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Abstract 

Background HIV clinical guidelines recommend hypertension detection and management to lower cardiovascular 
disease risk, but these have not been effectively implemented for people living with HIV (PWH). Addressing this imple‑
mentation gap requires community‑engaged implementation studies focused on addressing implementation barri‑
ers specific to the HIV care context.

Methods This protocol describes a type 2 effectiveness‑implementation hybrid study conducted in nine primary 
care clinics in Johannesburg. The study will evaluate the effect of implementation strategies on guideline‑recom‑
mended blood pressure assessment and management in HIV clinics and the effects of assessment/management 
on patient blood pressure. A stepped‑wedge, cluster randomized study design was used to randomize clinics 
to the time at which they receive the implementation strategies and patient intervention. The implementation strate‑
gies tested include identifying and preparing care champions, changing record systems, conducting ongoing train‑
ing, providing audit and feedback, and changing the physical structure/equipment. The patient intervention tested 
includes detection of elevated blood pressure, educational materials, lifestyle modification advice, and medication 
where needed. Implementation outcomes include adoption, fidelity (co‑primary outcome), cost, and maintenance 
of the blood pressure assessment protocol in participating clinics, while patient outcomes include reach, effectiveness 
(co‑primary outcome), and long‑term effects of the intervention on patient blood pressure. These will be assessed 
via direct observation, study records, staff logs, medical chart reviews, and patient and healthcare worker surveys. To 
examine effects on the implementation (intervention fidelity) and effectiveness (patient blood pressure changes) co‑
primary outcomes, we will use the standard Hussey and Hughes model for analysis of stepped‑wedge designs which 
includes fixed effects for both interventions and time periods, and a random effect for sites. Finally, we will exam‑
ine the costs for the implementation strategies, healthcare worker time, and patient‑facing intervention materials, 
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as well as the cost‑effectiveness and cost‑utility of the intervention using study records, patient surveys, and a time 
and motion assessment.

Discussion This study will address knowledge gaps around implementation of cardiovascular disease preventive 
practices in HIV care in South Africa. In doing so, it will provide a dual opportunity to promote evidence‑based care 
in the South African HIV care context and help refine implementation research methods to better serve HIV popula‑
tions globally.

Trial registration ClinicalTrials.gov: NCT05846503. Registered on May 6, 2023. https:// class ic. clini caltr ials. gov/ ct2/ 
show/ NCT05 846503.

Keywords Public primary care, Cardiovascular disease, Comorbidities, Hypertension, HIV

Contributions to the literature

• This protocol describes the evaluation of context-spe-
cific implementation strategies to improve the detec-
tion and management of hypertension in HIV care set-
tings in Johannesburg, South Africa.

• Implementation strategies identified through com-
munity-engaged formative work are used to promote 
guideline-recommended hypertension detection and 
management in routine HIV care.

• The evaluation employs robust implementation 
research methods that can produce internally and 
externally valid findings to inform integration of guide-
line-recommended hypertension care practices into 
routine HIV care.

Background
Widespread availability of antiretroviral therapy has 
extended survival among people with HIV (PWH) 
such that age-related chronic conditions are growing in 
prevalence for this population [1–5]. Notably, the car-
diovascular disease (CVD) burden for PWH has tripled 
over the past two decades, accounting for 2.6  million 
disability-adjusted life-years lost each year globally [6]. 
South Africa has become an epicenter of the dual bur-
dens of infectious and non-communicable diseases, with 
the highest absolute number of PWH worldwide [7] and 
growing burdens of CVD [8–10]. Addressing the dual 
burden of HIV infection and CVD risk factors faced by 
PWH in South Africa requires integrated care models 
that account for financial and human resources limita-
tions present in the healthcare system [11].

Evidence-based recommendations endorse hyperten-
sion detection and management to lower CVD risk in 
PWH [12], but these have not been effectively imple-
mented for this population [13–15]. Studies have shown 
hypertension management is suboptimal in HIV care 
[16, 17], and that PWH are less likely to receive guide-
line-recommended CVD preventive care than those 
without HIV [18]. Identified challenges to implement-
ing evidence-based hypertension management include 

lack of investments for integrating HIV and CVD care, 
lack of standardized screening practices, and lack of vali-
dated care algorithms [19, 20]. In addition, the PEPFAR 
and Global Fund strategies have often led to vertically 
siloed HIV care models wherein other health conditions 
are addressed in separate settings. Overcoming these 
challenges requires community-engaged implementa-
tion studies focused on addressing barriers to guideline 
implementation specific to HIV care settings.

Based on our community-engaged formative work [21], 
we designed context-specific implementation strategies 
to improve hypertension detection, treatment, and con-
trol among PWH in South Africa. Here, we describe the 
protocol of a type 2 effectiveness-implementation hybrid 
study aimed at evaluating the effects of our implementa-
tion strategies and clinical intervention in nine primary 
health care clinics in the city of Johannesburg, South 
Africa. To inform decision-makers of the potential costs 
associated with integrating hypertension detection and 
control in HIV care, we also describe the protocol for 
evaluating budget impact and cost-effectiveness of this 
multi-strategy approach.

Methods
Setting
The study is being conducted in public sector primary 
care clinics that provide HIV care in Region F of Johan-
nesburg, South Africa. The region has 14 primary care 
clinics that serve about 700,000 residents by offering 
reproductive and sexual health care, mobile and commu-
nity outreach services, HIV screening and treatment, and 
tuberculosis screening and treatment. Prior to this study, 
two clinics also had hypertension management programs 
in place. A mix of patients with and without HIV are 
seen in these clinics, and a high proportion of patients 
are non-native migrants (> 75%). Primary care services 
are led by nurses, while HIV diagnosis and treatment 
services are led by nurses trained in the Nurse Initiation 
and Management of Antiretroviral Therapy protocol. All 
14 primary care clinics were invited to participate in the 
study: four declined (due to renovations, limited staff, or 
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unsuitable patient care flow), and one clinic was selected 
for a pilot study. The remaining nine clinics agreed to 
participate and were enrolled in the study.

Study design
 We employ a type 2 effectiveness-implementation hybrid 
study type to simultaneously test implementation strat-
egies and a clinical intervention [22]. Specifically, we 
will evaluate the effect of the implementation strate-
gies on guideline-concordant hypertension care  prac-
tices  in participating clinics, as well as  the effects of the 
guideline-concordant care on patient blood pressure. 
For the evaluation, we employ a stepped-wedge, clus-
ter randomized trial design. This protocol aligns with 
the Standards for Reporting Implementation Studies 
Statement [23] and with the CONSORT statement for 
reporting stepped-wedge, cluster randomized trials [24]. 
The study protocol is registered in ClinicalTrials.gov 
(NCT05846503).

