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Abstract:

Background: Heavy drinking among people living with HIV (PLWH) worsens their health outcomes and
disrupts their continuum of care. Brief interventions to reduce heavy drinking in primary care are effective, but
in heavy-drinking PLWH, more extensive intervention may be needed. Lengthy interventions are not feasible in
most HIV primary care settings, and patients seldom follow referrals to outside treatment. Utilizing visual and
video features of smartphone technology, we developed the “HealthCall” app to provide continued engagement
after brief intervention, in order to reduce drinking and improve other aspects of HIV care while making minimal
demands on providers.

Methods: Alcohol-dependent patients at a large urban HIV clinic were randomized to one of three groups: (1)
Motivational Interviewing (MI) plus HealthCall (n=39), (2) NIAAA Clinician’s Guide (CG) plus HealthCall (n=38),
or (3) CG-only (n=37). Baseline drinking-reduction interventions were ~25 minutes, with brief (10-15 min)
check-in sessions at 30 and 60 days. HealthCall involved daily use of the smartphone for 3-5 min/day, covering
drinking and other aspects of the prior 24 hours. Outcomes assessed at 30 and 60 days, and 3, 6 and 12
months, included drinks per drinking day, drinks per day, and days drank, using the Timeline Followback.
Analysis were conducted using generalized linear mixed models with pre-planned contrasts.

Results: Study retention was excellent (85%-94% across timepoints) and unrelated to treatment arm or
patient characteristics. During treatment, patients in Ml+HealthCall drank less than others (p=0.07-0.003).
However, at 6 and 12 months, drinking was lowest among patients who had been in CG+HealthCall (p=0.04-
0.06).

Conclusion: During treatment, patients in Ml+HealthCall drank less than patients in the CG conditions.
However, at 6 and 12 months, drinking was lower among patients in CG+HealthCall. Given the importance of
drinking reduction and the low costs and time required for HealthCall, pairing HealthCall with brief interventions
within HIV clinics merits widespread consideration.
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Introduction:

Heavy alcohol use is associated with alcohol use disorder (AUD), as well as substantial morbidity and
mortality™®. For the 1.2 million people living with HIV (PLWH) in the United States, AUDs have similar or higher
prevalence that of the general population®*, with high levels of problem drinking in HIV primary care®® . Heavy
drinking among PLWH can worsen heart disease, exacerbate comorbid infections such as tuberculosis and
Hepatitis C, and may accelerate cognitive decline’. Alcohol also negatively affects the HIV continuum of care,
including engagement in care, treatment, and viral suppression®®. In addition, HIV providers appear to spend
less time with heavy drinkers and have poorer communication with them®. Beyond direct risks to patients,
alcohol is associated with high-risk sex,'"* which increases risk of HIV transmission'®. Thus, effective
interventions to decrease heavy drinking among PLWH are critical to improving their health and to HIV
prevention. Because heavy-drinking medical patients seldom follow referrals to outside addiction
specialists®>'*, brief, effective interventions that can be administered within the HIV medical setting are
needed.

Brief drinking-reduction interventions are effective at decreasing drinking in general primary care settings®?,
although alcohol dependent patients often require more extensive intervention'**®*’. Despite the importance of
decreasing heavy drinking in PLWH, a growing literature of trials assessing alcohol interventions among PLWH
shows that many interventions either lack efficacy or are very time-consuming®®*?. Some HIV alcohol primary
care interventions have been designed for easier dissemination, e.g., those based on the Screening and Brief
Intervention with Referral to Treatment (SBIRT) model®®** and interventions utilizing technology®**.
Interventions facilitated by technology are especially timely in the era of COVID-19, where telehealth has been
used in HIV clinics to limit risk of COVID-19 infection®. In order to provide extended intervention with little
added demand on provider time, we developed the HealthCall application, which leverages the visual and
video features of smartphone technology to promote brief, continued patient engagement between sessions
(see Figure 1)'*'7?° After a brief baseline intervention interview, patients engage with the HealthCall app for
self-monitoring to make daily self-reports of drinking and other health behaviors for 60 days, and receive
immediate positive reinforcement (“Good job!”). HealthCall utilizes the self-report data to provide users with
personalized feedback and additional positive reinforcement at 30- and 60-days in a brief feedback session
with a clinic provider.

