
115

116  Data were drawn from 24 public-sector health facilities in four districts in three provinces of South Africa
117 (6 clinics in each district- West Rand and Ekurhuleni in Gauteng Province, King Cetshwayo in KwaZulu-
118 Natal Province, and Ehlanzeni in Mpumalanga Province). We purposively chose a mix of high- and

119  medium-volume facilities in urban and rural settings. All sites included offered at least one DSD model at
120 the time of data collection had at least 1,000 clients on ART and utilized South Africa’s electronic

121  medical record system, TIER.Net[19]. The data extracted from the study sites spanned the period from

122  July 2017 to June 2023, depending on the district, and in 2021 the approximate proportion of ART clients
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enrolled in DSD models ranged between 24% and 81%, with KwaZulu-Natal reporting the highest

proportion of clients enrolled. (Supplementary Table S1).

The TIER.Net system[20] is a facility-based electronic register. Each client’s health information is
recorded in a paper file at the point of care and then entered into TIER.Net by an on-site data capturer.
Data are collected prospectively, and inactive records are not deleted. The system allows for capture of
age, gender, HIV test date, ART start date, visit date, ART medication prescribed, and months of ART
dispensed for all clinic interactions, date and result of HIV-related laboratory tests, and the outcome
date and status for clients who have died, transferred, or become disengaged from care. A DSD model
enrollment variable was introduced in 2016, but with three limitations for DSD program monitoring.
First, out-of-facility medication collection from external pickup points and community-based adherence
clubs is not captured in TIER.Net—only actual clinic visits are recorded. Second, before June 2020, the
DSD enrollment variable did not distinguish among separate DSD models, but only the client’s
enrollment in any non-conventional model. And third, unofficial (silent) transfers of clients between
facilities are not captured in TIER.Net, creating a potentially large discrepancy between facility-level and
overall ART program loss to follow-up [21]. To address these limitations, we grouped all DSD models
together, included a 12-month window for follow-up visit measurement, and reported facility-level

retention.

Target trial emulation

Target trial emulation is a methodology that simulates a hypothetical randomized clinical trial and can
be applied to observational data in a way that assists in estimating causal effects[22]. It also helps to

prevent immortal time bias, whereby a person can accrue person time in the study when they cannot

8
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logically experience the outcome. Immortal time bias often occurs when the beginning of follow-up time
and intervention exposure are not aligned[23]. Using this methodology, we clearly described the
hypothetical trial we would like to have conducted and then attempted to mimic that trial as closely as
possible using observational data, potentially reducing bias in our assessment of the effect of DSD on

treatment outcomes.

Table 2 outlines our hypothetical target trial and the choices we made in our observational study to best
emulate that trial. Both the target trial and the emulation sought to estimate the impact of enroliment
in differentiated service delivery (DSD) models on retention in care and viral load suppression at 12-, 24-
and 36- months after DSD eligibility. To do this, we used in both the trial and the emulation the DSD
eligibility criteria in the South African guidelines [21] in effect at the time of the study [18]. In addition,
we included in the emulation additional trial eligibility criteria in line with the conduct of our
hypothetical trial: 1) documentation of a recent clinic visit, within 6 months before the trial, and 2) no

prior DSD enrollment recorded (DSD naive at study enrollment).

Table 2. Target trial emulation specification of differentiated service delivery (DSD) models care

Component Target trial Emulated trial
Aim To estimate the impact of differentiated service Same.
delivery (DSD) models on retention in care and viral
load suppression at 12-, 24- and 36-months post-
DSD eligibility in South Africa.

Trial eligibility Adults (aged 18 years or older) in South Africa living | Same.
with HIV and are eligible for DSD by being on
antiretroviral treatment (ART) for at least 12
months, having at least two suppressed viral loads
(<400 copies/ml), being non-pregnant and being
DSD naive (no prior DSD enrollment in record).

Intervention Enrolling in a DSD model at randomization with Enrolling in a DSD model at baseline with
arm strategy model of care after randomization determined by model of care after enrollment

the client and provider determined by the client and provider
Comparison Remaining in conventional care at randomization Remaining in conventional care at
arm strategy with model of care after randomization determined | baseline with model of care after

by the client and provider baseline determined by the client and

provider

Intervention Clients randomly assigned to DSD vs non-DSD Clients non-randomly assigned to DSD
assighment (comparison arm). model. Randomization is emulated by
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up trial data. Passive data collection through routine
medical care systems to avoid influencing the
primary outcome of retention.

Component Target trial Emulated trial
adjusting for baseline covariates: age,
sex, urban/rural status, province
Data TIER.Net is used for the passive collection of follow- | Same

Follow-up start
date

Follow-up starts at intervention assignment

DSD: follow-up starts at the first DSD visit
in the trial baseline.

Non-DSD: follow-up starts at the first
visit in the trial baseline.

Follow-up end
date

Follow-up ends at death, loss to follow-up or at 36
months follow-up, whichever occurs first.

Same but with administrative censoring
for each 12-, 24- and 36-month
outcomes to ensure clients had sufficient
potential follow-up data available to
assess outcomes. Censoring was based
on the date the data was extracted for
each district, and clients were censored if
the outer window for measuring each
outcome went beyond the data extract
date.

Outcome

1) Retention in care at 12, 24 and 36 months,
defined as having a clinic visit between 12-24, 24-36
and 36-48 months after intervention assignment,
respectively.

2) Viral suppression at 12, 24 and 36 months,
defined as having a viral load measured at <400
copies/ml between 12-24, 24-36 and 36-48 months
after intervention assignment, respectively.

Same.

Causal contrast

Intention-to-treat effect, i.e. effect of being
assigned to DSD vs. non-DSD models at baseline,
regardless of whether clients enrolled into a DSD
model after baseline or those assigned to DSD
remained on DSD after randomization.

Observational equivalent of intention-to-
treat effect, i.e., the effect of being
assigned to DSD vs non-DSD models at
baseline, regardless of whether clients
enrolled into a DSD model after baseline.

Statistical
analysis

Risk difference model estimating retention and viral
suppression in DSD vs non-DSD.

Same. Adjustment for baseline
covariates did not substantially change
the estimates.

Our target trial intervention was enrollment in a DSD model. After target trial randomization,

participants could return to standard care at the discretion of the client and the provider. We mimicked
this in our emulation by defining the intervention to be enrollment in DSD at baseline. After DSD
enrollment, participants could return to regular standard care, but we would still analyze them as if they
were in the DSD arm as per intention-to-treat, as would have been done in the target trial. The
comparison arm for our target trial was the participants randomized to not immediately enroll in a DSD
model. As would happen in routine care, however, comparison arm participants would be allowed to

enroll in a DSD model at a later time point after the enrollment period, should they be offered the

10
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opportunity and accept it. This effectively alters our study question to comparing the effect of enrolling
in DSD immediately to the effect of a delayed opportunity for DSD enrollment, with some comparison
arm participants later enrolling in DSD and some never doing so. To mimic this in our emulated trial, we
assigned anyone within the baseline enrollment period who did not enroll in DSD to the comparison
arm, noting that after baseline, they had regular standard care, which in some cases could involve later

enrolling in DSD.

Development of multiple trial emulations

For this analysis, we chose to emulate a series of eight target trials, each encompassing a 6-calendar
month DSD enrollment period in our data set as our baseline, between 1 July 2017 and 1 Jul 2021 (e.g. 1
July 2017 to 31 December 2017, 1 January 2018 to 30 June 2018, etc.). This approach maximized the
value of our multi-year data set within the constraints of the target trial methodology. Had we
conducted only one emulated trial limited to the first six-month calendar period for which we had data
(July to December 2017), all participants could readily have been assigned to either intervention or
comparison arm status, but this approach would have excluded all the individuals in the data set who
enrolled in or became eligible for DSD enrollment after December 2017. Alternatively, we could have
conducted only one emulated trial incorporating all the data in our data set (July 2017 to June 2021), in
which all clients who enrolled in DSD later in the study period would have been assigned to the DSD
arm. As those clients would, by definition, have survived longer on ART before enrolling in DSD,
however, and longer duration on ART is associated with better retention and suppression outcomes, this

could create bias.

