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Abstract
Key Populations (KPs) and Priority Populations (PPs) taking Pre-Exposure Prophylaxis (PrEP) for

HIV prevention require routine HIV testing every after three months. HIV self-testing could be an
alternative testing approach for these population categories. We assessed the acceptability of oral-
based HIV Self-Testing (HIVST) among Key and priority Populations taking PrEP in central
Uganda. A mixed methods cross-sectional study was conducted on 367 key and priority
populations attending Pre-Exposure Prophylaxis clinics in central Uganda, from May to August
2018. KPs and PPs were introduced to the Oraquick HIV self-testing kit as an option for HIV
testing during their routine visit to the PrEP clinic. A demonstration of how to perform HIV self-
testing was conducted using an Oraquick demonstration video and leaflet inserts after which,
respondents were asked to choose between HIVST and the conventional facility blood-based HIV
testing. Those willing to use the oral kit were asked to voluntarily consent, were provided with an
Oraquick HIVST kit and were assisted to perform the test. Quantitative data were presented as
proportions for each outcome variable. Thematic analysis was performed to explore factors that
promote and inhibit HIVST. HIV self-testing acceptability; defined as the proportion of those who
performed an HIVST test among those approached was 99.5% (365/367). Using an oral fluid-
based kit “Oraquick” was reported to be free of pain, convenient, easy to use and time saving hence
preferred over other HIV testing modalities. A multimodal approach to distributing HIV self-
1
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testing kits was suggested by respondents. Oral-based HIV self-testing is highly acceptable among
key and priority populations taking Pre-Exposure Prophylaxis and can be adopted as an alternative
to the conventional routine three monthly facility-based provider dependent HIV screening. Kits’
distribution may employ several models. Majority of key populations would afford the kits at a

cost of not more than 1.4USD if not provided free of charge.

Introduction
Globally, an estimated 84% of all people living with Human Immunodeficiency Virus (HIV) know

their status [1]. As the world prepares to end AIDS by 2030, the remaining undiagnosed people
living with HIV need to be identified, initiated and maintained on treatment to achieve viral
suppression [2]. In Uganda, most of the new HIV infections occur in Key Populations (KPs) and
Priority Populations(PPs) who include sex workers, fisher folks, long distance truck drivers,
uniformed service personnel, men who have sex with men (MSM), and boda-boda taxi-men [3].
Pre-Exposure Prophylaxis (PrEP) was introduced as a biomedical intervention to reduce the risk
of HIV acquisition among people with ongoing risk of HIV acquisition such as KPs and PPs.
Commonly used PrEP medication is a formulation of a fixed dose combination drug consisting of
Tenofovir (TDF) and Emtricitabine (FTC), taken daily as long as the risk of HV acquisition
remains. However, injectable PrEP formulations such as long acting Cabotegravir have been
developed and provide better adherence on PrEP hence better prevention outcomes. People taking
PrEP are required to test for HIV every three months to ascertain their HIV negative status so as
to continue with prevention services. Currently, there is only one existing testing method for
routine follow up testing of KPs on PrEP: that is, blood-based test either at the clinic (facility) or

at community outreach centers.

HIV Self Testing (HIVST) is an HIV testing approach where a person collects his or her own
specimen (oral fluid or blood), performs an HIV test and interprets the result, often in a private
setting, either alone or with someone he or she trusts [4]. Providing a variety of HIV testing options
is a good strategy for increasing HIV testing uptake and would potentially improve HIV testing
among KPs and PPs leading to early linkage to post-test services [5].

Studies conducted on HIV self-testing worldwide have shown high but varying levels of

acceptability across age, gender and sub-populations [6-11].

2
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Among PrEP users, a study conducted in Kenya on the feasibility and acceptability of HIV self-
testing revealed that 90% (N=2400) of HIV negative respondents in sero-discordant relationships
on PrEP accepted to use self-testing kits [ 12] but discordant couples account for only about 2% of

the entire clients on PrEP in Uganda.