In earlier studies, HealthCall administered via Interactive Voice Response (IVR) technology was shown to
successfully enhance the efficacy of brief Motivational Interviewing (Ml), an evidence-based drinking-reduction
intervention to motivate behavior change®’>*. Ml is broadly effective in helping patients change drinking and
other risk behaviors in medical settings®. In our earlier study, Ml-only and MI+HealthCall were compared to a
health education-only control among 258 urban, HIV primary care patients who screened positive for heavy
drinking, 48.4% of whom were alcohol dependent.” In the alcohol dependent patients,*® MI+HealthCall was
superior to Ml-only and control conditions for drinking reduction at end-of-treatment (60 days). At 6- and 12-
month follow-ups, alcohol dependent patients in MI+HealthCall continued to report less drinking than those in
the other arms'®. We have since migrated HealthCall technology to the smartphone®’, which provides
numerous advantages with features that can be added to improve patient engagement in the intervention®.

While Ml is effectively enhanced by HealthCall, implementing Ml has challenges. Ml requires lengthy training
(1-3 days);*® careful supervision;***° and skill, which is strongly related to its outcome.** Time constraints and
limited MI proficiency among staff without a counseling background are barriers to its implementation.® We
were therefore interested in testing whether HealthCall could enhance a less demanding brief intervention,
making the intervention more scalable and facilitating dissemination. The evidence-based Clinician’'s Guide
(CG),2***3 designed and recommended by the National Institute on Alcoholism and Alcohol Abuse (NIAAA)
for use by medical personnel,* including HIV settings,*" is such an intervention. CG requires little training and
staff time.* It includes a flow-chart set of recommended*® brief drinking-reduction techniques whose efficacy

over non-treatment conditions in non-dependent patients is well documented.?’*">®

In order to test HealthCall as an enhancer of efficacy when paired with CG or MI, we conducted a 1:1:1
randomized trial targeting drinking reduction among alcohol dependent patients receiving care in an urban, HIV
primary care clinic. Arm 1 received CG-only, Arm 2 received CG and HealthCall, and Arm 3 received Ml and
HealthCall. Outcomes examined drinking reduction using quantity metrics: drinks per drinking day (primary
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outcome) and drinks per day. While the interventions were all oriented towards harm-reduction rather than
abstinence, we also explored days drank, as days abstinent or drinking is a common outcome in alcohol
clinical trials literature®, and non-drinking days allow the liver to heal®.

Method

Participants

Participants were recruited from and enrolled at a large urban infectious disease primary care clinic in New
York City. Inclusion criteria included confirmed HIV infection, age>18 years old, meeting DSM-IV criteria for
current alcohol dependence®®, drinking >4 drinks on at least one occasion in the past 30 days, and English- or
Spanish speaking. Exclusion criteria included previous participation in a HealthCall study, active psychosis,
active violent, homicidal, or suicidal thoughts, active alcohol withdrawal, gross cognitive impairment, hearing or
vision impairment that precluded smartphone use, and plans to leave New York during the study period.
Participants provided written informed consent. Institutional review boards at the New York State Psychiatric
Institute and Montefiore Hospital, Bronx, New York approved all procedures.

Procedures

Potentially eligible patients were informed about the study by IRB approved flyers in the clinic waiting room
and/or by their providers, who referred them to meet with a study coordinator for written informed consent and
assessment of eligibility. Of 180 individuals screened in-person with the Psychiatric Research Interview for
Substance and Mental Disorders for DSM-1V alcohol and drug dependence (PRISM-IV-Computerized Version)
(Hasin et al., 2006), 114 met eligibility, completed baseline assessments, and were randomized (see Study
CONSORT Figure 2). In a parallel three-arm 1:1:1 randomized design, participants were assigned to one of
three conditions: CG-only (n=37), CG+HealthCall (n=38), or MI+HealthCall (n=39). Randomization was
stratified on drug use severity, depression, and unstable housing using urn randomization®’. All baseline
assessments were completed prior to randomization. After each study visit, participants were compensated via
ClinCards for their completed assessments. All participants also received a study smartphone or the equivalent
value in gift cards at their 60-day visit.