11
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196 Emulating multiple, time-limited trials offers one solution to the problem described above. Within each
197  of the eight target trial periods we assessed eligibility for participation in the trial and DSD models for
198 individuals in the database at the start of each six-month trial (Figure 1). All those who met the criteria
199 were included in the new trial, and individual clients could thus be included in the comparison arm of
200  multiple trials. Participants eligible for each six-month calendar period were then assigned to the

201 intervention or comparison arm. Because being DSD-naive is a trial eligibility criterion, anyone who had
202  enrolled in DSD during a prior six-month period and been analyzed in a previous emulated trial would no
203  longer be eligible for subsequent trials. A participant who had not yet enrolled in DSD in a prior period
204 could meet the study eligibility criteria for subsequent trials, however, along with anyone who became
205  newly eligible for DSD based on national guidelines. As a result, any individual could be enrolled in one
206 or more trials as a comparison arm participant only; in one or more trials as a comparison arm

207 participant and one as an intervention participant; or in just one trial as an intervention participant.

208
209  Figure 1: Summary of the eight target trial periods

Target trials; 6-month windows Jul'l7 Jan'18 Jul'l8 Jan'19 Jul'l9 Jan'20 Jul'20 Dec'20
for “DSD trial” enrolment I | |
om 6m 12m 18m 24m 30m 36m
“trial” inclusion
DSD exposure [ Look for DSD initiation
Follow up [ ] Trial 1 If yes, start FU at initiation
e — ! 0. Start U at 1 visit n inclusion period
Trial 2 -
Trial 3 -
Trial 4 -
Trial 5 -
Trial 6 -
el —
210
211  Outcomes
212
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We defined two outcomes for this analysis, retention in care and viral suppression, each assessed at 12,
24, and 36 months after the start date of follow-up as specified in Table 2. Retention in care was defined
as having had a recorded clinic visit at the same clinic facility at 12, 24, or 36 months after the start date,
with the start date defined as the DSD enrolment date for the intervention arm and the first clinic visit
attended during the trial enrolment period for the comparison arm. Viral suppression (<400 copies/mL)
was also assessed at these time points but could only be reported for those with viral loads measured
(i.e. our denominator only includes those who had documented viral load results in their medical
records); participants missing viral load measures were excluded from the analysis of this second
outcome. It is important to note that because our data source, TIER.Net, does not capture unreported
(“silent”) transfers between facilities, those who informally transfer appear to have disengaged from
care. Retention in this study thus refers to retention at the same facility, not retention across the HIV

treatment program.

For both retention in care and viral suppression outcomes, we allowed for a wide 12-month window
after the endpoint to recognize outcomes. Clients were considered retained in care for 12 months, for
example, if they had a clinic visit any time between 12 and 24 months after DSD enrolment, and their
viral load outcome for the 12-month endpoint reflected laboratory tests conducted between 12 and 24
months after DSD enrollment. These relatively long (12-month) windows were chosen to accommodate
local practice during the study period, which included the COVID-19 pandemic when South Africa
temporarily allowed 12-month prescriptions of ART medications. A 12-month window for recording viral
suppression was necessary because viral load tests are recommended and typically conducted only
every 12 months after the first year on ART. We used the earliest viral load result within the 12-month
window after the specified endpoint as the outcome measure. We also extracted from TIER.Net

individual characteristics such as age, gender, time on ART, WHO stage, and CD4 count at ART initiation.
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Follow-up for all clients continued for up to 48 months from the start date through their electronic
medical records in the TIER.Net system. We applied administrative censoring for each 12-, 24- and 36-
month outcome to ensure clients had sufficient potential follow-up data available to assess outcomes.
Clients were censored if the outer window for measuring each outcome went beyond the data
extraction date. For assessing the 12-month outcome, for example, clients included in the analysis had
to have at least 24 months of potential follow-up data available (= 12-month follow up period + 12-
month window for outcomes). Clients starting in 2021 or later had not accrued enough follow-up time
for the 24- and 36-month outcomes. These clients were excluded from having their outcomes assessed

at 24 and/or 36 months and are denoted as having “insufficient follow-up” for those time points.

Statistical analysis

We first describe the characteristics of the unique clients in the analytic cohort in the study. Since
individual participants could be included in multiple trials, however, our unit of analysis was a trial-
client, rather than a unique client. Trial-clients are also described (supplementary files). Once all eight
target trials were defined and the cohorts were created, we estimated the risk differences for retention
in care and viral suppression comparing those in DSD to those not enrolled in DSD models using a
Poisson distribution with an identity link function. We adjusted for age, gender, urban/rural setting,
province, WHO stage at ART initiation, and years on ART at trial enrolment. We did not adjust for CD4
count at ART initiation for two reasons: 1) potential collinearity with WHO stage and 2) CD4 count had
more missing data compared to WHO stage. We did conduct a sensitivity analysis in which we adjusted
for CD4 count at ART initiation in place of WHO stage, and these results are reported in the

Supplementary Appendix. We also conducted an age-stratified and sex-stratified analysis to further
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evaluate the age- and sex-specific impact of DSD on health outcomes. We present risk differences and
95% confidence intervals for each of the eight trials and a pooled estimate that further adjusts for the
individual target trial. To account for clients appearing in multiple target trials (resulting in multiple trials
for some that would artificially inflate the sample size and bias our standard errors), we also adjusted for

within-subject variance using robust variance estimates.

Ethics approval

The study was approved by the Human Research Ethics Committee (HREC) of the University of the
Witwatersrand (M190445) and the Boston University Institutional Review Board (IRB) (H-38115). Both

approved use of routine clinic data for the evaluation and provided a waiver of consent.

Results

Analytic cohort

A total of 49,595 unique individuals were eligible for DSD model enrolment in our data set. Of these,
52% (25,775) were enrolled in DSD models during the observation period, while 23,820 were eligible but
never enrolled. The distribution of gender and WHO stage at ART initiation was similar between those
ever enrolled in DSD and those who remained in standard care, with two-thirds (67%) of the clients in
WHO stage 1 at baseline and most (69%) female (Table 3). The age and median time on ART at the start
of the first trial were higher for those enrolled in DSD (51% aged 35-49 years; median time on ART 4.0
years [interquartile range (IQR) 2.3 to 6.5 years]) compared to those not enrolled in DSD (42% aged 35-

49 years; median time on ART 2.5 years [1.5 to 5.3 years]). Clients in the youngest age group (18-24)
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were less likely to be enrolled in DSD than were older clients. Clients ever enrolled in DSD were slightly

more likely to receive care in urban settings than were those never enrolled in DSD (75% vs 69%,

respectively) (Table 3). Cohort characteristics based on client trials, rather than unique individuals

(available in Supplementary Table S2), are more balanced between DSD and our comparator arms.

