MODELLING THE EFFECTS OF HIV STIGMA ON HIV TRANSMISSION

Technical Appendix to “A novel modelling framework to simulate the effects of HIV

stigma on HIV transmission dynamics”

Model structure

The following section provides a detailed description of the HIV-IBM human social network
components. Given the transmission dynamics of HIV, incubation time, and disease duration lag, the

model runs on a weekly time step.

Demographic data

The HIV spread simulation of the HIV-IBM was performed using a simulated population of 3 million
people based on demographic statistics of the United States from the US Census Bureau (Table

AD).[1]

Table Al: Demographic parameters

Parameter Value Source
Average US household size 2.6 [1]
Age distribution [2]

<18 22%

18-24 9.4%

25-44 26.3%

45-64 25.4%

>65 16.8%

Race [1]

Black or African American 13.6%

Not Black or African American 86.4%

Ethnicity [1]

Hispanic or Latino 19.1%

Not Hispanic or Latino 81.9%
Proportion of population who inject drugs 1.5% (3]
Proportion of PWID' who share needles 32.1% [4]
Sharing needle contacts Mean 4.1 [5]

(standard
deviation:
6.2)

"People who inject drugs
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Human settlements

The model represented the spread of HIV in a city of 3 million people. We disaggregated the 3 million
in-silico population in 226 cells as a 16x16 matrix, with each cell representing one square kilometre.
Population density was 11,718.8 people per square kilometre, the mean population density of major
cities in the US.[6] The population of each cell was estimated using a power distribution based on

Zipf’s law [7] fitted to a gridded US population obtained from the US Census Bureau.[1]

Human sexual networks

Modelling human sexual networks

The HIV-IBM model structure was built to represent the high heterogeneity of sexual networks among
people, as well as the “scale-free” and “small-world” characteristics common of many human social
networks. In a “scale-free” network, most nodes (representing individuals) connect to a low number of
other nodes, while a few have a high number of connections. The nodes with high connectivity are
often called “super-spreaders.” The link distribution among nodes in the scale-free network can be

described by a power-law distribution:

a

p(x) =x~

where x is the number of links of a node, p(x) is the cumulative distribution, and the exponent a is the
scaling factor. For human social networks, the power-law distributions have exponent a values ranging
from 2 to 3.[8] In a “small-world” network, two nodes in the network can reach each other through a

short sequence of connected nodes (called a “short path™).[9]

Sexual interactions among individuals are associated with many factors but have been shown to be

well-described by networks with scale-free and small-world characteristics.[10,11]

Creation of the HIV-IBM sexual network

We built the sexual network of the synthetic population using information gathered from scientific

literature. The sexual network was built to represent the following sexual orientations: women who
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have sex with men (WSM), men who have sex with women (MSW), women who have sex with
women (WSW), men who have sex with men (MSM), women who have sex with both women and
men (WSMSW), and man who have sex with both men and women (MSWSM). We assign each
individual a sexual orientation based on reported proportions in the USA (Table A2). For each sexual
orientation, we calculated the number of partners per person using a power law distribution with an
alpha parameter set to have a mean number of partners equal estimates calculated using published data
(Table A2). The model included the average weekly frequency of sexual activity for each sexually

active individual based on annual data reported in Ueda et al [12].

Table A2: Parameters used to build the synthetic population’s sexual network

Proportion Mean Power law’s
Sexual of adult S number of
. . . ource Source alpha
orientation population partners per (estimated)
(estimated) year
WSM 43.5% [13] 1.1 [12,14] 2.9
MSW 41.8% [13] 1.2 [14] 2.5
WSW 7.2% [15-17] 1.8 [12,14] 1.8
MSM 6.1% [17-20] 12.6 [14,21] 1.3
WSMSW 0.8% [18-20] 1.9 [14] 1.8
MSWSM 0.7% [18-20] 1.9 [14] 1.8