Interventions

Study counselors, part of the regular clinic staff, delivered the interventions after receiving training in their
delivery. A clinic health educator delivered the MI. An RN or a physician-fellow delivered the CG. The baseline
MI and CG sessions took equivalent amounts of time (~25 minutes). While delivering CG in the CG-only and
CG+HealthCall arms, the counselors were blinded to participants’ assignment to HealthCall; about 20 minutes
into the CG session, a study coordinator texted the counselor to inform them if the patient was randomly
assigned to receive HealthCall. If assigned, the counselor then introduced the HealthCall app to the patient.
This two-step randomization process kept counselors blinded to the HealthCall assignment until after the CG
was delivered to avoid knowledge of the assignment influencing the way counselors delivered CG. Intervention
sessions were audiotaped and reviewed for quality assurance. Participants returned at 30 and 60 days after
the baseline intervention for assessments and a brief booster session (10-15 minutes). Total duration of the
treatment period was 60 days across all three arms. Further face-to-face follow-up assessments were
conducted at 3, 6, and 12 months after baseline.

Clinician’s Guide (CG)

The evidence-based C was designed and recommended by the National Institute on Alcoholism and
Alcohol Abuse (NIAAA) for use by providers such as medical personnel,® including those in HIV care
settings.** Consisting of a flow-chart to guide a set of recommended drinking-reduction techniques*®, CG
requires little training and staff time.*® The CG was adapted for the study to address slightly lower drinking
reduction goals due to HIV infection, and also to address HIV medication adherence. At 30- and 60-day visits,
participants met with the clinic staff member again for a booster session to review drinking and to reassess
goals. In the CG-only arm, discussion of drinking in the prior 30 days was based on patients’ recall. In the
CG+HealthCall arm, discussion was based on a graphed report of daily drinking data generated from the
HealthCall app.

13,42,43
G4

Motivational interviewing (MI)
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The brief Ml session followed standard Ml techniques®, e.g., exploring ambivalence about drinking reduction,
health consequences of drinking, and setting a drinking goal for the next 30 days. At the 30- and 60-day visits,
in a brief booster session, drinking behaviors during the previous 30 days were discussed based on graphed
report of daily drinking data generated from the HealthCall app. Participant’'s drinking reduction goals were
reviewed, and new goals set if patients wished to do so.

HealthCall application

Participants randomized to use HealthCall received an Android smartphone on which the HealthCall
application and a pre-paid calling and data plan were installed. Study counselors introduced participants to the
HealthCall application by explaining its purpose, instructing them in its use, and allowing them to try it on-site.
Patients were asked to use HealthCall daily for the next 60 days. HealthCall is proposed to work through two
features: self-monitoring and personalized feedback. Self-Monitoring: Patients were asked to use HealthCall
application daily (~3-5 min each day). The HealthCall script includes self-monitoring questions in English or
Spanish (participant's preference) about the previous 24 hours®’. The interactive queries asked about
‘yesterday’ (morning, afternoon, evening) to ensure consistent reporting periods regardless of the time
participants accessed HealthCall. HealthCall queried drinking patterns (beverage types; number and size of
drinks for each type), reasons for drinking or abstaining that day, as well as medication adherence, drug use,
mood, and stress. Personalized feedback: Patient’'s daily HealthCall data were automatically transmitted to a
secure server, compiled, and used to produce personalized graphs representing the number of standard drinks
patients drank each reported day relative to their drinking-reduction goal. The 30 and 60-day booster sessions
included a review and discussion of these graphs. At the end of the 30-day booster visit, any revised drinking
goals were entered into the app by interventionist. Participants were then asked to continue using HealthCall
for another 30 days. At the end of the 60-day session (end of treatment), options for continued alcohol care
were discussed, and referrals offered if requested.

Measures

At baseline, 30 and 60 days during treatment, and at 3, 6 and 12 months after treatment, participants
completed an interviewer-administered computer-assisted personal interview (CAPI). Assessments took ~60
min administered by a trained independent study assessor. The CAPI assessed demographic characteristics,
DSM-IV substance and psychiatric disorders, and other medical and HIV-related health variables. To assess
detoxification needs for participants with physical dependence, alcohol withdrawal was assessed at baseline,
and at 30- and 60-days visits with the Clinical Institute Withdrawal Assessment of Alcohol revised (CIWA-Ar)>°.
Alcohol use was assessed at all visits with a 30-day timeline-follow-back (TLFB)*°. Study counselors were blind
to the TLFB assessment results, and participants were informed of this. To calculate standard drinks,
participants were shown the NIAAA “What's a Standard Drink” conversion chart, with drink types and glass
sizes®™. If assessments were missed, during the next visit, a retrospective TLFB was administered to cover
missed time periods. This retrospective method captures data with good reliability®*®. Self-reports of alcohol
use were validated with breathalyzers.