We selected a stepped-wedge, cluster randomized trial 
design for three reasons. First, since the study has the 
potential to improve healthcare delivery, all participat-
ing clinics wanted to receive the intervention and this 
design ensures all clinics do. Second, this is an imple-
mentation study testing interventions under routine care 
conditions; as such, a sequential roll out of the proposed 
intervention allowed us to alter care for a proportion of 
clinics at a time. Finally, given the research and clinical 

resources available, rolling out the intervention in all 
clinics at the same time (i.e., cluster RCT) was not fea-
sible; thus, a sequenced rolled out was preferred. These 
reasons outweighed the main limitations of the clustered 
randomized stepped wedge study design – selection bias 
and confounding due to temporal changes in clinical care 
concurrent with the intervention rollout [25].

Table 1 depicts the trial design, periods, and sequence 
allocation order. In our study, clinic was the unit of rand-
omization. Clinics were stratified into three groups based 
on clinic population size, categorized by monthly patient 
head count as small (1000 to 3499), medium (3500 to 
6999), and large (7000 to 10000). Clinics were then rand-
omized via a computer-generated sequence to cross-over 
from the control to the intervention condition starting in 
Period 2 until all clinics crossed over to intervention. One 
clinic from each size stratum was randomly selected for 
each sequence. The study biostatistician (CWG) gener-
ated the randomization schedule and assigned clusters to 
sequences using SAS software, version 9.4 (SAS Institute 
Inc, NC USA). SLE enrolled the clusters.

The allocation sequence began with an observation 
period where none of the clinics had neither received 
the implementation strategies nor rolled out the patient 
intervention (Period 1). In this period, we collected 
implementation and clinical data under the control con-
dition. After the control period, clinics crossed-over to 
the intervention condition, three at a time based on their 

Table 1  Trial design and random sequence allocation order
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randomization sequence. To date, all nine clinics have-
crossed over to the active intervention period which 
will run from study months 4–15 (Periods 2–5). Since 
this intervention was randomized at the clinic level and 
involves providing clinical care, blinding was not pos-
sible. For each step, clinics were notified one month in 
advance prior to initiation of the intervention.

At month 14, all clinics will initiate a two-month off-
boarding transition period (Period 5). Here, research 
staff will support clinic staff to ensure that implementa-
tion strategies continue to be executed, while also helping 
them to further integrate the blood pressure assessment 
protocol within routine care. From months 16–27, 
research staff will be withdrawn from clinics and a main-
tenance observation period will begin (see Table 1).

Study populations
 The study includes  two analytic study populations: the 
implementation evaluation and the effectiveness evalua-
tion population. Figure 1 shows the implementation and 
effectiveness population selection flow. The implementa-
tion evaluation population will include all patients ≥ 18 
years old who present to clinic for care and are seen in 
the study triage room where vital signs are taken. Data 

from this population will be collected by a research staff 
member situated in the triage room who will record 
whether blood pressure is measured, the blood pressure 
values obtained, and whether educational materials are 
delivered at each visit. These data will be recorded using 
a REDCAP form developed for the study. These patients 
will contribute data to the primary implementation out-
come for all study steps, including control and interven-
tion periods.

The effectiveness evaluation population will include 
patients aged ≥18 years old with elevated blood pressure 
(defined as systolic blood pressure ≥140 mmHg or dias-
tolic blood pressure ≥90 mmHg), at any point during the 
active intervention period, and with a known diagnosis of 
HIV (determined by self-report or medical chart review). 
Patients are eligible regardless of their prior history of 
hypertension or use of blood pressure lowering medica-
tions. Research staff situated in the triage vitals room will 
recruit these patients and obtain consent to prospectively 
abstract demographic and clinical data from their medi-
cal charts. Patients will be included in the study through 
continuous recruitment. Patients with HIV and elevated 
blood pressure then become part of the effectiveness 
outcome population from the date of their first elevated 
blood pressure value is recorded and will remain under 
observation for all additional study visits.

Implementation strategies
The implementation strategies used in this study aim 
to promote fidelity to the hypertension detection and 
treatment protocol recommended by the South African 
Hypertension Society Guidelines [26]. The implemen-
tation strategies were designed through community-
engaged formative work that was guided by the Behavior 
Change Wheel [27]. Details and results from our form-
ative work are reported elsewhere [21]. Briefly, we 
conducted interviews with relevant actors  (patients, cli-
nicians, and administrators) to identify barriers to detect-
ing and treating elevated blood pressure (for healthcare 
workers), or to managing it (for patients). The barriers 
identified were reviewed and ranked by the study’s Com-
munity Advisory Board and a final set of barriers to be 
addressed in the study was selected. These barriers were 
then mapped onto relevant intervention functions and 
behavior change techniques specified in the Behavior 
Change Wheel [27].

Four implementation strategies resulted from our 
formative work: identify and prepare care champi-
ons, change record systems, conduct ongoing training, 
and audit and provide feedback. Because blood pres-
sure assessment equipment was lacking in participat-
ing clinics, a fifth implementation strategy was added 
–changing the physical structure and equipment. The 

Fig. 1 Implementation and effectiveness evaluation populations 
selection flow. BP = blood pressure
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five implementation strategies tested in this study are 
described in Table  2. These were defined using Expert 
Recommendations for Implementing Change [28] and 
specified according to established recommendations [29]. 
The implementation strategies will be carried out by the 
study care coordinator during the active intervention 
period. During the maintenance period, the care coordi-
nator will be withdrawn, and the implementation strate-
gies will be carried out by clinic staff.

Clinical intervention
The clinical intervention follows the recommendations 
from the South African Hypertension Society Guide-
lines [26] and includes the following components: (1) 
assessing blood pressure, (2) providing patient educa-
tion, (3) providing brief lifestyle modification advice 
and, where needed, (4) providing  blood pressure lower-
ing medication (Fig.  2). Patient educational materials 
include color-coded posters placed in clinics and indi-
vidual pocket-sized booklets explaining blood pressure 
levels (green = normal, yellow = high/elevated, red = very 
high), and what to do to lower or maintain blood pres-
sure levels. Booklets also provide a longitudinal record 
for patients to self-monitor their blood pressure levels 
over time. All materials are available in English, isiZulu, 
isiXhosa, and Shona to cater for most of the popula-
tions clinics serve. All patients in these clinics receive 
this intervention regardless of the purpose of the visit 

or medical history unless they attend during the control 
period and do not return to the clinic.