Table 3. Characteristics of cohort eligible for DSD models in the study

Characteristic Number of Never enrolled in DSD Ever enrolled in DSD (%)
clients (%)
(% of total)
N 49,595 23,820 25,775
Age group in years 18-24 2,759 (6%) 1,868 (68%) 891 (32%)
25-34 14,715 (30%) 7,625 (52%) 7,090 (48%)
35-49 23,064 (47%) 10,040 (44%) 13,024 (56%)
50+ 9,057 (18%) 4,287 (47%) 4,770 (53%)
Gender Female 34,145 (69%) 16,273 (48%) 17,872 (52%)
Male 15,450 (31%) 7,547 (49%) 7,903 (51%)
Years on ART at trial start Years (median, IQR) 3.3(1.8-6.0) 2.5(1.5-5.3) 4.0(2.3-6.5)
1to<2 14,249 (29%) 9,333 (65%) 4,916 (35%)
2to <5 18,881 (38%) 7,897 (42%) 10,984 (58%)
5+ 16,465 (33%) 6,590 (40%) 9,875 (60%)
WHO stage at ART initiation 1 30,022 (67%) 14,473 (48%) 15,549 (52%)
2 8,105 (18%) 3,801 (47%) 4,304 (53%)
3 5,582 (13%) 2,576 (46%) 3,006 (54%)
4 861 (2%) 409 (48%) 452 (52%)
CD4 (cells/pl) at ART initiation; median (IQR) 244 (131 - 386) 250 (133 - 407) 239 (129 - 370)
Location Rural 13,685 (28%) 7,289 (53%) 6,396 (47%)
Urban 35,910 (72%) 16,531 (46%) 19,379 (54%)
Province Gauteng 23,833 (48%) 11,145 (47%) 12,688 (53%)
KwaZulu-Natal 12,193 (25%) 6,696 (55%) 5,497 (45%)
(

Mpumalanga

13,569 (27%)

5,979 (44%)

7,590 (56%)

As explained above, because individual participants were included in multiple trials, our unit of analysis

was a trial-client, rather than a unique client. 580,276 trial-clients were assessed over the eight target

trial enrolment periods between July 2017 and July 2021 (Figure 2). Of all trial-clients, 431,333 were

excluded for different reasons: a third (34%, n=200,125) were previously exposed to DSD models, 5%

(n=27,791) had not had a recent clinic visit before trial enrolment, 3% (n=18,695) were aged <18 years,

2% (n=9,623) were pregnant during the trial enrolment period, 16% (n=69,136) had <12 months of ART

experience, and 25% (n=105,963) were not virally suppressed(Figure 2). A detailed disaggregated flow

diagram depicting each of the eight target trials is available in Supplementary Figure S1.
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301  Figure 2: Flow diagram, consolidated across all eight target trials

302
Trial-clients assessed
N=580,276 Not considered for eligible for target trial
*did not have a recent clinic visit (<6m before trial), n=27,791
spreviously DSD exposed, n=200,125
»| Not eligible for DSD
*<]18 years, n=18,695
*pregnant, n=9,623
A 4 *<12 months ART experience, n=69,136
Trial-clients eligible for DSD enot virally suppressed, n=105,963
N=148,944
Enrolled in DSD, n=25,775
Not enrolled in DSD, n=123,168
303
304
305  Outcomes
306

307  The adjusted mean proportions of participants retained at 12-, 24-, and 36-months post-enrolment

308  period were 92%, 87%, and 82% in the DSD arm, respectively, while proportions retained in the non-DSD
309  comparison arm were 89%, 83%, and 78%, respectively (Figure 3A). The estimated adjusted mean

310  proportions virally suppressed, among those who had viral load results in their medical records, were
311  95% at all time periods for those enrolled in DSD models and 93%-94% at all time periods for those not
312  enrolled in DSD models (Figure 3B).

313
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314  Figure 3: (A) Retention in care and (B) viral load suppression outcomes by DSD enrolment, at 12, 24,
315  and 36 months; adjusted mean estimates with 95% confidence intervals

ONon-DSD ODSD

A
g9, 92% 93% 95% 93% 95% 943 95%
5 g3% 87% 82% = = ——
L 78%
—

12 months 24 months 36 months 12 months 24 months 36 months

No. DSD trial-clients 19,881 13,733 8,015 15,320 10,241 5,807

No. non-DSD trial-clients 103,786 72,788 41,512 77,643 51,107 27,735
316 No. with insufficient follow-up 25,276 62,422 99,416 55,980 87,595 115,401

317  The pooled adjusted risk difference for retention in care between clients enrolled in DSD and those

318 eligible but not enrolled was estimated to be 3.2% (95% confidence interval (Cl) 1.6%; 4.7%) at 12

319  months, 4.2% (2.4%; 6.0%) at 24 months, and 4.4% (2.0%; 6.8%) at 36 months (Figure 4). Estimates

320  stratified by each of the target trials were similar, except for the 12-month outcome in the 7" trial which
321  could be explained by timing of the trial enrolment period, which occurred during the first two waves of

322  the COVID-19 pandemic.

323 For viral suppression outcomes, the adjusted risk difference comparing DSD to non-DSD was estimated
324  tobe 1.4% (-0.5%; 3.2%) at 12 months, 1.7% (-0.5%; 4.0%) at 24 months, and 1.4% (-0.6%; 4.4%) at 36
325  months (Figure 5). The pooled adjusted risk differences including the covariate estimates are available in
326  Supplementary Table S3. These show that clients who were younger (aged 18-34 years), received care
327  from an urban clinic, or had fewer years on ART (<2 years) at study enrolment were significantly less
328 likely to be retained in care, while those aged 18-24 years had lower rates of viral suppression at 12

329  months (Supplementary Table S3). Adjusting for CD4 count at ART initiation, instead of WHO stage, did

330  not fundamentally change the effect estimates for those on DSD models (Supplementary Table S4).
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Age-stratified analyses showed some variation in risk difference estimates between age groups when
comparing DSD vs non-DSD rates of retention and viral suppression. In particular, younger participants
(aged 18-24 years) had a higher risk difference for both retention and viral suppression compared to
those older (aged 25+ years) (Supplementary Table S5 and S6). Adjusted risk differences for retention
ranged from 4.4%-7.8% for 18-24-year-old clients and from 2.5%-5.4% for clients aged 25+ years, while
for viral suppression they ranged from 3.3%-6.1% (aged 18-24 years) and from 0.9%-1.7% (aged 25+
years). Confidence intervals were wider for 18-24-year-old clients due to the smaller sample sizes
involved, however. Sex-stratified analyses produced similar risk difference estimates between males and
females for retention. There were some differences in viral suppression by sex, however, with male
clients having a slightly higher adjusted risk difference estimate comparing DSD vs non-DSD (ranging

from 1.8%-2.2%) than did female clients (range 1.1%-1.5%) (Supplementary Table S7 and S8).

Figure 4: Adjusted risk differences for retention in care (12, 24, and 36 months) comparing DSD vs
non-DSD clients
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Figure 5: Adjusted risk differences for viral suppression (12, 24, and 36 months) comparing DSD vs

non-DSD clients
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In this study, we conducted one of the first analyses of a large cohort of clients comparing viral

suppression and retention outcomes between those enrolled in differentiated service delivery models

and those eligible for DSD enrollment but remaining in conventional care in a routine healthcare setting.
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362  We found that clients enrolled in DSD models had similar or slightly better rates of retention in care and
363  viral load suppression as did those who were eligible for DSD but remained in conventional care.

364

365 For clients eligible for DSD—i.e. those considered “established” on ART-- it is reassuring that retention
366 and suppression outcomes were comparable between conventional care and DSD models. There was
367 little room for these clients’ rate of viral suppression to improve over the follow-up period, as all had
368  documented viral suppression at enrollment. The concern that less intensive models of service delivery,
369  with less direct interaction with clients than under conventional care, might lead to worse retention in
370 care, however, was not borne out in our analysis. The potential benefits of differentiated service

371 delivery, in this setting, can thus be assessed based on non-clinical factors, such as costs to clients,

372  health system resource utilization and efficiency, and client and provider satisfaction.

373

374 While countries across sub-Saharan Africa have implemented differentiated models of HIV treatment,
375  few of these programs have undergone rigorous evaluation at scale. Many studies have focused on the
376 impact of individual interventions, often in controlled settings, while less attention has been given to
377 reporting outcomes of these DSD models in routine care settings after national implementation. Despite
378  differences in study designs, our results largely align with the majority of studies on individual models,
379 indicating that less intensive DSD models enrolling clients already established on ART provide equivalent
380  orslightly better retention and viral suppression outcomes [11-17]. Our findings are also consistent with
381  arecent large-scale study assessing the impact of DSD models on 12-month retention in

382 Mozambique[24]. In that study, the research team conducted an interrupted time series analysis

383 comparing clinic-wide retention before and 12 months after the implementation of a package

384  comprising eight models of care. We note that while the question of clinic-wide retention addressed in
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that analysis differs from the one addressed in our paper, which specifically focuses on the eligible

population, both perspectives merit consideration.