Barriers to acceptability of HIVST have been reported and include unease of use, cost of the test
kits, and lack of accessibility to professional support after self-testing [10, 13] and as noted by
Figueroa et al. [11], respondents expressed concerns over lack of counselling before self-testing
and accuracy of results since the test is not performed by a health professional. For effective
implementation and optimisation of the outcomes of HIVST, these barriers and concerns need to

be adequately addressed.

There is limited literature about studies conducted to determined acceptability of HIV self-testing
using an oral based kit among KPs and PPs who are taking PrEP. We aimed to determine the
proportion of Key and Priority Populations taking Pre-Exposure Prophylaxis for HIV in central
Uganda who accept oral-based HIV Self-Testing, the preferred HIV testing method for routine
testing while on PrEP, their willingness to pay for the kits and the amount they are willing to pay
and to establish the preferred HIV Self-Testing kit distribution approaches/models. Our study
builds on existing literature about HIV self-testing and contributes a new dimension of using
HVST as a favourable HIV testing approach among KPs and PPs on PrEP during routine three
monthly follow up testing.

Methods

2.1 Study design and setting
This cross-sectional study employed both quantitative and qualitative research methods and was

conducted between May and August 2018 at two clinics in Uganda where PrEP was being offered:
Most At Risk Population Initiative (MARPI) clinic in Kampala city and Kasensero HC II in Rakai

district.

The study targeted all people categorized as key populations [Men who have sex with Men (MSM),
People who inject drugs (PIDs), Female sex workers (FSWs)] and priority populations [(Fisher
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97  folks, Adolescent girls and young women (AGY Ws) and negative people in discordant sexual
98 relationships)] who had been enrolled and active on PrEP at both PrEP clinics by December 2017.
99 Two emancipated minors aged 17 years belonging to the adolescent girls and young women
100  category were considered for the study and written informed consent was obtained from each of
101 their guardians before enrolment[14, 15]. We excluded respondents who had ever performed HIV
102  self-testing prior to the study and those who were unable to provide consent on their own either
103 due to ill health, altered mental state or any other reason.
104
105  We estimated the sample size using the Kish Leslie formula for cross-sectional studies for a single

106  sample proportion for a categorical outcome.

1=

107 N=[( fx P(1 — P)D]/&?

N IR

108  N= Calculated sample size
109  P=assumed sample proportion that accepts HIVST estimated at 85% (P=0.85).

110  The estimated acceptability of 85% was based on assumptions that HIVST was new in the study
111 population and there was no in-country data on acceptability of HIVST in the study population,
112 hence we anticipated the below that of Nangendo et al. [6] and Ngure et al. [12], hence we
113 expected a lower acceptance rate of HIVST among study participants compared to the general

114  population

115  1-P = The probability of not accepting the HIVST

116  Z1-o/2 = Standard normal deviate at 95% confidence interval (z=1.96)

117  d =acceptable margin of error acceptability of 5%.

118  D=Design effect of 1.5 was included in the sample size estimate because our respondents were
119  sampled from two different clinics (Clusters) purposively selected, and further still, respondents
120  were being reviewed at each of those clinics serving as clusters. An estimated dropout rate of 20%
121 was considered because HIVST was a new intervention among respondents.

122

123 Due to logistical reasons and the dynamic nature of the study population, we employed a
124  consecutive convenience sampling strategy. Potential participants were screened for eligibility as
125  they came for their clinic appointments until the desired sample size was achieved for each clinic

126  to make a total of 367 respondents.
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127  The primary outcome (dependent) variable for the study was acceptability to use HIV self-testing
128  at this particular follow up visit. Acceptability was defined as the proportion of respondents who
129  used the oral HIVST kit out of those reached with the HIVST. Secondary outcomes were: preferred
130  method of HIV testing during routine follow up monitoring, willingness to pay for the HIVST kit,
131  amount to pay for an HIVST kit and the preferred model of distributing HIVST kits. Social,
132 demographic and economic data including age, gender, KP/PP category, education level,
133 occupation, marital status and religion, and level of income were assessed

134

135 2.2 Data collection and management
136  Data collection took place between May and August 2018. Quantitative data was collected using

137  an interviewer administered structured questionnaire in English language and questions were
138  directly translated in the preferred local language during the interview session for respondents who
139  did not understand English. In-depth individual interviews were used to collect qualitative data
140  after collection of the quantitative data.