Outcomes

Our drinking outcomes reflected the harm-reduction rather than abstinence focus of the interventions. The
primary outcome was mean number of drinks per drinking day in the prior 30 days (NumDD), selected due to
the potential for liver toxicity/damage from large drinking quantities on days that patients drank®>®*. We also
analyzed mean drinks per day (Drinks/Day), which combines amounts consumed on drinking days with zero
scores on days patients did not drink. Also included was days drank (DaysD), since days drinking versus
abstinent is a common outcome in alcohol clinical trials. These outcomes were assessed using the TLFB
(regarding the past 30 days) for all time-points.

Statistical analysis

Baseline characteristics (e.g., demographic characteristics and alcohol use prior to baseline) were examined
descriptively among the whole sample and by treatment group. Differences in characteristics by treatment
group were tested using non-parametric Wilcoxon tests for continuous variables and Chi-square tests for
categorical variables.
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Change in alcohol use (NumDD, Drinks/day and DaysD) were analyzed using TLFB data from assessments
during treatment (30 and 60 days) and from the follow-up assessments (3, 6, and 12 months). Generalized
linear mixed models (GLMM) were used to model the effects of time, treatment, and the interaction of time x
treatment on the outcomes using SAS PROC GLIMMIX®®. Models controlled for baseline level of alcohol use
and used a lognormal distribution to model the outcomes. Pre-planned contrasts were used to compare
treatment groups (CG+HealthCall vs. CG-only; MI+HealthCall vs. CG-only; Ml+HealthCall vs. CG+HealthCall).
All tests were two-sided with p<0.05 indicating significance, also noting trends toward significance at p<0.10.
Participants were all analyzed in their originally assigned treatment group. Incident Rate Ratios (IRR) and
associated confidence intervals were used to represent effect sizes since they are suitable for non-normally
distributed variables. IRRs reflect the ratio of expected count (e.g., number of drinks), or rate, of the outcome in
one treatment group compared to the reference group at each timepoint.

Results

Sample characteristics

Of the 114 enrolled participants, 58% were male, 75% were African American, 28% were Hispanic, and 62%
had less than a high school education (See Table 1). The mean age was 47.5 years (SD = 10 years) and the
mean number of years of HIV infection was 18.6 (SD =7.6). Thirty-seven participants were randomized to CG-
Only, thirty-eight to CG+HealthCall, and thirty-nine to MI+HealthCall. One patient randomized to CG-Only did
not keep an appointment for the baseline intervention and thus was not exposed to any protocol intervention;
this participant was not included in the analyses. None of the baseline demographic characteristics differed
significantly by treatment condition.

At baseline, participants drank on average 13.9 (SD=8.2) of the previous 30 days (DaysD). Their average
number of drinks consumed on drinking days was 7.7 (SD=4.5) (NumDD). Their average drinks per day
(Drinks/Day) was 3.5 (SD=3.0). There were no differences between treatment conditions on these three
drinking variables at baseline, ps=0.36-0.55 (Table 2).

Retention and HealthCall Engagement

Overall, study retention was high across the treatment conditions. Of the 114 participants, 98 (86%) completed
the study (n=31 in CG-Only, n=36 in CG+HealthCall, and n=31 in MI+HealthCall). Retention did not differ
significantly by treatment condition or any baseline characteristic.

Participants reported high utilization of HealthCall. Among patients in MI+HealthCall, the median HealthCall
call rate was 89.17%. Among participants in CG+HealthCall, the median HealthCall call rate was 87.50%.