Our study had several limitations, most resulting from the observational design and reliance on routinely
collected medical records. Although the use of TIER.Net data provided a large sample of ART clients
attending multiple healthcare facilities, until June 2020 it did not record the specific DSD model in which
a client was enrolled and instead only captured whether the client was in a DSD model or not. As noted
above, TIER.Net does not capture off-site medication collection visits for clients enrolled in DSD models,
but only the facility-based visits that occur every 6 months, requiring a long follow-up window for
retention to be documented. Since the TIER.Net system is not linked across facilities, moreover, “silent”
or unrecorded transfers between facilities appear in the system as disengagement from care, likely
underestimating overall retention in this study. We cannot know if this effect is differential or non-
differential between DSD and comparison clients, however. In addition, in South Africa, the CCMDD
program, which provides the majority of medication for DSD models, requires a valid South African
identification number, passport number, or asylum seeker number for registration. Anecdotally, a lack
of a valid identification number for registration is often offered as a reason for not enrolling clients in
the CCMDD program. In clinics with a large number of individuals without these numbers, such as those
that serve immigrant communities, facilities may decide to pack medications themselves, at the facility,
rather than relying on the CCMDD program. This could explain why some clients who appear in their

medical records to be eligible for DSD are not enrolled.

The target trial emulation methodology used in this analysis is a robust method for defining a
comparator arm and determining outcomes in routine care data but it cannot correct all issues that

affect observational studies. It can help prevent issues like misaligned person time, poorly defined
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eligibility criteria, and unclear causal questions. It does not fully address the limitations of observational
studies, however, as residual confounding can still be present. In our case, it is likely that many of those
who were offered and accepted enrollment in DSD models were, on average, in better health, more
motivated, or more empowered to remain in care than those who were not, suggesting that DSD
participants may have had better outcomes than comparison participants even in the absence of DSD.
This bias would overestimate the retention benefit of DSD over conventional care. The exclusion from
DSD of otherwise-eligible clients without national identification numbers could also skew our results,
either in favor of no difference (if clients without ID numbers also have good outcomes in conventional
care, offsetting the bias mentioned above) or by overestimating the effect of DSD, if clients without ID

numbers face greater barriers to remaining in care.

Despite these study limitations, our results using a robust observational methodology and large sample
size suggest that retention and viral suppression for those in DSD models in South Africa are similar to,
or better than, outcomes in conventional care for ART clients who meet typical DSD eligibility criteria.
These findings should assure policy makers and program managers that the less intensive models of care
that South Africa has introduced do not threaten the achievements of national HIV programs and that
the non-clinical benefits they generate for the healthcare system, such as savings in provider time use,

and for clients, such as less time and lower costs, will not be offset by poorer clinical outcomes.
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Supplementary Appendix

Table S1. Study site description

Site Setting Number on ART Approximate % of
2021 ART clients enrolled in
DSD models (2021)
Ekurhuleni District (data from Jan 2016 - Jun 2020)
Clinic Urban 2,386 53%
Clinic Urban 2,658 44%
Clinic Urban 7,213 51%
Clinic Urban 1,482 Missing
Clinic Urban 3,502 Missing
Clinic Urban 4,560 Missing
West Rand District (data from Jan 2016 - Jun 2023)
Clinic Urban 1,783 Missing
Clinic Rural 1,803 32%
Clinic Urban 1,897 24%
Clinic Urban 2,116 57%
Clinic Rural 2,301 43%
Clinic Urban 2,959 66%
Ehlanzeni District (data from Jan 2016 - Jan 2023)
Community Health Centre Urban 6,622 61%
Clinic Rural 3,553 44%
Clinic Rural 1,943 48%
Clinic Rural 3,001 11%
Community Health Centre Urban 5,234 25%
Clinic Urban 5,515 28%
King Cetshwayo District (data from Jan 2016 - Apr 2023)
Clinic Rural 1,182 24%
Clinic Rural 1,509 81%
Clinic Rural 2,231 78%
Clinic Rural 3,361 Missing
Clinic Rural 5,190 61%
Clinic Urban 7,934 75%
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Figure S1. Cohort flow diagram

Cohort 1

enrolment Jul-17 to Jan-18

Patient-trials assessed
N=62,616

Excluded

<18 years, n=2,260

pregnant, n=1,136

not in recent (<6m) care, n=2,728
previously DSD exposed, n=11,504
not eligible for DSD, n=28,974

i

Enrolled in DSD, n=3,416

Not enrolled in DSD, n=12,598

Cohort 2

enrolment Jan-18 to Jul-18

Patient-trials assessed
N=66,923

Excluded

<18 years, n=2,378

pregnant, n=1,081

not in recent (<6m) care, n=4,403
previously DSD exposed, n=16,571
not eligible for DSD, n=25,976

I

Enrolled in DSD, n=3,009
Not enrolled in DSD, n=13,505

Cohort 3
enrolment Jul-18 to Jan-19
Patient-trials assessed Excluded
N=69,931 <18 years, n=2,403

pregnant, n=1,242

not in recent (<6m) care, n=3,199
previously DSD exposed, n=20,816
not eligible for DSD, n=23,930

¥

Enrolled in DSD, n=2,573
Not enrolled in DSD, n=15,768

Cohort 4

enrolment Jan-19 to Jul-19

Patient-trials assessed
N=73,095

Excluded

<18 years, n=2,387

pregnant, n=1,020

not in recent (<6m) care, n=3,859
previously DSD exposed, n=24,219
not eligible for DSD, n=21,059

Enrolled in DSD, n=2,407
Not enrolled in DSD, n=17,397
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Figure S1. Cohort flow diagram (continued)

Cohort 5

enrolment Jul-19 to Jan-20

Patient-trials assessed
N=76,814

Excluded

<18 years, n=2,400

pregnant, n=1,264

not in recent (<6m) care, n=3,001
previously DSD exposed, n=28,074
not eligible for DSD, n=20,546

I

Enrolled in DSD, n=2,311

Not enrolled in DSD, n=12,300

Cohort 6

enrolment Jan-20 to Jul-20

Patient-trials assessed
N=80,151

Excluded

<18 years, n=2,374

pregnant, n=1,425

not in recent (<6m) care, n=3,519
previously DSD exposed, n=32,313
not eligible for DSD, n=20,337

v

Enrolled in DSD, n=2,185
Not enrolled in DSD, n=11,826

Cohort 7

enrolment Jul-20 to Jan-21

Patient-trials assessed
N=79,507

Excluded

<18 years, n=2,290

pregnant, n=1,206

not in recent (<6m) care, n=2,746
previously DSD exposed, n=35,225
not eligible for DSD, n=18,723

!