Needles-sharing network among PWID

The model accounted for HIV transmission due to needle sharing among PWID. Thus, we
created a network of needle sharing among PWID who share needles. The fraction of adult
PWID among the synthetic population was set as 1.5% with 32.1% of them sharing needles
(Table A1).[4] The distribution of needle-sharing contact among PWID sharing needles had a
mean of 4.1 (standard deviation: 6.2).[5] We assumed that the sharing-needle followed a

power-law distribution with a=2.5 based on results shown in Campbell et al.[5]

Human movement among city cells

The sexual and needle-sharing networks of the HIV-IBM also account for the movement of people by
calculating a weight for each link based on the distance across cells and the estimated flux of people

among cells. The weight was calculated using a gravity model accounting for distance between
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settlements and for population size.[22,23] A gravity model is a modified law of gravitation that, in its
simpler formulation of a frictionless gravity model, considers the population size of two places and
their distance apart to estimate the flow of people between them.[24] This method is not country-
specific, but it has been used in West Africa to model Ebola spread.[23] The gravity model assumes
that larger settlements attract more people and settlements closer together share more people than
distant ones. The gravity model was created by merging population data and the distance matrix
among the cells following the methods described in Balcan et al. and Kraemer et al.[22,23] The results
of the gravity model were recorded in a flux matrix among cells, with columns and rows equal to the
number of cells. Each cell of the flux matrix contained the estimated population flow between two

cells.

Modeling effect of stigma

The model objective is to investigate the impact of stigma on HIV transmission in a US-like synthetic
population. The model seeks to represent the effects of different types of stigma experienced by people
related to HIV infection. We simulate the effects of stigma using data from studies evaluating the level
of stigma in a given population and its effects on HIV testing, HIV treatment start, and HIV treatment
adherence. We focused on studies which reported stigma scales to quantify the level of stigma
affecting the people included in the studies. Given that there is not a single standardized scale to
measure different types of stigma, we used the scales adopted in the selected studies. The model
simulated the effect of anticipated stigma on HIV testing and treatment adherence, internalised stigma
on starting HIV treatment and treatment adherence, and enacted stigma on HIV treatment adherence
(Table A3). We included the described stigma types based on the availability of studies providing
enough data to assign stigma scores to each individual and calculate their effect on the probability of
getting tested, starting treatment, and/or remaining adherent to treatment. We assigned a stigma score
to all individuals per each scale used in the selected studies to represent stigma in the surveyed
population. Thus, each individual had five independent stigma scores (Table A3). The weekly
probability of getting tested, starting treatment after positive test, and remain adherent to treatment

were calculated with the following formula
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1
(1+e—(l30+ﬁ’1))

Where P is the probability of the event, £; is the mean OR reported in the selected article, £ is a
constant calculated to obtain the proportion of PLWH tested, under treatment, and adhering to
treatment as reported in the Table XY for the baseline model. We performed three models to assess the

effect of selected stigma typologies:

e Baseline scenario: stigma score per person was extracted from a normal distribution with
mean and standard deviation equal to the those reported in the selected publications

o Stigma halved scenario: the scores assigned in the baseline models were reduced by 50%
(stigma scores halved)

e No stigma scenario: the scores assigned in the baseline models were reduced by 100% (stigma

scores set equal zero)

Table A3: Parameters used to describe association among different types of stigmas and testing,
starting treatment, and adherence in the HIV-IBM (all included models logistic regression)

Mean Stigma
Stigma type Affected behaviour stigma ?;?:g;g (i)fileg: Source
score ratio)
Anticipated stigma Getting tested 2.57 0.61 0.60 [25]
Internalised stigma Starting ART 1.91 1.08 0.80 [26]
Anticipated stigma Adhering to ART 1.93 0.70 0.38 [27]
Internalised stigma Not adhering to ART 2.15 0.86 1.73 [28]
Enacted stigma Not adhering to ART 1.31 0.46 1.38 [28]

Modeling HIV epidemic

In the HIV-IBM, the infectious status of individuals followed the classical SEIR compartmental model
structure: Susceptible (S) — Exposed (E) — Infectious (I) — Removed (R). Transition from one
status to another was driven by use of HIV prevention technologies (pre-exposure prophylaxis (PrEP),
condoms, and treatment as prevention), time from exposure, HI'V care continuum stage, as well as
sexual and needle sharing behaviours (Table A4). The model simulates the whole progression of the

disease from exposure to symptoms.
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Table A4: HIV epidemiology parameters

