Supplementary Appendix. Sensitivity analyses of HIV test uptake and proportions diagnosed HIV positive among partners of index cases comparing provider referral to passive referral

Figure A1 Uptake of HIV testing among partners assessed with HIV testing and return to clinic – Meta-analysis using locatable partners as denominators
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Figure A2. Proportion of partners who tested and were diagnosed HIV positive – Meta-analysis using all locatable partners as the denominator

[image: ]






Figure A3. Proportion of partners who were newly diagnosed HIV positive – Meta-analysis using generic inverse variance among locatable partners 
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Figure A4. New linkage to care among HIV positive partners – Meta-analysis using generic inverse variance
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Figure A5. Adverse events assessed with intimate partner violence or abandonment using locatable partners as denominator
[image: ]
[bookmark: _GoBack]
image1.png
Provider referral  Passive referral Risk Ratio Risk Ratio

Studyor Subgroup __ Events __ Total Events _ Total Weight M-H,Random,95%Cl_Year M-H, Random, 95% C1
Landis 1092 36 78 25 50 321% 092(064,133 1092 —a—

Brown 2011 42 82 20 82 288% 2101[1.36,3.28) 2011 —
Rosenbery 2015 7 o 52 100 39.0% 1.4201.14,1.78] 2018 —-—

Total (95% C1) 260 232 100.0% 1.390.93, 2.06] -
Total events 152 a7

Heterageneity: Taw"= 0.08; Chi*= 8.34, o= 2 (P = 0.02), F= 76%

o o 02 s 1 H 510

Testfor overall effect 2 Favours passive referral Favours provider referral

62





image2.png
Provider referral  Passive referral Risk Ratio Risk Ratio

Study or Subgroup __Events _Total Events _Total Weight M-H, Random,95%Cl_Year -4, Random, 95% CI
Landis 1892 9 78 5 80 6r%  115041,3.20 1892 —

Brown 2011 % e 14 B2 207%  1.86[105329 2011 —
Rosenberg 2015 53 100 a7 100 71.6% 143[1.04,1.96] 2015 —-—

“Total (95% CI) 260 232 100.0% 149[1.14,1.95] -

Total events o 5

Heterogensiy: Tau?= 0.00; ChF = 0.87, df=2 (P = 0.65), F= 0%

H00%) o 02 s 1 H 510

Testfor overall effect 2 Favours passive referral Favours provider referral

95





image3.png
IRR or RR IRR or RR

Study or Subgroup _Iog[IRR or RR] SE_Weight IV, Random, 95% CI_Year v, Random, 95% C1

Landis 1992 0130762 0562734 185%  115[0.41,323) 1992 —_—T—

Brown 2011 0559616 0327384 251%  175(092,332 2011 T

Rosenbery 2015 0239017 0222295 277%  1.27[082,196] 2015 ——

Cherutich 2016 1609438 0230843 275%  500[316,7.961 2016 —_—
Total (95% CI) 1000%  1.97[0.91,424] T—
Heterageneity: Talr = 0.50; ChF= 20.76, = 3 (P = 0.0001); = B6% o ] ) LT

Testfor oversl effect: 2

3¢

0.08)

Favours passive referral Favours provider referral




image4.png
Rate Ratio Rate Ratio

Study or Subgroup _ log[Rate Ratio] SE_Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Cherutich 2016 145830050 026300600 73.9% .43 264, 7.43] —w—
Rosenbery 2015 0858862 0.44431272 26.1% 2.36[0.99, 5.64] —
Total (95% CI) 100.0% 3.76[241,5.86] —~—_—

Heterogeneity: Chi*=
Testfor oversl effect: 2

48, df=1(P=0.22); F= 33%
b 02 05 1 3 LR
83 P <0.00001) Favours passive referral Favours provider referal





image5.png
Provider referral

Passive referral

Risk Ratio

Risk Ratio
M-H, Random, 95% C1

Studyor Subgroup __Events __Total Events _ Total Weight M-H,Random, 95% Cl
Brown 2011 1 82 1 82 350%  100[00,1572]
Cherutich 2016 1 s 1 880 345%  109[007,17.36
Rosenbery 2015 3 m 0 100 305%  700[037,13378
Total (95% CI) 807 862 1000%  186[0.37,9.50]
Total events 5 2

Heterogeneity Tau®= 0.00; Chi
Test for overall effect Z= 0.75 (

17,
0.45)

=2(P=056)F= 0%

o

02 0s 1 H 510
Favours provider referral Favours passive referral