Drinking outcomes
Mean drinks per drinking day (NumDD)

Overall, NumDD decreased from baseline (see Figure 3a). Across conditions, NumDD was 7.7 (SD=4.5) at
baseline, 4.9 (SD=2.9) at 30 days and 5.5 (SD=4.7) at 60 days (end-of-treatment), and then remained about
5.9 at 3 months, 6 months, and 12 months. Between-group contrasts are shown in Table 3. At 30 days,
reduction in NumDD was 38% greater among patients in Ml+HealthCall than among patients in CG-only
(IRR=0.62, p=0.003) and 36% greater than among patients in CG+HealthCall (IRR=0.64, p=0.004). At 60 days,
the difference between MI+HealthCall versus CG-only was at a trend level of significance (IRR=0.75, p=0.07).
Although groups looked similar at 3 months, by 6 months, CG+HealthCall's reduction in NumDD was 25%
greater than among patients in CG-only (IRR=0.75, p=0.07), and at 12 months, patients in CG+HealthCall had
a 29% greater reduction in NumDD than patients in the CG-only, a finding that was statistically significant
(IRR=0.71, p=0.04).

Drinks per day (Drinks/day)

Overall, drinks/day decreased during the study (see Figure 3b). Across conditions, drinks/day was 3.5 (SD
=3.0) at baseline, dropped to approximately 1.9 at 30 and 60 days (end-of-treatment), and then dropped to the
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1.4-1.6 range at 3 months, 6 months, and 12 months. MiI+HealthCall evidenced the lowest drinks/day values at
all follow-up periods except 12 months; CG-only evidenced the highest drinks/day values at all timepoints
except 3 months. At 30 days, reduction in drinks/day was 48% greater among patients in MI+HealthCall than
among patients in CG+HealthCall (IRR=0.52, p=0.02) and 42% greater among MI+HealthCall than among
patients in CG-Only (IRR=0.58, p=0.06). Differences were not significant at 60 days or 3 months, but by 6
months, CG+HealthCall evidenced a 45% greater reduction than CG-only (IRR=0.55, p=0.04), and by 12
months, this was a 50% greater reduction (IRR=0.50, p=0.02).

Number of days drank (DaysD)

Overall, DaysD decreased during the study (see Figure 3c). Across conditions, DaysD was 13.9 (SD =8.2) at
baseline, dropped to 10.7 (SD=8.3) at 30 days and 8.9 (SD=8.7) at 60 days (end-of-treatment), and then
dropped to the 7.0-7.6 range at 3 months, 6 months, and 12 months. Although there were no significant
differences by treatment condition, MI+HealthCall maintained the lowest DaysD from 30 days until 6 months,
and the difference between MI+HealthCall and CG-Only was marginal at this 6-month time point (IRR=0.69,
p=0.09).

Discussion:

Reducing heavy drinking among PLWH is an important clinical and public health concern. Effective
interventions that do not require extensive staff time or specialized training offer the best possibilities for
dissemination. Accordingly, this randomized controlled trial evaluated the efficacy of HealthCall as a
technologically—based enhancement to either a brief (25 min) Motivational Interview or session of
advice/motivation guided by the NIAAA Clinician’s Guide, compared with use of the Clinician’s Guide only, in
reducing drinking among alcohol dependent PLWH. During treatment, patients in MI+HealthCall drank less
than patients in either the CG+HealthCall or the CG-Only arm. However, at 6 and 12 months, drinking was
lowest among patients who had received CG+HealthCall.

Among alcohol dependent patients receiving care in an HIV primary care clinic, a brief-intervention strategy
plus HealthCall was associated with drinking reductions compared to CG only. In earlier work, we successfully
utilized an IVR version of HealthCall®®. The emergence of smartphone technology facilitated migrating
HealthCall to a more user-friendly and technologically advanced platform that offered greater capacity for
patient engagement and positive reinforcement®’. This smartphone version of HealthCall was the version
tested in the present study. The results supports the use of HealthCall for treatment enhancement that
compares favorably with more personnel- and resource-heavy interventions previously developed to reduce
drinking among PLWH*®. The current version of HealthCall also addresses medication adherence and potential
triggers for drinking (e.g., mood, drug use, reasons for drinking, to be reported in future papers), potentially
encouraging PLWH to consider drinking in relation to their health as a whole. Preliminary findings for
Healthgall suggest that brief intervention plus HealthCall also helps improve HIV medication adherence among
PLWH"".