Enrolled in DSD, n=2,993
Not enrolled in DSD, n=10,823

30

Cohort 8

enrolment Jan-21 to Jul-21

Patient-trials assessed
N=71,239

Excluded

<18 years, n=2,203

pregnant, n=1,249

not in recent (<6m) care, n=4,336
previously DSD exposed, n=31,403
not eligible for DSD, n=15,554

Enrolled in DSD, n=987
Not enrolled in DSD, n=9,569



https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.10.11.24315285
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

14  Table S2. Baseline demographics of trial-clients eligible for DSD models across all eight emulated target trials

15
Not enrolled in
Total (%) DSD (%) Enrolled in DSD (%)
Number of trial-clients * 148,943 123,168 25,775
Age group in years 18-24 6,664 (4%) 5,773 (87%) 891 (13%)
25-34 40,063 (27%) 32,973 (82%) 7,090 (18%)
35-49 70,700 (47%) 57,676 (82%) 13,024 (18%)
50+ 31,516 (21%) 26,746 (85%) 4,770 (15%)
Gender Female 102,680 (69%) 84,808 (83%) 17,872 (17%)
Male 46,263 (31%) 38,360 (83%) 7,903 (17%)
Years on ART at trial start,
median (IQR) 4.1(2.4-6.7) 4.1(2.4-6.7) 4.0(2.3-6.5)
Years on ART at trial start 1-<2 26,590 (18%) 21,674 (82%) 4,916 (18%)
2-<5 62,539 (42%) 51,555 (82%) 10,984 (18%)
5+ 59,814 (40%) 49,939 (83%) 9,875 (17%)
WHO stage at ART initiation 4 86,361 (65%) 70,812 (82%) 15,549 (18%)
2 25,732 (19%) 21,428 (83%) 4,304 (17%)
3 17,901 (13%) 14,895 (83%) 3,006 (17%)
4 2,842 (2%) 2,390 (84%) 452 (16%)
CD4 (cells/pl) at ART initiation; median (IQR) 238 (128 - 371) 237 (128-372) 239 (129 - 370)
Location Rural 42,292 (28%) 35,896 (85%) 6,396 (15%)
Urban 106,651 (72%) 87,272 (82%) 19,379 (18%)
Province Gauteng 71,265 (48%) 58,577 (82%) 12,688 (18%)
KwaZulu-Natal 37,327 (25%) 31,830 (85%) 5,497 (15%)
Mpumalanga 40,351 (27%) 32,761 (81%) 7,590 (19%)
16 * trial-clients refers to the number of clients followed across all 8 target trials, with some clients appearing in multiple target trials
17
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Table S3. Pooled adjusted risk difference (%) of retention in care and viral suppression by DSD enrolment at 12, 24 and 36 months

Retained/N (%)

Retention in care
Unadjusted risk
difference (95%

Adjusted risk
difference (95%

Virally suppressed/N*

Viral suppression
Unadjusted risk
difference (95%

Adjusted risk
difference (95%

confidence interval) confidence interval) (%) confidence interval) confidence interval)
12 months
DSD enrolment No 93,966/103,786 (91%) reference reference 74,108/77,643 (95%) reference reference
Yes 18,583/19,881 (93%) 2.9(1.5;4.4) 3.2(1.6;4.7) 14,824/15,320 (97%) 1.3(-0.4; 3.0) 1.4 (-0.5;3.2)
Age group (years) 18-24 5,010/5,883 (85%) -7.3(-9.7;-4.7) -7.1(-9.8; -4.4) 3,788/4,096 (92%) -3.6 (-6.6; -0.4) -3.8(-7.1; -0.4)
25-34 30,506/34,203 (89%) 3.2 (-4.5;-1.9) -2.9(-4.3;-1.5) 23,878/25,100 (95%) -0.9 (-2.4; 0.6) -1.1(-2.8; 0.5)
35-49 53,175/57,542 (92%) reference reference 42,307/44,051 (96%) reference reference
50+ 23,858/26,039 (92%) -0.8 (-2.2;0.6) -0.8(-2.3;0.7) 18,959/19,716 (96%) 0.1(-1.5;1.8) 0.3 (-1.5; 2.1)
Gender Female 78,225/85,960 (91%) reference reference 62,330/64,863 (96%) reference reference
Male 34,324/37,707 (91%) 0.0(-1.1;1.2) -0.4 (-1.7;0.8) 26,602/28,100 (95%) -1.4 (-2.8;-0.1) -1.6 (-3.1;-0.1)
Location Rural 38,137/41,278 (92%) reference reference 29,723/31,548 (94%) reference reference
Urban 74,412/82,389 (90%) -2.1(-3.2;-0.9) -2.1(-3.6; -0.6) 59,209/61,415 (96%) 2.2(0.9; 3.5) 1.0 (-0.7; 2.8)
Province GP 42,750/47,423 (90%) reference reference 33,615/34,716 (97%) reference reference
KZN 33,793/37,065 (91%) 1.0(-0.3; 2.3) 0.5(-1.0; 2.1) 28,242/29,365 (96%) -0.7 (-2.2;0.9) 0.1(-1.8;1.9)
MP 36,006/39,179 (92%) 1.8(0.5; 3.0) 0.4(-1.3;2.1) 27,075/28,882 (94%) -3.1(-4.6; -1.6) -2.2(-4.2;-0.2)
Years on ART 1-<2 20,108/22,711 (89%) -3.8(-5.3;-2.3) -2.8(-4.4;-1.1) 16,016/16,806 (95%) 0.6 (-2.4; 1.2) 0.2 (-2.2;1.8)
2-<5 47,995/52,818 (91%) -1.5(-2.6; -0.3) -0.8 (-2.1;0.5) 37,571/39,298 (96%) -0.3(-1.7; 1.1) -0.1(-1.6; 1.4)
5+ 44,446/48,138 (92%) reference reference 35,345/36,859 (96%) reference reference
WHO stage at ART 1 63,847/70,449 (91%) reference reference 50,763/52,704 (96%) reference reference
initiation 2 19,731/21,506 (92%) 1.1(-0.3; 2.6) 0.4 (-1.1;1.9) 15,353/16,185 (95%) -1.5(-3.2;0.3) -1.1(-2.9; 0.6)
3 13,060/14,339 (91%) 0.5(-1.3; 2.2) -0.3(-2.1; 1.4) 10,235/10,829 (95%) -1.8(-3.8;0.2) -1.9(-4.0; 0.1)
4 2,048/2,256 (91%) 0.2 (-3.8;4.2) -0.6 (-4.5; 3.5) 1,634/1,731 (94%) -1.9 (-6.5; 2.8) -2.2 (-6.8; 2.5)
24 months
DSD enrolment No 61,943/72,788 (85%) reference reference 48,637/51,107 (95%) reference reference
Yes 12,203/13,733 (89%) 3.8(2.1; 5.5) 4.2 (2.4; 6.0) 9,943/10,241 (97%) 1.9 (-0.2; 4) 1.7 (-0.5; 4.0)
Age group (years) 18-24 3,102/4,031 (77%) -10.7 (-13.6; -7.9) -10.7 (-13.8; -7.5) 2,342/2,551 (92%) -4.2 (-8.0; -0.3) -4.2 (-8.4;0.2)
25-34 20,214/24,142 (84%) -4.0 (-5.4;-2.5) -3.6 (-5.2;-2.0) 15,752/16,652 (95%) -1.4 (-3.3; 0.4) -1.6 (-3.6; 0.5)
35-49 35,234/40,178 (88%) reference reference 28,080/29,248 (96%) reference reference
50+ 15,596/18,170 (86%) -1.9 (-3.5;-0.2) -1.8 (-3.6; 0.0) 12,406/12,897 (96%) 0.2(-1.8;2.2) 0.4 (-1.8;2.7)
Gender Female 51,960/60,536 (86%) reference reference 41,421/43,186 (96%) reference reference
Male 22,186/25,985 (85%) -0.5(-1.8; 0.9) -1.1(-2.5; 0.4) 17,159/18,162 (94%) -1.4 (-3.1;0.3) -1.4(-3.2;0.5)
Location Rural 26,638/30,270 (88%) reference reference 20,544/21,884 (94%) reference reference
Urban 47,508/56,251 (84%) -3.5(-4.8;-2.2) -3.3(-5.0;-1.5) 38,036/39,464 (96%) 2.5(0.9;4.1) 1.1(-1.1;3.2)
Province GP 24,846/29,616 (84%) reference reference 19,713/20,294 (97%) reference reference
KZN 23,537/27,290 (86%) 2.4(0.8;3.9) 1.7 (-0.1; 3.5) 19,762/20,596 (96%) -1.2(-3.1;0.7) -0.4 (-2.6; 1.9)
MP 25,763/29,615 (87%) 3.1(1.6; 4.6) 1.3(-0.6;3.2) 19,105/20,458 (93%) -3.8(-5.6; -1.9) -2.7 (-5.1;-0.2)
Years on ART 1-<2 13,513/16,314 (83%) -4.5 (-6.3; -2.8) -3.5(-5.5; -1.6) 10,648/11,197 (95%) -0.9(-3.1;1.3) 0.4 (-2.9; 2.1)
2-<5 32,288/37,761 (86%) -1.9(-3.2;-0.5) -1.1(-2.7;0.4) 25,282/26,561 (95%) -0.8 (-2.5;0.9) -0.6 (-2.5; 1.3)
5+ 28,345/32,446 (87%) reference reference 22,650/23,590 (96%) reference reference
WHO stage at ART 1 40,646/47,719 (85%) reference reference 32,427/33,686 (96%) reference reference
initiation 2 13,533/15,646 (86%) 1.3(-0.4;3.0) 0.3 (-1.4; 2.0) 10,456/11,065 (94%) -1.8(-3.9;0.3) -1.4 (-3.5; 0.8)
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20
21
22
23
24
25
26