Outcome measures and definitions
Our study outcomes are based on the RE-AIM frame-
work [30]. The two primary outcomes are intervention 
fidelity to the blood pressure assessment protocol in 
clinics (implementation) and changes in blood pressure 
in patients with elevated values (effectiveness). Second-
ary outcomes include adoption, cost and maintenance of 
the blood pressure assessment protocol in clinics, as well 
as the reach and effect maintenance of the intervention 
among patients. Data for these outcomes will be obtained 
from patient medical charts, direct observation, RED-
CAP [31] data collection forms designed for this study, 
patient surveys, study records, and healthcare worker 
surveys. The RE-AIM outcomes, their assessment time 
points, and their data sources are reported in Table 3.

Adoption will be determined as the percentage and rep-
resentativeness of clinics that complete the blood pres-
sure assessment protocol at the initial study step (i.e., did 
they roll out intervention? Yes/No). Intervention fidelity 
(primary implementation outcome) will be defined as the 
difference in percentage of patient visits with recorded 
blood pressure measurement between intervention and 
control periods. We will also keep track of adaptations 
made to the blood pressure assessment protocol via care 
coordinator notes and reports. Clinic-level maintenance 
of the intervention will be defined as the extent to which 

Table 2 Implementation strategy specification

a During the maintenance period, the care coordinator (actor) will be withdrawn, and all the activities specified in each implementation strategy will be carried out by 
clinic staff

Name Specificationa

(actor, action, target)
Temporality and dose

Identify and prepare care champions Care coordinator recruited and trained to assist healthcare 
workers with implementation of the elevated blood pressure 
detection and treatment protocol.

Throughout active intervention period

Change record systems Information management system that includes a dashboard 
summarizing blood pressure data each month (e.g., case 
detection and treatment rates), and patient flow charts 
to record data on blood pressure assessment results and treat‑
ment. The dashboard is updated by research staff and pre‑
sented by the care coordinator at a monthly clinic meetings.

Throughout active intervention period

Conduct ongoing training Ongoing training sessions for healthcare workers delivered 
by the care coordinator on elevated blood pressure detection 
and treatment, data interpretation, and patient‑provider com‑
munication skills.

Monthly: during active intervention period

Change physical structure and equipment Dinamap™ and portable blood pressure assessment 
machines placed at participating clinics used and maintained 
by the care coordinator.

At intervention rollout

Audit and provide feedback Sessions delivered by the care coordinator where the dash‑
board data for a given month is presented to healthcare 
workers, clinic managers, and staff. Programmatic feedback 
is provided to discuss how to improve case detection 
and treatment.

Monthly: during active intervention period
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blood pressure continues to be assessed after the active 
intervention period ends based on medical chart reviews. 
We will also assess the normalization of the blood pres-
sure assessment protocol using a 23-item questionnaire 
[32] healthcare workers will complete at the beginning 
and at the end of the maintenance period.

Reach will be defined as the percentage and representa-
tiveness of patients with elevated blood pressure that 
receive educational materials and lifestyle modification 
advice / medication, among all patients with elevated 
blood pressure. Changes in patient blood pressure (pri-
mary effectiveness outcome) will be defined as the dif-
ference in mean systolic blood pressure between the 
intervention and control periods. Patient-level mainte-
nance of intervention effects will be defined as the extent 
to which blood pressure improvements observed during 
the active intervention period are sustained during the 
maintenance period.

The cost evaluation will examine direct medical costs 
for intervention delivery, including implementation strat-
egies, patient-facing intervention materials, additional 
staff time required to deliver the intervention, and addi-
tional blood pressure medication. One-time costs for 
implementation strategies will be estimated from the 
study records. The additional time burden associated 
with integrating the blood pressure assessment proto-
col in participating clinics will be assessed using a time 

and motion assessment in a random sub-sample of 100 
patients at each clinic during control, active interven-
tion, and maintenance periods (900 per period; total 
n = 2,700). This assessment will collect data on the start 
and end time of different procedures during a patient’s 
journey through a routine clinic visit. Finally, this patient 
subsample will also complete a survey regarding medical 
expenditures for outpatient and inpatient care utilization 
during the last 12 months, and the EQ-5D quality of life 
questionnaire [33] to determine health utility.

Sample size calculation
As a type 2 hybrid effectiveness-implementation study, this 
study has two primary outcomes – fidelity to the blood 
pressure assessment protocol and effectiveness of the pro-
tocol. Type 2 hybrid studies can be powered on either pri-
mary outcome [34] given that the primary outcomes belong 
to separate samples and different interventions. Thus, 
this study is powered to detect effectiveness of the clini-
cal intervention (changes in mean systolic blood pressure 
comparing control with intervention periods). To detect a 
conservative difference in mean systolic blood pressure of 
5 mmHg between patients under the intervention versus 
control periods, with 85% power and alpha = 0.05, assum-
ing a standard deviation (SD) in systolic blood pressure 
of 20 mmHg (SD computed from population-based data 
of adults in India and USA [35, 36]) we would require a 

Fig. 2 Intervention theory depicting the hypothesized action mechanisms and outcomes for the implementation strategies and the clinical 
intervention. BP = blood pressure; LSM = lifestyle modification
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sample of 506 patients across all clinics, not accounting 
for the design effect [37]. Assuming an intra-class correla-
tion coefficient of 0.01, three steps, and nine study clinics 
over 15 months, we estimated a design effect of 3.2 [37]. 
After applying the design effect, 1640 patients are required, 
amounting to 46 patients with HIV and elevated blood 
pressure during the study period who are seen at each of 
three steps per clinic, which corresponds to an average of 
184 patients seen annually per clinic. Because the small-
est clinic in our sample serves > 300 patients with HIV and 
hypertension monthly (1725 patients seen monthly; ~20% 
with hypertension), we anticipate sufficient power to test 
our primary effectiveness hypothesis.