Study limitations are noted. Recruitment was limited to one large clinic in an urban setting, potentially limiting
generalizability to other geographic regions such as rural areas, where patients might benefit from an
intervention that can be used without extensive travel. Inclusion criteria required DSM-1V alcohol dependence,
limiting generalizability to non-dependent drinkers or those who may meet the lower threshold criteria for DSM-
5 alcohol use disorder. Further work in larger or multi-site samples could more thoroughly address HealthCall
results in other groups not well represented here. In addition, patients with severe alcohol withdrawal were
excluded because medically-assisted treatment for withdrawal is warranted for such cases. Thus, the study
does not provide information about patients initially presenting with severe withdrawal, who might benefit from
HealthCall once their withdrawal has been treated medically and resolved. Also worth noting is that Ml-only
was not tested in the current study given our prior research showing its inferiority to MiI+HealthCall in reducing
drinking among alcohol dependent PLWH?°. This study also has several strengths. Our sample included both
men and women and members of disadvantaged racial/ethnic groups over-represented in the HIV epidemic.
Participant retention was excellent over a lengthy 12-month follow-up. All groups reduced drinking, and CG
was well-received by the clinic staff members who administered it. In fact, anecdotally, other clinic staff sought
CG training when they heard about the results of the study. Given the recent embrace of telehealth to
supplement in-person treatment, HealthCall offers an additional opportunity for technology to extend the impact
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of in-person or brief online counseling sessions, potentially representing an important tool during the COVID-19
era and beyond.

In sum, among alcohol dependent PLWH, HealthCall paired with MI resulted in significantly less drinking
during treatment, and HealthCall paired with CG resulted in significantly less drinking after treatment. Drinking
reduction is an important target for individuals with HIV, as drinking can both contribute to disease processes
and interrupt continuity of care. Because HealthCall also targets other important health behaviors, including
medication adherence, it offers the potential to make a broader impact on patients’ health. Given the
importance of drinking reduction and medication adherence among PLWH, and the low personnel demands of
HealthCall, pairing HealthCall with brief evidence-based behavioral interventions in HIV primary care settings
merits widespread consideration.
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Table 1: Demographics by treatment condition.

All Clinician Clinician Ml +
(n=114) Guide Only Guide + HealthCall
(n=37) HealthCall (n=39)
(n=38)
% (n) % (n) % (n) % (n) p-value ®
Sex
Male 57.9 (66) 51.4 (19) 65.8 (25) 56.4 (22) 0.44
Female 42.1 (48) 48.6 (18) 34.2 (13) 43.6 (17)
Ethnicity
Hispanic 28.1(32) 32.4(12) 26.3 (10) 25.6 (10) 0.77
Non-Hispanic 71.9 (82) 67.6 (25) 73.7 (28) 74.4 (29)
Race
Black 75.4 (86) 73.0(27) 79.0 (30) 74.4 (29) 0.82
Non-Black 24.6 (28) 27.0 (10) 21.1(8) 25.6 (10)
Education
Less than High 62.3 (71) 67.6 (25) 50.0 (19) 69.2 (27) 0.16
School
High school grad/ 37.7 (43) 32.4(12) 50.0 (19) 30.8 (12)
GED or higher
M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) M (SD)
Age 47.5 (10.0) 46.5(10.1)  46.7(10.7) 49.1 (9.3) 0.37
Years of HIV 18.6 (SD =7.6) 20.3(7.3) 16.3 (7.9) 19.1(7.2) 0.07

infection

?P-values: Chi-square for categorical variables and Kuskall-Wallis test for continuous variables.
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Table 2: Alcohol outcomes from Timeline Follow-back, including Number of drinks per drinking day (NumDD),
Drinks/Day, and Days Drank (DaysD).

All Clinician Guide Only Clinician Guide + HealthCall MI + HealthCall
Kruskal-Wallis