27

Retention in care
Unadjusted risk

Adjusted risk

Virally suppressed/N*

Viral suppression
Unadjusted risk

Adjusted risk

Retained/N (%) difference (95% difference (95% (%) difference (95% difference (95%
confidence interval) confidence interval) i confidence interval) confidence interval)
3 8,712/10,182 (86%) 0.4 (-1.6; 2.4) -0.5(-2.5; 1.5) 6,847/7,255 (94%) -1.9 (-4.3; 0.6) -2.1(-4.6; 0.4)
4 1,376/1,583 (87%) 1.7 (-2.8; 6.5) 0.8 (-3.8; 5.5) 1,107/1,172 (94%) -1.8 (-7.4; 4.0) -2.2(-7.7; 3.6)
36 months
DSD enrolment No 33,568/41,512 (81%) reference reference 26,481/27,735 (95%) reference reference
Yes 6,810/8,015 (85%) 4.1(1.9;6.3) 4.4 (2.0;6.8) 5,635/5,807 (97%) 1.6(-1.2;4.4) 1.4 (-1.6;4.4)
Age group (years) 18-24 1,679/2,351 (71%) -12.4 (-16.0; -8.7) -12.0 (-16.0; -8.0) 1,273/1,372 (93%) -3.3(-8.6;2.1) -3.5(-9.3; 2.4)
25-34 11,162/13,950 (80%) -3.8(-5.7; -1.9) -3.4 (-5.5; -1.3) 8,792/9,259 (95%) -1.2(-3.6; 1.4) -1.1(-3.9; 1.7)
35-49 19,090/22,773 (84%) reference reference 15,356/15,978 (96%) reference reference
50+ 8,447/10,453 (81%) -3.0(-5.1;-0.9) -2.9(-5.2;-0.6) 6,695/6,933 (97%) 0.5(-2.3;3.2) 0.5 (-2.5; 3.6)
Gender Female 28,593/34,875 (82%) reference reference 23,010/23,910 (96%) reference reference
Male 11,785/14,652 (80%) -1.6(-3.3;0.2) -2.2 (-4.1;-0.3) 9,106/9,632 (95%) -1.7 (-4.0; 0.6) -1.6 (-4.1; 1.0)
Location Rural 16,004/18,965 (84%) reference reference 12,313/13,035 (94%) reference reference
Urban 24,374/30,562 (80%) -4.6 (-6.3; -3.0) -3.7 (-5.9; -1.6) 19,803/20,507 (97%) 2.1(0.0; 4.2) 1.0(-1.8;3.8)
Province GP 10,396/13,281 (78%) reference reference 8,349/8,578 (97%) reference reference
KZN 14,867/18,068 (82%) 4.0 (2.0; 6.0) 3.1(0.8; 5.4) 12,485/12,969 (96%) -1.1(-3.8; 1.6) -0.4 (-3.5;2.7)
MP 15,115/18,178 (83%) 4.9(2.9;6.9) 2.7 (0.2;5.2) 11,282/11,995 (94%) -3.3(-6.0; -0.6) -2.0(-5.4; 1.4)
Years on ART 1-<2 8,229/10,485 (78%) -5.0(-7.2; -2.9) -4.4 (-6.9; -1.9) 6,524/6,854 (95%) -1.2 (-4.0; 1.7) -0.9 (-4.2; 2.4)
2-<5 17,295/21,256 (81%) -2.1(-4.0;-0.3) -1.8(-3.8;0.3) 13,644/14,286 (96%) -0.8(-3.2; 1.5) -0.7 (-3.4; 1.9)
5+ 14,854/17,786 (84%) reference reference 11,948/12,402 (96%) reference reference
WHO stage at ART 1 21,334/26,314 (81%) reference reference 17,241/17,846 (97%) reference reference
initiation 2 7,632/9,252 (82%) 1.4 (-0.7; 3.6) 0.2 (-2.0; 2.4) 5,860/6,200 (95%) -2.1(-4.9;0.7) -1.7 (-4.6; 1.2)
3 4,806/5,951 (81%) -0.3(-2.8;2.2) -1.4(-3.9;1.2) 3,787/4,004 (95%) -2.0(-5.3;1.3) -2.1(-5.4; 1.4)
4 769/928 (83%) 1.8(-4.0;7.9) 0.7 (-5.2; 6.8) 631/666 (95%) -1.9(-9.2; 5.9) -2.1(-9.4;5.7)

*denominator only includes those with a viral load measured during the 12-, 24- or 36-month outcome periods
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Table S4. Pooled adjusted risk difference (%) of retention in care and viral suppression by DSD enrolment at 12, 24 and 36 months, adjusting
for CD4 count at ART initiation

Retained/N (%)