141

142 Respondents were informed of the availability of HIVST and the standard HIV testing services at
143  the clinic, followed by a demonstration of HIV self-testing procedure by research assistants using
144  a demonstration video and leaflet inserts in the HIVST pack. The demonstration involved three
145  steps: preparing for oral fluid sample collection, using the kit to test for HIV, and interpreting test
146  results. Respondents were asked if they were willing to perform a self-test and those willing were
147  asked to voluntarily consent after which, they were provided with an Oraquick HIVST kit to
148  perform self-testing (accepting) and interpret the results. As a quality assurance measure, research
149  assistants supervised the self-testing procedure. Respondents who tested HIV positive (five in
150 number) on self-testing were subjected to a confirmatory test using the national HIV testing
151  algorithm. Respondents who tested HIV positive on confirmatory testing (four in number) did not
152  continue with the questionnaire.

153

154 2.3 Data analysis
155  Data was analyzed using STATA 14.2 version. Univariate analysis was used to calculate the

156  descriptive statistics for each of the variables. The categorical variables were summarized as
157  proportions, while the continuous variables as means and standard deviation.

158
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159  We measured HIV testing kit type preference by computing the proportion of respondents who
160  would prefer to use one of the three HIV testing choices available, that is; a self-testing kit, a blood
161  based self-testing kit if introduced in future or using the conventional health facility based-health
162  worker provided HIV test. We determined HIVST kit distribution model preference by computing
163  the proportion of respondents who would prefer any of the available testing kit distribution models.
164  We determined willingness to pay by computing the proportion of respondents who reported they
165  would pay for an HIVST if it was at a cost. The amount one was willing pay was captured in
166  Uganda shillings (UGX) and converted in USD equivalent during analysis.

167

168  The qualitative study employed an in-depth interview technique to gather data from participants
169  and followed the quantitative data collection. We interviewed 20 participants with effort to ensure
170  variation between KP categories, gender and testing site. Purposive sampling was used to select
171  the participants and the principle of data saturation (where no new insights emerge from the data)
172 was used to guide participant enrolment into the study. Recorded information was transcribed
173 verbatim and important statements were identified and extracted. The thematic analysis approach
174  was employed for data analysis and results were presented in a narrative form alongside and to
175  support the quantitative results.

176

177 2.4 Power calculations
178  Based on post Clopper-Pearson confidence interval formula, with a sample size of 367, a width of

179 0.5 and a sample proportion, we were powered to detect the observed primary outcome with >90%
180  power.
181

182 2.5 Ethics Approval and Consent to participate
183  The study protocol was reviewed and approved by the Busitema University Faculty of Health

184  Sciences Higher Degrees and Research Committee and the Mbale Regional Referral Hospital
185  Research and Ethics Committee (Ref No. MRRH-REC-IN-COM 024/2018). All respondents
186  provided written informed consent and were free to opt out of the study at any stage of the study.

187
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188 Results

189 3.1 Participants
190 Asindicated in figure 1, a total of three hundred sixty-seven (367) respondents were reached, one

191  respondent opted out and preferred not to be interviewed for personal reasons. Out of the 366
192  respondents who were willing to perform HIV self-testing, 365 performed the test. Of the 365
193  respondents who performed a self-test, five respondents tested HIV positive. Both the negative
194  (360) and the positive (five) respondents were subjected to national HIV testing algorithm and four
195  were confirmed HIV positive. All positive participants were linked to Anti-Retroviral Therapy
196  (ART) clinics for initiation on treatment. The fifth respondent who tested negative on the national
197  HIV testing algorithm was considered HIV negative. For the qualitative component, twenty
198 interviews were conducted, eleven males and nine females with an age range of 19-40. Twelve
199  participants were from MARPI Mulago while eight were from Kasensero HC III clinics. Overall,
200 for the qualitative study, there were five female sex workers, three people who use and inject drugs,
201  three MSM, six HIV negative people in sero-discordant sexual relationships, two young people
202  and one fisherman. Four main themes emerged from the qualitative study which were generally
203  aligned to the study aim. These were: acceptability of HIVST, choice of an HIV testing approach,
204  preferred kit distribution models and willingness to pay for the test.