Parameter Point estimate Range Source
HIV transmission probability

Per condomless sex act (base value) 0.002 [29,30]

Per injection 0.0067 [31]
Reduction in HIV transmission probability

Due to condom use 99.0% [32,33]

Due to PrEP' use 99.0% [34]

If taking ART* and virally suppressed 100.0% [35]
Time from exposure to virus detection

Antibody/antigen test 18-90 days [36]

Nucleic acid test 10-33 days [36]
Time from exposure to onset of flu-like 14-28 days [37]
Ssymptoms
Period of flu-like symptoms 7-14 days [38]
Acute infection period 100-120 days [39]
Peak of viremia 20-30 days [39]
Increased sexual transmission 0.02 [40]
Latency period from exposure to AIDS 10-15 years [37.38]
Ssymptoms

12.1 per 1,000 people

living with HIV [41]

Annual age-adjusted mortality rate

"PrEP: pre-exposure prophylaxis; *ART: anti-retroviral therapy

We started the simulation by seeding the in-silico population with 10,810 infected adults based on
HIV prevalence in the USA (~3.6 infected per 1,000 people).[42] The seeding cases were
proportionally distributed across sexual behaviour groups based on field surveys (Table A5).[42—44]
The seeding cases represent individuals already living with HIV and who are at different HIV disease
stages. The model accounts for the 10 fold increased transmission probability during the acute viremia
period that occurs between 20-30 days after infection.[39,40] The model simulated sexual and
injection-related transmission, which together account for more than 98% of all newly reported
cases.[45] Weekly probabilities of HIV testing, initiating ART after positive test, and ART adherence

were estimated at individual level.

Table A5: HIV parameters used to create the starting status of the synthetic population

Parameter Value Source

PLWH in the synthetic population 10,810

By sexual orientation [42-44]
MSM 6,831
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MSW 972

MSWSM 844

WSM 2,053

WSW 15

WSMSW 1,798
Fraction of PLWH who are Black or African 38.3% [42]
American
Fraction of PLWH who are Hispanic or Latino 32.1% [42]
Proportion of PLWH who know their status 87.0% [41]
Percentage of MSM and MSMSW annual screening 35.3% [46]
rate
Percentage of MSW annual screening rate 8.5% [46]
Percentage of WSM/WSW/WSMSW annual 21.0% [47]
screening rate
Proportion of people who test positive for HIV who 81.3% [41]
start ART* within 1 month
Proportion diagnosed with HIV who are retained in 53.9% [41]
care annually
Proportion diagnosed with HIV who are virally 68.3% [41]
suppressed
Condom use:

MSM 49.4% [48]

MSW/WSM 12.5% [41]
PrEP coverage 41.6% [48]

"PLWH people living with HIV; *ART: anti-retroviral therapy
Model calibration

The baseline model was calibrated to obtain HIV incidence to have a confidence interval including

the

reported HIV incidence of the USA for the year 2022: 11.3 infected for every 100,000 people.[43] The

calibration was obtained by changing the frequencies of weekly sexual activities of individuals by

increasing or reducing the rate of sexual encounters.

Sensitivity analyses

Sensitivity analyses were performed to assess the impact of changing stigma levels in the synthetic
population on the HIV epidemic simulated in the HIV-IBM. The following input parameters were

varied in the sensitivity analyses:

e Score scale of anticipated stigma affecting testing

e Score scale of slized stigma affecting starting ART treatment
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e Score scale of anticipated stigma affecting starting treatment adherence
e Score scale of internalised stigma affecting starting treatment adherence

e Score scale of enacted stigma affecting starting treatment adherence

To test each parameter, we re-ran the HIV-IBM 10,000 times, randomly assigning a reduction of 0%,
50%, and 100% to each stigma score scale. The effect of each tested sigma scale on HIV transmission
was then estimated using a generalized linear model (GLM) with a Gaussian link, where the GLM’s
dependent variable was the number of modeled HIV cases and the independent variables were the

corresponding input stigma parameter sets [49].
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