Retention in care
Unadjusted risk
difference (95%

Adjusted risk
difference (95%

Virally suppressed/N*

Viral suppression
Unadjusted risk
difference (95%

Adjusted risk
difference (95%

confidence interval) confidence interval) (%) confidence interval) confidence interval)
12 months
DSD enrolment No 93,966/103,786 (91%) reference reference 74,108/77,643 (95%) reference reference
Yes 18,583/19,881 (93%) 2.9(1.5;4.4) 3.0(1.3;4.7) 14,824/15,320 (97%) 1.3(-0.4; 3.0) 1.4 (-0.5; 3.3)
Age group (years) 18-24 5,010/5,883 (85%) -7.3(-9.7;-4.7) 6.2 (-9.2;-3.1) 3,788/4,096 (92%) -3.6 (-6.6; -0.4) -3.7(-7.4; 0.0)
25-34 30,506/34,203 (89%) -3.2 (-4.5; -1.9) -2.8(-4.3;-1.3) 23,878/25,100 (95%) -0.9 (-2.4; 0.6) -1.2 (-2.9; 0.6)
35-49 53,175/57,542 (92%) reference reference 42,307/44,051 (96%) reference reference
50+ 23,858/26,039 (92%) -0.8 (-2.2;0.6) -0.9 (-2.5;0.7) 18,959/19,716 (96%) 0.1(-1.5; 1.8) 0.2 (-1.6; 2.1)
Gender Female 78,225/85,960 (91%) reference reference 62,330/64,863 (96%) reference reference
Male 34,324/37,707 (91%) 0.0(-1.1;1.2) -0.6 (-1.9; 0.7) 26,602/28,100 (95%) -1.4 (-2.8;-0.1) -1.6 (-3.2; 0.0)
Location Rural 38,137/41,278 (92%) reference reference 29,723/31,548 (94%) reference reference
Urban 74,412/82,389 (90%) -2.1(-3.2;-0.9) -1.9 (-3.6; -0.3) 59,209/61,415 (96%) 2.2(0.9;3.5) 1.0(-1.0; 2.9)
Province GP 42,750/47,423 (90%) reference reference 33,615/34,716 (97%) reference reference
KZN 33,793/37,065 (91%) 1.0(-0.3; 2.3) 1.1(-0.5;2.7) 28,242/29,365 (96%) -0.7 (-2.2;0.9) 0.2(-1.7;2.1)
MP 36,006/39,179 (92%) 1.8(0.5; 3.0) 0.7 (-1.1; 2.6) 27,075/28,882 (94%) -3.1(-4.6; -1.6) 2.6 (-4.8; -0.3)
Years on ART 1-<2 20,108/22,711 (89%) -3.8(-5.3;-2.3) -2.7 (-4.5; -0.8) 16,016/16,806 (95%) -0.6 (-2.4; 1.2) -0.5(-2.7; 1.7)
2-<5 47,995/52,818 (91%) -1.5(-2.6; -0.3) -0.7 (-2.1; 0.6) 37,571/39,298 (96%) -0.3(-1.7; 1.1) -0.2(-1.8;1.5)
5+ 44,446/48,138 (92%) reference reference 35,345/36,859 (96%) reference reference
CD4 (cells/ul) at ART <200 36,949/40,107 (92%) reference reference 29,048/30,594 (95%) reference reference
initiation 200-349 27,694/30,341 (91%) -0.9 (-2.3; 0.6) -0.5(-2.0; 0.9) 21,964/22,857 (96%) 1.1(-0.5; 2.8) 1.3(-0.4; 3.0)
350-499 | 13,619/15,004 (91%) -1.4(-3.1; 0.4) -0.5(-2.3; 1.4) 10,726/11,165 (96%) 1.1(-1.0;3.2) 1.5(-0.7;3.7)
500+ 11,282/12,636 (89%) -2.8(-4.7;-0.9) -1.6 (-3.6; 0.4) 9,071/9,361 (97%) 2.0(-0.3;4.2) 2.3(0.0; 4.7)
24 months
DSD enrolment No 61,943/72,788 (85%) reference reference 48,637/51,107 (95%) reference reference
Yes 12,203/13,733 (89%) 3.8(2.1;5.5) 3.8(1.9;5.8) 9,943/10,241 (97%) 1.9 (-0.2; 4) 1.8(-0.5; 4.1)
Age group (years) 18-24 3,102/4,031 (77%) -10.7 (-13.6; -7.9) -9.7 (-13.1;-6.1) 2,342/2,551 (92%) -4.2 (-8.0; -0.3) -3.8(-8.5; 0.9)
25-34 20,214/24,142 (84%) -4.0 (-5.4;-2.5) -3.5(-5.2;-1.8) 15,752/16,652 (95%) -1.4 (-3.3; 0.4) -1.8(-3.9; 0.3)
35-49 35,234/40,178 (88%) reference reference 28,080/29,248 (96%) reference reference
50+ 15,596/18,170 (86%) -1.9(-3.5;-0.2) -2.0(-3.8;-0.1) 12,406/12,897 (96%) 0.2(-1.8;2.2) 0.4 (-1.9; 2.7)
Gender Female 51,960/60,536 (86%) reference reference 41,421/43,186 (96%) reference reference
Male 22,186/25,985 (85%) -0.5(-1.8; 0.9) -1.3(-2.8;0.3) 17,159/18,162 (94%) -1.4 (-3.1;0.3) -1.6 (-3.5; 0.3)
Location Rural 26,638/30,270 (88%) reference reference 20,544/21,884 (94%) reference reference
Urban 47,508/56,251 (84%) -3.5(-4.8;-2.2) -3.1(-5.0;-1.3) 38,036/39,464 (96%) 2.5(0.9; 4.1) 0.6 (-1.7; 2.9)
Province GP 24,846/29,616 (84%) reference reference 19,713/20,294 (97%) reference reference
KZN 23,537/27,290 (86%) 2.4(0.8;3.9) 2.3(0.4;4.1) 19,762/20,596 (96%) -1.2(-3.1;0.7) -0.6 (-2.9; 1.7)
MP 25,763/29,615 (87%) 3.1(1.6; 4.6) 1.7 (-0.4; 3.8) 19,105/20,458 (93%) -3.8(-5.6;-1.9) -3.6(-6.2;-0.9)
Years on ART 1-<2 13,513/16,314 (83%) -4.5(-6.3;-2.8) -3.2(-5.3;-1.0) 10,648/11,197 (95%) -0.9(-3.1;1.3) 0.9 (-3.6; 1.8)
2-<5 32,288/37,761 (86%) -1.9(-3.2;-0.5) -1.1(-2.8;0.5) 25,282/26,561 (95%) -0.8 (-2.5;0.9) -1.0(-3.0; 1.0)
5+ 28,345/32,446 (87%) reference reference 22,650/23,590 (96%) reference reference
<200 24,666/28,327 (87%) reference reference 19,386/20,496 (95%) reference reference
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Retention in care
Unadjusted risk

Adjusted risk

Virally suppressed/N*

Viral suppression
Unadjusted risk

Adjusted risk

Retained/N (%) difference (95% difference (95% (%) difference (95% difference (95%
confidence interval) confidence interval) i confidence interval) confidence interval)
CD4 (cells/yl) at ART 200-349 18,965/22,058 (86%) -1.1(-2.7;0.5) -0.7 (-2.4; 0.9) 15,103/15,735 (96%) 1.4 (-0.6; 3.4) 1.8(-0.3;3.8)
o tiation 350-499 9,030/10,559 (86%) -1.6 (-3.6; 0.5) 0.5 (-2.6; 1.7) 7,093/7,382 (96%) 1.5(-1.1; 4.1) 2.3(-0.4; 5.0)
500+ 6,879/8,241 (83%) -3.6 (-5.8; -1.3) -2.1(-4.4;0.3) 5,512/5,701 (97%) 2.1(-0.8; 5.0) 2.9(-0.1; 5.9)
36 months
DSD enrolment No 33,568/41,512 (81%) reference reference 26,481/27,735 (95%) reference reference
Yes 6,810/8,015 (85%) 4.1(1.9; 6.3) 3.7(1.3;6.2) 5,635/5,807 (97%) 1.6 (-1.2; 4.4) 1.5 (-1.5; 4.6)
Age group (years) 18-24 1,679/2,351 (71%) -12.4 (-16.0; -8.7) -11.6 (-15.8; -7.2) 1,273/1,372 (93%) -3.3(-8.6;2.1) -2.8(-9.0;3.7)
25-34 11,162/13,950 (80%) -3.8(-5.7;-1.9) -3.4 (-5.6; -1.3) 8,792/9,259 (95%) -1.2(-3.6; 1.4) -1.4 (-4.3; 1.4)
35-49 19,090/22,773 (84%) reference reference 15,356/15,978 (96%) reference reference
50+ 8,447/10,453 (81%) -3.0(-5.1;-0.9) -3.0(-5.3; -0.6) 6,695/6,933 (97%) 0.5(-2.3;3.2) 0.5 (-2.6; 3.6)
Gender Female 28,593/34,875 (82%) reference reference 23,010/23,910 (96%) reference reference
Male 11,785/14,652 (80%) -1.6(-3.3;0.2) -2.5(-4.4; -0.5) 9,106/9,632 (95%) -1.7 (-4.0; 0.6) -1.9 (-4.5; 0.7)
Location Rural 16,004/18,965 (84%) reference reference 12,313/13,035 (94%) reference reference
Urban 24,374/30,562 (80%) -4.6 (-6.3; -3.0) -3.9(-6.2;-1.7) 19,803/20,507 (97%) 2.1(0;4.2) 0.8(-2.1;3.7)
Province GP 10,396/13,281 (78%) reference reference 8,349/8,578 (97%) reference reference
KZN 14,867/18,068 (82%) 4.0 (2.0; 6.0) 3.5(1.1;5.9) 12,485/12,969 (96%) -1.1(-3.8; 1.6) -0.5(-3.7;2.7)
MP 15,115/18,178 (83%) 4.9(2.9;6.9) 2.6 (-0.1;5.3) 11,282/11,995 (94%) -3.3 (-6.0; -0.6) -2.7(-6.3; 1.0)
Years on ART 1-<2 8,229/10,485 (78%) -5.0(-7.2; -2.9) -3.7 (-6.3; -1.0) 6,524/6,854 (95%) -1.2 (-4.0; 1.7) -1.2 (-4.7; 2.3)
2-<5 17,295/21,256 (81%) -2.1(-4.0;-0.3) -1.6 (-3.7; 0.5) 13,644/14,286 (96%) -0.8(-3.2; 1.5) -1.0(-3.7;1.7)
5+ 14,854/17,786 (84%) reference reference 11,948/12,402 (96%) reference reference
CD4 (cells/ul) at ART <200 13,478/16,254 (83%) reference reference 10,662/11,214 (95%) reference reference
initiation 200-349 10,881/13,225 (82%) -0.6 (-2.7; 1.4) -0.3(-2.4; 1.8) 8,762/9,099 (96%) 1.2 (-1.5;3.9) 1.5(-1.3;4.2)
350-499 4,991/6,161 (81%) -1.9 (-4.5;0.7) -0.8 (-3.5; 2.0) 3,996/4,161 (96%) 1.0 (-2.5; 4.5) 1.5(-2.1;5.2)
500+ 3,472/4,422 (79%) -4.4 (-7.3;-1.4) -2.7 (-5.8; 0.4) 2,814/2,919 (96%) 1.3(-2.6; 5.4) 1.8 (-2.4; 6.0)