Statistical methods
Overview
The statistical analyses are described according to 
implementation outcomes derived from clinics (i.e., 
adoption, implementation, and maintenance of the 
blood pressure assessment protocol) and outcomes 

related to intervention impact (i.e., reach, effectiveness, 
and effect maintenance of the intervention). We will use 
the standard Hussey and Hughes model for analysis of 
stepped-wedge designs [38] which includes fixed effects 
for both interventions and time periods, and a random 
effect for sites. We will extend this model to account 
for non-normal outcomes, repeated measurements on 
participants, and to include key covariates for each RE-
AIM outcome as described below. All outcomes, patient 
characteristics, and clinic characteristics will be sum-
marized (both overall and by intervention status) using 
means and standard deviations for continuous variables 
(or median [IQR] if data are skewed) and frequency 
counts with percentages for categorical variables. Sta-
tistical differences between pre- and post-intervention 
and initiated versus delayed (control) clinics during 
each observation period will be examined. Contingent 
on the observed distributions, differences in categorical 
outcomes will be assessed using chi-square or Fisher’s 
exact tests, and differences in continuous variables will 

Table 3 RE‑AIM outcome definitions, data sources and data collection time points

BP blood pressure

IMPLEMENTATION EVALUATION
Outcome definitions  Time points Data source
Adoption
Participation rate and representativeness of clin‑
ics that initiate the blood pressure assessment 
intervention

At every initial study step (i.e., just the initial 
rollout step)

• Study REDCAP form

Implementation Fidelity
Primary implementation outcome: extent 
to which the BP measurement protocol is imple‑
mented

All clinic visits in months 1–15, excluding the two 
months following intervention initiation (during 
research staff implementation phase)

• Medical charts
• Study REDCAP form
• Adaptations recorded by care coordinator / 
research staff

Cost
Initial costs of implementation strategies and cost 
of implementing the BP measurement protocol

Control, intervention (months 1–15) and mainte‑
nance (months 16–27) periods

• Study records
• Time and motion assessment

Clinic-level Maintenance
Extent to which BP continues to be measured 
and is normalized after active intervention period

Months 16–27 (during clinic staff implementa‑
tion)

• Medical charts
• Healthcare worker normalization questionnaire

EFFECTIVENESS EVALUATION
Outcome definitions Time points Data source
Reach
Percentage and representativeness of patients 
with elevated blood pressure and HIV that receive 
the intervention

At the initial / enrollment study visit (months 
1–15)

• Study REDCAP form
• Medical charts

Effectiveness
Primary clinical outcome: difference in mean 
systolic BP between the intervention and control 
periods

All visits in months 1–15, excluding the two 
months following intervention initiation

• Medical charts

Cost-effectiveness
Health utility of the intervention and direct 
medical costs of additional patient visits and/
or hospitalizations

Control, active intervention (months 1–15), 
and maintenance periods (months 16–27)

• Quality of life (EQ‑5D) patient questionnaire
• Patient‑reported cost survey
• Study records

Patient-level Maintenance
Extent to which blood pressure improvements 
observed during the intervention phase are 
maintained

Active intervention (months 4–15) and mainte‑
nance (months 16–27) periods

• Medical charts
• Study REDCAP form
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be tested using independent group t-tests or Wilcoxon 
rank-sum tests. P-values < 0.05 will be considered sta-
tistically significant. Following these analyses, the cost-
ing, cost-effectiveness, and budget impact analysis 
will be conducted and are described at the end of this 
section.

Implementation outcomes analyses
To assess fidelity of the blood pressure assessment 
protocol (primary implementation outcome) we will 
examine the difference in percent of patient-visits with 
recorded blood pressure (1 = blood pressure measured; 
0 = blood pressure not measured) between intervention 
and control clinics using mixed effects log-binomial 
regression. If the mixed effects log-binomial model 
fails to converge, we will use a generalized estimating 
equation (GEE) log-binomial model with exchangeable 
correlation structure and robust standard errors; if the 
GEE log-binomial fails to converge, we will use a GEE 
log-Poisson model [39, 40]. We will examine changes 
in blood pressure assessment between clusters (“hori-
zontal”) and across periods (“vertical”) to evaluate het-
erogeneity in treatment effects by cluster and period, 
respectively. Between-cluster and between-period het-
erogeneity will be evaluated through an intervention by 
clinic interaction term.

Adaptation data recorded during the active interven-
tion period will be examined using means and standard 
deviations (or median [IQR] if data are skewed) and fre-
quency counts with percentages. Maintenance of blood 
pressure assessment by clinic staff will be examined by 
adding an interaction term between intervention expo-
sure status (control vs. intervention) and implemen-
tation phase (i.e., research staff vs. clinic staff) to the 
model described for the primary implementation out-
come. Means and standard deviations (or median IQR) 
will be used to summarize normalization process ques-
tionnaire [32] data at the beginning and the end of the 
maintenance period. Paired samples t-tests (or Wilcoxon 
rank-sum tests) will be used to compare normalization 
questionnaire scores at the beginning and the end of the 
maintenance period.

Exploratory analyses will examine exposure to the 
implementation strategies (e.g., > 80% of audit and feed-
back sessions received) and compare blood pressure 
assessment rates against that of clinics with lower expo-
sure via the modeling approach for dichotomous out-
comes previously described. Causal diagrams and latent 
variable modeling will also be considered as exploratory 
tools to examine mechanisms through which imple-
mentation strategies affect blood pressure assessment 
implementation.

Effectiveness outcomes analyses
To assess reach, we will summarize participant-level indi-
cators, including age, sex, blood pressure at enrolment, 
treatment for blood pressure at enrolment, and HIV his-
tory by clinic at the initial intervention visit. We will then 
estimate the percentage of patients with elevated blood 
pressure that receive the initial educational materials and 
lifestyle advice plus medication (numerator), from all 
patients identified with elevated blood pressure (denomi-
nator). Demographic and clinical characteristics between 
reached/not reached patients will be compared using chi-
square / Fisher’s exact tests for categorical variables, and 
independent samples t-tests / Wilcoxon rank-sum tests 
for continuous variables.

To assess clinical impact of the intervention (primary 
effectiveness outcome), we will examine differences in 
mean systolic blood pressure between intervention versus 
control clinics. We will estimate the effect of clinic-level 
intervention exposure (no intervention versus interven-
tion by research staff) using mixed effects linear regres-
sion models. In addition to the standard stepped-wedge 
model outlined previously, we will include a random 
effect to account for correlation due to repeated meas-
urements on participants. We will also include randomi-
zation strata, sociodemographic characteristics (age, sex, 
and immigration status), and clinical characteristics (prior 
treatment for hypertension, HIV regimen, CD4 count, 
and viral load) in our final multivariable model to obtain 
an adjusted estimate of the intervention effect.