M (SD) N M (SD) N M (SD) N M(SD) N  p-value
Baseline
Drinks per Drinking Day 7.68 (4.5) 114 8.18(4.96) 37 7.64 (3.95) 38  7.25(46) 39  0.5465
(NumDD)
Drinks per Day 3.54(3.02) 114 4.19(3.73) 37 3.14 (2.64) 38 3.31(2.56) 39  0.4979
(Drinks/Day)
Number Days Drank 13.9(8.24) 114 14.35(7.84) 37 12.26 (7.5) 38 15.08(9.19) 39  0.3623
30 Days
Drinks per Drinking Day 493 (2.86) 103 5.67(2.77) 32 5.28 (2.89) 38 3.8(2.64) 33  0.0077
Drinks per Day 1.9 (2.16) 108 2.57(2.98) 33 1.93 (1.67) 38  1.26(1.49) 37  0.0246
Number Days Drank 10.73(8.3) 108 11.85(8.94) 33 11.26 (8.01) 38 9.19(7.98) 37  0.3595
60 Days
Drinks per Drinking Day 5.51 (4.65) 94 592(4.17) 32 5.66 (5.52) 32  4.93(4.18) 30  0.4933
Drinks per Day 1.86(2.79) 107 2.08(2.68) 34 1.96 (3.17) 37 154(2.51) 36  0.3835
Number Days Drank 8.92 (8.65) 107 9.47(8.85) 34 8.89 (8.58) 37 8.42(8.75) 36  0.7905
3 Months
Drinks per Drinking Day 5.94 (4.32) 85 6.15(4.89) 27 5.97 (4.47) 33 5.67(3.54) 25 09770
Drinks per Day 1.51 (2.53) 105 1.51(1.99) 32 1.81(3.28) 37 1.21(2.08) 36 0.2614
Number Days Drank 6.96(8.29) 105 7.13(8.34) 32 7.3 (7.93) 37 6.47(88) 36  0.3940
6 Months
Drinks per Drinking Day 5.85 (3.93) 87 6.91(5.22) 29 4.88 (3.24) 33 5.88(2.62) 25 0.1341
Drinks per Day 1.64(2.79) 101 2.4(3.93) 33 1.43 (2.42) 35  1.12(1.3) 33  0.4233
Number Days Drank 7.6 (7.98) 101 8.76(8.9) 33 7.26 (7.56) 35 6.82(7.56) 33  0.5460
12 Months
Drinks per Drinking Day 5.94 (4.09) 78 6.79(4.81) 26 5.31(3.96) 28 5.73(3.32) 24  0.4677
Drinks per Day 1.37 (1.73) 99 1.57(1.59) 32 1.12 (1.52) 36 1.45(2.09) 31  0.3973
Number Days Drank 7.26 (8.49) 99 7.63(7.51) 32 6.64 (8.58) 36 7.61(9.51) 31  0.5391

Notes. NumDD=mean number of drinks per drinking day in the prior 30 days; Drinks/Day=mean number of drinks per day in the prior 30
days; DaysD=numbers of days drank in the past 30 days. All outcomes are measured using the Timeline Followback.
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Table 3: Treatment effects on alcohol outcomes at 30 days, 60 days, 3, 6, and 12 months using a Generalized Linear
Mixed Model (GLMM).

Contrasts
CG+HealthCall vs. MI+HealthCall Mi+HealthCall
CG Only vs. CG Only vs. CG+HealthCall
IRR p IRR p IRR P
Drinks per drinking day
30 days 0.96 0.81 0.62 0.003 0.64 0.004
60 days 0.95 0.73 0.75 0.07 0.79 0.14
3 months 1.00 0.97 0.97 0.86 0.96 0.82
6 months 0.75 0.066 0.94 0.72 1.26 0.16
12 months 0.71 0.0355 0.81 0.23 1.15 0.40
Drinks per day
30 days 111 0.71 0.58 0.06 0.52 0.02
60 days 1.07 0.83 0.83 0.54 0.78 0.40
3 months 0.94 0.84 0.83 0.54 0.88 0.66
6 months 0.55 0.04 0.73 0.30 1.33 0.35
12 months 0.50 0.02 0.64 0.15 1.28 0.42
Number of days drank
30 days 1.09 0.68 0.81 0.31 0.75 0.15
60 days 1.12 0.59 0.98 091 0.87 0.52
3 months 0.94 0.76 0.75 0.20 0.80 0.30
6 months 0.73 0.13 0.69 0.09 0.94 0.78
12 months 0.71 0.11 0.70 0.11 0.98 0.94

Note. Each model is adjusted for the baseline level of the outcome variable and uses a log link. IRR= Incidence

risk ratio.
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Figure 1. Examples of HealthCall Interactive Screens.
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Figure 2. Study CONSORT
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Figure 3:

Figure 3a: TLFB Number of Drinks per Drinking Day in Past 30 Days (NumDD)
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Figure 3b: TLFB Drinks per day (Drinks/day) in Past 30 Days
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Figure 3c: TLFB Number of Days Drank (DaysD) in Past 30 Days
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