00 ~OXUIRWNFO
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*denominator only includes those with a viral load measured during the 12-, 24- or 36-month outcome periods
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40

41
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44

Table S5. Age-stratified pooled risk differences for retention

n/N (%) retained

Unadjusted Risk Difference
comparing DSD vs non-DSD

n/N (%) retained

Adjusted Risk Difference
comparing DSD vs non-DSD

Age group in DSD in non-DSD (95% Cl) (95% Cl)
12 months
18-24 660/745 (89%) 4,350/5,138 (85%) 3.9(-3.1;11.3) 4.4(-3.2;12.3)
25-34 5,268/5,713 (92%) 25,238/28,491 (89%) 3.6 (0.9; 6.4) 4.1(1.3;7.0)
35-49 9,241/9,797 (94%) 43,934/47,745 (92%) 2.3(0.2;4.4) 2.5(0.3; 4.8)
50+ 3,414/3,627 (94%) 20,444/22,412 (91%) 2.9 (-0.5; 6.3) 3.0(-0.6; 6.7)
24 months
18-24 422/505 (84%) 2,680/3,526 (76%) 7.6 (-0.7; 16.3) 7.8(-1.2;17.2)
25-34 3,469/3,990 (87%) 16,745/20,153 (83%) 3.9(0.7; 7.0) 4.7 (1.4;8.1)
35-49 6,087/6,743 (90%) 29,147/33,435 (87%) 3.1(0.6;5.6) 3.5(0.9; 6.2)
50+ 2,225/2,496 (89%) 13,371/15,674 (85%) 3.8(-0.1;7.9) 4.1(-0.1; 8.5)
36 months
18-24 234/301 (78%) 1,445/2,050 (70%) 7.3(-3.0; 18.2) 7.0 (-4.2;19.0)
25-34 1,982/2,400 (83%) 9,180/11,550 (79%) 3.1(-0.8;7.1) 3.6 (-0.6; 8.0)
35-49 3,381/3,892 (87%) 15,709/18,881 (83%) 3.7 (0.5; 6.9) 4.2 (0.7;7.8)
50+ 1,213/1,422 (85%) 7,234/9,031 (80%) 5.2(0.1; 10.4) 5.4 (-0.1;11.1)
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45  Table S6. Age-stratified pooled risk differences for viral suppression

46
Unadjusted Risk Difference Adjusted Risk Difference
Age n/N (%) virally n/N (%) virally comparing DSD vs non-DSD  comparing DSD vs non-DSD
group suppressed* in DSD suppressed in non-DSD (95% Cl) (95% Cl)
12 months
18-24 531/555 (96%) 3,257/3,541 (92%) 3.7 (-4.8; 12.6) 3.3(-5.9; 12.9)
25-34 4,171/4,335 (96%) 19,706/20,765 (95%) 1.3(-1.9; 4.5) 1.4 (-2.0; 4.8)
35-49 7,404/7,627 (97%) 34,901/36,424 (96%) 1.3(-1.2;3.7) 1.2 (-1.3;3.8)
50+ 2,717/2,803 (97%) 16,236/16,913 (96%) 0.9 (-3.0; 4.9) 1.3(-2.9;5.6)
24 months
18-24 329/347 (95%) 2,013/2,204 (91%) 3.5(-7.2; 14.8) 4.1(-7.6; 16.6)
25-34 2,780/2,891 (96%) 12,972/13,762 (94%) 1.9 (-2.0; 5.9) 1.3(-2.8;5.6)
35-49 5,002/5,129 (98%) 23,075/24,119 (96%) 1.9(-1.1;4.8) 1.7 (-1.5; 4.9)
50+ 1,829/1,874 (98%) 10,575/11,023 (96%) 1.7 (-3.1;6.6) 1.6 (-3.5; 6.9)
36 months
18-24 196/200 (98%) 1,077/1,172 (92%) 6.1(-8.1; 21.4) 6.1(-9.7; 23.3)
25-34 1,629/1,688 (97%) 7,161/7,571 (95%) 1.9(-3.2;7.2) 1.6 (-3.8;7.3)
35-49 2,811/2,900 (97%) 12,543/13,078 (96%) 1.0(-2.9; 5.0) 0.9 (-3.4;5.2)
50+ 999/1,019 (98%) 5,695/5,914 (96%) 1.7 (-4.7; 8.4) 1.6 (-5.4; 8.9)
a7 *Viral suppression defined as having a viral load of <400 copies/ml
48
49
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50 Table S7. Sex-stratified pooled risk differences for viral suppression

51
Unadjusted Risk Difference Adjusted Risk Difference
n/N (%) retained n/N (%) retained comparing DSD vs non-DSD comparing DSD vs non-DSD
Age group in DSD in non-DSD (95% Cl) (95% Cl)
12 months
Female 13,090/13,991 (94%) 65,135/71,970 (91%) 3.1(1.3;4.8) 3.2(1.3;5.0)
Male 5,493/5,891 (93%) 28,831/31,816 (91%) 2.6 (0.0; 5.3) 3.1(0.3;6.0)
24 months
Female 8,678/9,755 (89%) 43,282/50,782 (85%) 3.7(1.7;5.8) 4.1(1.9;6.3)
Male 3,525/3,979 (89%) 18,661/22,006 (85%) 3.8 (0.6; 7.0) 4.3 (1.0;7.8)
36 months
Female 4,924/5,756 (86%) 23,669/29,119 (81%) 4.3(1.7;6.9) 4.4 (1.5;7.2)
Male 1,886/2,259 (83%) 9,899/12,393 (80%) 3.6 (-0.4;7.7) 4.4 (0.0; 8.9)
52
53
gg Table S8. Sex-stratified pooled risk differences for viral suppression
Unadjusted Risk Difference Adjusted Risk Difference
Age n/N (%) virally n/N (%) virally comparing DSD vs non-DSD  comparing DSD vs non-DSD
group suppressed in DSD suppressed in non-DSD (95% Cl) (95% Cl)
12 months
Female 10,532/10,861 (97%) 51,790/54,002 (96%) 1.1(-1.0;3.1) 1.1(-1.0; 3.3)
Male 4,291/4,459 (96%) 22,310/23,641 (94%) 1.9(-1.2;5.0) 1.8(-1.5;5.2)
24 months
Female 7,106/7,307 (97%) 34,313/35,880 (96%) 1.6 (-0.8;4.1) 1.5(-1.2;4.1)
Male 2,834/2,934 (97%) 14,322/15,228 (94%) 2.5(-1.3; 6.5) 2.2 (-1.9; 6.3)
36 months
Female 4,119/4,237 (97%) 18,889/19,673 (96%) 1.2 (-2.0; 4.5) 1.2(-2.3;4.8)
56 Male 1,516/1,570 (97%) 7,587/8,062 (94%) 2.5(-2.8;7.8) 1.9(-3.8;7.7)
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