The effectiveness analysis will use data from months 
1–15 while censoring data from the first two months of 
intervention initiation (i.e., the transition period from 
control to intervention; see Table  1). This is to provide 
time for the intervention to impact patient behavior and 
medication initiation, thus giving time for blood pres-
sure to be affected. We will follow an intention-to-treat 
approach in which data from individual patients will be 
analyzed according to the clinic intervention status at the 
time of measurement. Standard model diagnostic proce-
dures will be used to evaluate model fit, and transforma-
tions will be applied (e.g., log transformation) as needed.

Similar to the analyses described for the implementa-
tion outcome, we will evaluate treatment heterogene-
ity between clusters (“horizontal”) and across periods 
(“vertical”). Additional subgroup analyses will evaluate 
treatment-effect heterogeneity by prior treatment for 
hypertension, HIV regimen, CD4 count, viral load, age, 
sex, and immigration status. We will present subgroup 
analyses with P-values from interaction tests as well as 
estimates of mean differences and 95% confidence inter-
vals. In exploratory analyses, we will use a longitudinal 
cohort approach restricted to patients with two or more 
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visits and with moderate-to-severe hypertension (i.e., 
systolic blood pressure > 160 mmHg or diastolic blood 
pressure > 100 mmHg) during the active intervention 
period. We will apply linear or logistic models, contin-
gent on the distribution of the outcome, following the 
approach described for the primary implementation 
outcome analyses.

To assess maintenance of clinical effects, we will deter-
mine if the blood pressure improvements observed 
during the active intervention phase (research staff 
implementation, months 4–15) differ from those 
observed in the maintenance phase (clinic staff imple-
mentation, months 16–27). For this, we will use the same 
linear mixed model described for the primary effective-
ness outcome and estimate the mean difference in sys-
tolic blood pressure between active intervention and 
maintenance periods. Results will be presented as a mean 
difference and 95% confidence intervals. If the mean is 
higher in the maintenance period and the 95% CI does 
not overlap zero, we will conclude that the improvements 
on systolic blood pressure were not maintained.

Costing, cost-effectiveness and budget impact analyses
These analyses will concentrate on direct medical costs 
including costs for intervention delivery and costs for 
outpatient and inpatient health care utilization, taking 
roughly a public healthcare system perspective. Time of 
healthcare staff for implementing the intervention will 
be valued according to average gross salaries including 
fringe benefits. The change in hypertension medication 
cost will be monetarized by multiplying the volume of 
hypertension medication with average market prices for 
hypertension medication. We will describe raw absolute 
accrued costs for each cost category in the intervention 
and control periods and stratified for the control, active 
intervention, and maintenance period. Since there is no 
value set for South Africa, we will use an established 
scoring algorithm developed for a neighboring country 
[41] to translate EQ-5D health states into health utilities. 
We will assess cost-effectiveness as the incremental cost 
per mmHg reduction in systolic blood pressure and the 
cost-utility as the incremental cost per quality adjusted 
life year gained [42]. Uncertainty in incremental costs, 
utility, and cost-effectiveness/cost-utility will be assessed 
through non-parametric bootstrapping methods [43]. 
We will report the cost-effectiveness plane and the cost-
effectiveness acceptability curve for different willingness 
to pay thresholds for a gain in one quality adjusted life 
year. We will also conduct rough extrapolations to assess 
the expected intermediate- and long-term budget impact 
on population level [44, 45]. For these analyses, we  will 
follow the Consolidated Health Economic Evaluation 
Reporting Standards 2022 [46].

Discussion
This study aims to examine whether context-specific 
implementation strategies improve the  detection  and 
management of elevated blood pressure among PWH in 
South Africa. We will test five implementation strategies 
designed through community-engaged formative work 
[21] using a type 2 effectiveness-implementation hybrid 
study [34] and a stepped-wedge cluster randomized 
design. These methods assure both internal validity for 
testing the effects of the implementation strategies and 
external validity by approximating the conditions of real-
world HIV care. Finally, this study incorporates budget 
impact and cost-effectiveness analyses which will inform 
decision-makers of the potential costs associated with 
integrating guideline-recommended CVD preventive 
practices in HIV care.

Several policies and programs aimed at integrating 
non-communicable disease and HIV care have been 
rolled out in several Sub-Saharan African countries, but 
several challenges have hampered large-scale implemen-
tation  [19, 20]. This study is among the first to system-
atically address implementation challenges in the South 
African HIV care system and will contribute evidence 
to inform large-scale integration of HIV-CVD care in 
this setting. Our study is part of a consortium of stud-
ies funded by the US National Heart Lung Blood and 
Sleep Institute focused on testing diverse implementa-
tion models to address CVD co-morbidities in PWH 
[47]. Another study that is part of this alliance is focused 
on testing practice facilitation to improve hypertension 
treatment in HIV care in Nigeria [48]. Similarly, a study 
in Mozambique is using a systems analysis and improve-
ment approach to optimize the hypertension diagnosis 
and care cascade for PWH [49]. The studies in this alli-
ance will contribute evidence on effective implementa-
tion models to promote the integration of HIV-CVD care 
in Sub-Saharan Africa.

This study employs diverse implementation research 
methods that ensure rigorous testing of our implementa-
tion strategies and advance implementation research in 
global settings. For instance, our study employs imple-
mentation theories, frameworks and  methods to guide 
our formative work, intervention and strategy  design, 
data collection, analyses, and interpretation. Hence, this 
study provides a dual opportunity to test these methods 
in the South African clinical context and learn about 
refinements needed for global settings and popula-
tions [50]. This study will also contribute to addressing 
implementation research gaps previously identified in 
HIV-CVD care integration in Sub-Saharan Africa [51] 
by employing a rigorous study design and reliable meas-
ures to answer research questions in low-resource, global 
contexts.



Page 10 of 11Galaviz et al. Implementation Science Communications           (2024) 5:115 

Supplementary Information
The online version contains supplementary material available at https:// doi. 
org/ 10. 1186/ s43058‑ 024‑ 00640‑6.

Supplementary Material 1.

Supplementary Material 2.

Acknowledgements
We would like to acknowledge the South African National Department of 
Health, the City of Johannesburg Region F primary healthcare clinics, and all 
the participants for their collaboration in the conduct of this study. We would 
also like to acknowledge the study Community Advisory Board whose mem‑
bers made invaluable contributions to the conceptualization of the study: 
Daynia Ballot, Tobias Chirwa, Christina Choba, Charles Feldman, Sandile Khu‑
malo, Andile Madondile, John Mdluli, Luckyboy Mkhondwane, Shabir Moosa, 
Mosa Moshabela, Rainy Moukangwe, Leonard Mtshali, Sibongiseni Nxumalo, 
Selvan Pillay, Yogan Pillay, Bilqees Sayed, Henry Sunpath, Nelly Williams, Petra 
Zama. Finally, we would like to thank Athini Nyatela and Sizwe Nqakala for 
their ongoing community engagement work, and undertaking data collec‑
tion processes, in the formative phase, with patients and non‑managerial 
healthcare workers.

Authors’ contributions
KIG, SAP, MJS, CG, WDFV, MKA, VCM, and STL‑E contributed to study con‑
ceptualization, study design, methodology, data analyses, and drafted the 
manuscript. SBG contributed to methodology, data analyses and manuscript 
writing. LJ, CEO, ML, KKG, MH, MM, and AM contributed to study conceptu‑
alization, methodology and manuscript writing. All authors have read and 
approved the final manuscript.

Funding
Research reported in this publication is supported by the National Heart, Lung, 
And Blood Institute of the National Institutes of Health under Award Number 
UH3HL156388 and Fogarty International Center. KIG is supported by the National 
Heart, Lung, and Blood Institute (K01HL149479). VCM received support from the 
Emory Center for AIDS Research (P30AI050409). MJS receives support from the 
National Lung, Blood, and Heart Institute (K24HL166024). AM and CG receive 
support from the National Lung, Blood, and Heart Institute (U24HL154426‑03). 
The content is solely the responsibility of the authors and does not necessarily 
represent the official views of the National Institutes of Health.

Availability of data and materials
Data sharing is not applicable in this manuscript since no datasets were 
generated or analyzed.

Declarations

Ethics approval and consent to participate
The Research Committee of the Johannesburg Health District approved the 
research protocol on 28 January 2022 (NHRD REF. NO: GP_202111_015). The 
University of the Witwatersrand Human Research Ethics Committee (Medical) 
approved the first version of study protocol on 19 January 2022 (ref M211160) 
and a revised, final version on 4 April 2023. The protocol was registered on 
ClinicalTrials.gov on 6 May 2023 with the public and scientific title “iHEART‑SA 
Intervention Study (iHEART‑SA)” (NCT05846503). All patients who visit the tri‑
age vitals room in participating clinics are invited to participate in the study by 
research staff situated in the vicinity of the room. Patients are provided study 
information and information sheets, and if they agree to participate, a writ‑
ten informed consent process is completed. If patients agree to participate, 
their medical records are reviewed for study purposes. On subsequent visits, 
research staff confirm if the patient would like to remain in the study.

Consent for publication
Consent for publication is not applicable given that no individual person’s 
data is included in any form.

Competing interests
VCM has received investigator‑initiated research grants (to the institution) 
and consultation fees (both unrelated to the current work) from Eli Lilly, Bayer, 
Gilead Sciences and ViiV. The rest of the authors have no competing interests 
to declare. Aaloke Mody is on the editorial board for Implementation Science 
Communications.

Author details
1  Indiana University School of Public Health Bloomington, #1025 E 7th St, 
Bloomington, IN 47405, USA. 2 Hubert Department of Global Health, Emory 
University, Atlanta, GA, USA. 3 Emory Global Diabetes Research Center 
of the Woodruff Health Sciences Center, Emory University, Atlanta, GA, USA. 
4 Africa Health Research Institute, KwaZulu‑Natal, South Africa. 5 Harvard Medi‑
cal School and Massachusetts General Hospital, Boston, MA, USA. 6 Washington 
University School of Medicine in St. Louis, St. Louis, MO, USA. 7 Ezintsha, Faculty 
of Health Sciences, University of the Witwatersrand, Johannesburg, South 
Africa. 8 Department of Family and Preventive Medicine, School of Medicine, 
Emory University, Atlanta, GA, USA. 9 School of Medicine and Health, Technical 
University of Munich, Munich, Germany. 10 Department of Global Public Health 
and Bioethics, Julius Center for Health Sciences and Primary Care, Univer‑
sity Medical Center Utrecht, Utrecht University, Utrecht, The Netherlands. 
11 Division of Epidemiology and Biostatistics, School of Public Health, Faculty 
of Health Sciences, University of the Witwatersrand, Johannesburg, South 
Africa. 12 Institute of Sport and Exercise Medicine, Department of Exercise, 
Sport and Lifestyle Medicine, Faculty of Medicine and Health Sciences, Stellen‑
bosch University, Cape Town, South Africa. 13 National Heart, Lung and Blood 
Institute, National Institutes of Health, Bethesda, MD, USA. 14 Division of Infec‑
tious Diseases, Emory University School of Medicine, Atlanta, GA, USA. 

Received: 5 August 2024   Accepted: 8 September 2024

References
 1. Xu Y, Chen X, Wang K. Global prevalence of hypertension among people 

living with HIV: a systematic review and meta‑analysis. J Am Soc Hyper‑
tensi. 2017;11(8):530–40.

 2. Patel P, Rose CE, Collins PY, Nuche‑Berenguer B, Sahasrabuddhe VV, 
Peprah E, et al. Noncommunicable diseases among HIV‑infected persons 
in low‑income and middle‑income countries: a systematic review and 
meta‑analysis. Aids. 2018;32(Suppl 1):S5–20.

 3. Prioreschi A, Munthali RJ, Soepnel L, Goldstein JA, Micklesfield LK, Aronoff 
DM, et al. Incidence and prevalence of type 2 diabetes mellitus with HIV 
infection in Africa: a systematic review and meta‑analysis. BMJ Open. 
2017;7(3): e013953.

 4. Naidu S, Ponnampalvanar S, Kamaruzzaman SB, Kamarulzaman A. Preva‑
lence of metabolic syndrome among people living with HIV in developing 
countries: a systematic review. AIDS Patient Care STDs. 2017;31(1):1–13.

 5. Todowede OO, Mianda SZ, Sartorius B. Prevalence of metabolic syndrome 
among HIV‑positive and HIV‑negative populations in sub‑saharan Africa‑
a systematic review and meta‑analysis. Syst Rev. 2019;8(1):4.

 6. Shah ASV, Stelzle D, Lee KK, Beck EJ, Alam S, Clifford S, et al. Global burden 
of atherosclerotic cardiovascular disease in people living with HIV. Circu‑
lation. 2018;138(11):1100–12.

 7. UNAIDS. Country: South Africa 2019. Available from: https:// www. unaids. 
org/ en/ regio nscou ntries/ count ries/ south africa.

 8. Statistics South Africa. Mortality and causes of death in South Africa. 
2016: findings from death notification Pretoria. 2018. http:// www. stats sa. 
gov. za/ publi catio ns/ P03093/ P0309 32016. pdf.

 9. Mayosi BM, Flisher AJ, Lalloo UG, Sitas F, Tollman SM, Bradshaw D. 
The burden of non‑communicable diseases in South Africa. Lancet. 
2009;374(9693):934–47.

 10. Pillay‑van Wyk V, Msemburi W, Laubscher R, Dorrington RE, Groenewald P, 
Glass T, et al. Mortality trends and differentials in South Africa from 1997 
to 2012: second National Burden of Disease Study. Lancet Global Health. 
2016;4(9):e642–53.

 11. Ordóñez CE, Marconi VC, Manderson L. Addressing coloniality of power 
to improve HIV care in South Africa and other LMIC. Front Reprod Health. 
2023;5:1116813.

https://doi.org/10.1186/s43058-024-00640-6
https://doi.org/10.1186/s43058-024-00640-6
https://www.unaids.org/en/regionscountries/countries/southafrica
https://www.unaids.org/en/regionscountries/countries/southafrica
http://www.statssa.gov.za/publications/P03093/P030932016.pdf
http://www.statssa.gov.za/publications/P03093/P030932016.pdf


Page 11 of 11Galaviz et al. Implementation Science Communications           (2024) 5:115  

 12. Feinstein Matthew J, Hsue Priscilla Y, Benjamin Laura A, Bloomfield Gerald 
S, Currier Judith S, Freiberg Matthew S, et al. Characteristics, prevention, 
and management of cardiovascular disease in people living with HIV: a 
scientific statement from the American Heart Association. Circulation. 
2019;140(2):e98–124.

 13. Ballocca F, Gili S, D’Ascenzo F, Marra WG, Cannillo M, Calcagno A, et al. HIV 
infection and primary prevention of cardiovascular disease: lights and 
shadows in the HAART era. Prog Cardiovasc Dis. 2016;58(5):565–76.

 14. Chan D, Gracey D, Bailey M, Richards D, Dalton B. Screening and manage‑
ment of cardiovascular disease in Australian adults with HIV infection. Sex 
Health. 2013;10(6):495–501.

 15. Longenecker CT, Webel AR, Lloyd‑Jones DM. Prevention as treatment: a 
bold vision for improving the cardiovascular health of people living with 
HIV. Prog Cardiovasc Dis. 2020;63(2):77–8.

 16. Colasanti J, Galaviz KI, Christina Mehta C, Palar K, Schneider MF, Tien P, 
et al. Room for improvement: the HIV–diabetes care continuum over 
15 years in the women’s interagency HIV study. Open Forum Infect Dis. 
2018;5(6):ofy121.

 17. Galaviz KI, Varughese R, Agan BK, Marconi VC, Chu X, Won SH, et al. The 
intersection of HIV, Diabetes, and race: exploring disparities in diabe‑
tes care among people living with HIV. J Int Assoc Provider AIDS Care. 
2020;19:2325958220904241.

 18. Ladapo JA, Richards AK, DeWitt CM, Harawa NT, Shoptaw S, Cunning‑
ham WE, et al. Disparities in the quality of cardiovascular care between 
HIV‑infected versus HIV‑uninfected adults in the United States: a cross‑
sectional study. J Am Heart Assoc. 2017;6(11):e007107.

 19. Matanje Mwagomba BL, Ameh S, Bongomin P, Juma PA, MacKenzie RK, 
Kyobutungi C, et al. Opportunities and challenges for evidence‑informed 
HIV‑noncommunicable disease integrated care policies and programs: 
lessons from Malawi, South Africa, Swaziland and Kenya. Aids. 2018;32 
Suppl 1:S21–32.

 20. Agan BK, Marconi VC. Noncommunicable Diseases: yet another challenge 
for Human Immunodeficiency Virus treatment and care in Sub‑Saharan 
Africa. Clin Infect Dis. 2020;71(8):1874–6.

 21. Johnson LCM, Khan SH, Ali MK, Galaviz KI, Waseem F, Ordóñez CE, et al. 
Understanding barriers and facilitators to integrated HIV and hyperten‑
sion care in South Africa. Implement Sci Commun. 2024;5(1):87. https:// 
doi. org/ 10. 1186/ s43058‑ 024‑ 00625‑5.

 22. Curran GM, Bauer M, Mittman B, Pyne JM, Stetler C. Effectiveness‑imple‑
mentation hybrid designs: combining elements of clinical effectiveness 
and implementation research to enhance public health impact. Med 
Care. 2012;50(3):217–26.

 23. Pinnock H, Barwick M, Carpenter CR, Eldridge S, Grandes G, Griffiths CJ, 
et al. Standards for reporting implementation studies (StaRI) statement. 
BMJ. 2017;356:i6795.

 24. Hemming K, Taljaard M, McKenzie JE, Hooper R, Copas A, Thompson JA, 
et al. Reporting of stepped wedge cluster randomised trials: extension 
of the CONSORT 2010 statement with explanation and elaboration. BMJ. 
2018;363:k1614.

 25. Hemming K, Haines TP, Chilton PJ, Girling AJ, Lilford RJ. The stepped 
wedge cluster randomised trial: rationale, design, analysis, and reporting. 
BMJ. 2015;350:h391.

 26. Seedat YK, Rayner BL, Veriava Y. South African hypertension practice 
guideline 2014. Cardiovasc J Afr. 2014;25(6):288–94.

 27. Michie S, van Stralen MM, West R. The behaviour change wheel: a new 
method for characterising and designing behaviour change interven‑
tions. Implement Sci. 2011;6(1): 42.

 28. Powell BJ, Waltz TJ, Chinman MJ, Damschroder LJ, Smith JL, Matthieu MM, 
et al. A refined compilation of implementation strategies: results from 
the Expert Recommendations for Implementing Change (ERIC) project. 
Implement Sci. 2015;10(1):21.

 29. Proctor EK, Powell BJ, McMillen JC. Implementation strategies: recom‑
mendations for specifying and reporting. Implement Sci. 2013;8(1): 139.

 30. Glasgow RE, Harden SM, Gaglio B, Rabin B, Smith ML, Porter GC, et al. RE‑
AIM planning and evaluation framework: adapting to new science and 
practice with a 20‑year review. Front Public Health. 2019;7: 64.

 31. Harris PA, Taylor R, Thielke R, Payne J, Gonzalez N, Conde JG. Research 
electronic data capture (REDCap)‑‑a metadata‑driven methodology and 
workflow process for providing translational research informatics sup‑
port. J Biomed Inf. 2009;42(2):377–81.

 32. Finch TL, Girling M, May CR, Mair FS, Murray E, Treweek S, et al. Improving 
the normalization of complex interventions: part 2 ‑ validation of the 
NoMAD instrument for assessing implementation work based on normal‑
ization process theory (NPT). BMC Med Res Methodol. 2018;18(1):135.

 33. Devlin N, Parkin D, Janssen B. Methods for analysing and reporting EQ‑5D 
data. Cham (CH): Springer; 2020. Chapter 1, An introduction to EQ‑5D 
instruments and their applications. 2023. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ 978‑3‑ 
030‑ 47622‑9_1. Available from: https:// www. ncbi. nlm. nih. gov/ books/ 
NBK56 5680/.

 34. Curran GM, Landes SJ, McBain SA, Pyne JM, Smith JD, Fernandez ME, et al. 
Reflections on 10 years of effectiveness‑implementation hybrid studies. 
Front Health Serv. 2022;2:2.

 35. Kondal D, Patel SA, Ali MK, Mohan D, Rautela G, Gujral UP, et al. Cohort 
profile: the Center for cArdiometabolic Risk reduction in South Asia 
(CARRS). Int J Epidemiol. 2022;51(6):e358–371.

 36. Centers for Disease Control and Prevention. NHANES questionnaires, 
datasets, and related documentation, 2015–2016. https:// wwwn. cdc. gov/ 
nchs/ nhanes/ conti nuous nhanes/ defau lt. aspx? Begin Year= 2015. Accessed 
3 Mar 2020.

 37. Handley MA, Lyles CR, McCulloch C, Cattamanchi A. Selecting and 
improving quasi‑experimental designs in effectiveness and implementa‑
tion research. Annu Rev Public Health. 2018;39(1):5–25.

 38. Hussey MA, Hughes JP. Design and analysis of stepped wedge cluster 
randomized trials. Contemp Clin Trials. 2007;28(2):182–91.

 39. Zou G. A modified poisson regression approach to prospective studies 
with binary data. Am J Epidemiol. 2004;159(7):702–6.

 40. Pedroza C, Truong VTT. Estimating relative risks in multicenter studies 
with a small number of centers ‑ which methods to use? A simulation 
study. Trials. 2017;18(1):512.

 41. Jelsma J, Hansen K, De Weerdt W, De Cock P, Kind P. How do zimbabwe‑
ans value health states? Popul Health Metr. 2003;1(1):11.

 42. Whitehead SJ, Ali S. Health outcomes in economic evaluation: the QALY 
and utilities. Br Med Bull. 2010;96(1):5–21.

 43. Campbell MK, Torgerson DJ. Bootstrapping: estimating confidence inter‑
vals for cost‑effectiveness ratios. QJM. 1999;92(3):177–82.

 44. Bojke L, Manca A, Asaria M, Mahon R, Ren S, Palmer S. How to appro‑
priately extrapolate costs and utilities in cost‑effectiveness analysis. 
Pharmacoeconomics. 2017;35(8):767–76.

 45. Briggs A, Sculpher M, Claxton K. Decision modelling for health economic 
evaluation. Oxford: Oxford University Press; 2006.

 46. Husereau D, Drummond M, Augustovski F, de Bekker‑Grob E, Briggs AH, 
Carswell C, et al. Consolidated Health Economic Evaluation Reporting 
Standards 2022 (CHEERS 2022) statement: updated reporting guidance 
for health economic evaluations. Value Health: J Int Soc Pharmacoeco‑
nomics Outcomes Res. 2022;25(1):3–9.

 47. HLB‑SIMPLe (Heart, Lung, and Blood Co‑morbiditieS Implementation 
Models in People Living with HIV). https:// www. hlbsi mple. org.

 48. Aifah AA, Hade EM, Colvin C, Henry D, Mishra S, Rakhra A, et al. Study 
design and protocol of a stepped wedge cluster randomized trial using 
a practical implementation strategy as a model for hypertension‑HIV 
integration — the MAP‑IT trial. Implement Sci. 2023;18(1):14.

 49. Hazim CE, Dobe I, Pope S, Ásbjörnsdóttir KH, Augusto O, Bruno FP, et al. 
Scaling‑up and scaling‑out the systems analysis and improvement 
approach to optimize the hypertension diagnosis and care cascade for 
HIV infected individuals (SCALE SAIA‑HTN): a stepped‑wedge cluster 
randomized trial. Implement Sci Commun. 2024;5(1):27.

 50. The Lancet Global H. Implementing implementation science in global 
health. Lancet Global Health. 2023;11(12):e1827.

 51. Kemp CG, Weiner BJ, Sherr KH, Kupfer LE, Cherutich PK, Wilson D, et al. 
Implementation science for integration of HIV and non‑communicable 
disease services in sub‑saharan Africa: a systematic review. Aids. 
2018;32(Suppl 1):S93–105.

Publisher’s note
Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in pub‑
lished maps and institutional affiliations.

https://doi.org/10.1186/s43058-024-00625-5
https://doi.org/10.1186/s43058-024-00625-5
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-47622-9_1
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-47622-9_1
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/books/NBK565680/
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/books/NBK565680/
https://wwwn.cdc.gov/nchs/nhanes/continuousnhanes/default.aspx?BeginYear=2015
https://wwwn.cdc.gov/nchs/nhanes/continuousnhanes/default.aspx?BeginYear=2015
https://www.hlbsimple.org

	Integrating hypertension detection and management in HIV care in South Africa: protocol for a stepped-wedged cluster randomized effectiveness-implementation hybrid trial
	Abstract 
	Background 
	Methods 
	Discussion 
	Trial registration 

	Contributions to the literature
	Background
	Methods
	Setting
	Study design
	Study populations
	Implementation strategies
	Clinical intervention
	Outcome measures and definitions
	Sample size calculation
	Statistical methods
	Overview
	Implementation outcomes analyses
	Effectiveness outcomes analyses
	Costing, cost-effectiveness and budget impact analyses


	Discussion
	Acknowledgements
	References