205
206
207  Figure 1: Flow diagram for client participation
208
209

210 3.2 Socio demographic and economic characteristics of participants
211 Three hundred sixty-six individuals were included in the study. The mean age was 28 (SD=7.5),

212 the youngest participant was 17 years while the oldest at 54 years, 54.1% (n=198) were from urban
213 settings, 49.2% (n=180) were males, 34.2% (n=125) were female sex workers and 48.4% (n=177)
214  had attained up to primary education. About 34% (n=124) were married or cohabiting and more
215  than half 52.5%, (n=192) were Catholics. Casual labor was the major source of income
216  contributing to 62.6%. (n=229) as detailed in table 1 below.

217  Table 1: Socio demographic and economic characteristics of the study participants

218
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n (N=366) %
Site
MARPI Mulago (Urban) 198 54.1
Kasensero (Rural) 168 45.9
Age category
17-19 34 9.3
20-24 96 26.2
25-29 103 28.1
30-34 56 15.3
35-39 42 11.5
40-44 21 5.7
45 and above 14 3.8
Sex
Male 180 49.2
Female 186 50.8
Education level
Never went to school 25 6.8
Primary 177 48.4
Secondary 141 38.5
Tertiary institutions (none-degree) 13 3.6
University 10 2.7
Marital status
Single/Never Married 117 32
Married/Cohabiting 124 33.9
Divorced/Separated/widowed 125 34.1
Religion
Catholic 190 51.9
Protestant 70 19.1
Muslim 72 19.7
Pentecostal 27 7.4
Key/Priority population category
AGYW 31 8.5
Discordant Negative 36 9.8
Fisher Folks 79 21.6
FSW 125 34.2
MSM 47 12.8
PWID 45 12.3
Transgender 3 0.8
Source of income
Formally employed (Gov't/NGO/Private) 24 6.6
Casual labor 229 62.5
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Self Employed 84 23.0
In school, not employed 7 1.9
Farmer 22 6.0

219

220  3.Acceptability of HIV self-testing

221  Acceptability was computed as a proportion of respondents who performed HIV self-test out of
222 those who were reached with HIV self-testing. We reached 367 participants and 365 performed
223 HIV self-testing translating into an acceptability of 99.5%. One participant declined to take the kit
224  and one other participant did not perform the self-test.

225  Participants felt HIVST was an approach that would greatly reduce obstacles associated with
226 current approaches to HIV testing, citing that as opposed to the conventional HTS approaches,
227  HIVST was time saving, cost effective, private and accessible (‘you move with your lab’). These
228  factors were seen as motivations to use a self-test.

229 “The other problem is having to line up, I may come but when I have no time for lining up and I
230  go back without being tested. I will sit until the line is completed, yet here I will be alone and still
231 go when I know whom I am” (M05, MSM).

232

233 The time factor was particularly an important concern for special categories of people, such as sex
234  workers, who work during night and sleep during day hence find day time very valuable.
235  Additionally, some participants felt HIVST was especially important for special groups who feel
236  stigmatised when they go to health facilities. Particularly, FSWs and MSMs reported this concern
237 and felt society has not accepted them and discriminates them, hence found HIVST more

238  convenient.

239 Like for us (MSM), there are those who do not want to be identified. When they just want
240 to be in hiding, but for us we bump on them. This method will be helpful when they come
241 to know their status and take care accordingly, because they may say they have no time,
242 and you offer them the test (M05, MSM).

243

244  Specifically, those who are likely to engage in unplanned sex e.g. those who use drugs and sex
245  workers felt HIVST was very convenient, as they may need to test a sexual partner before engaging
246  into sex, something not easy with facility based approaches. On the other hand, those who use and

247  inject drugs stated that drugs can abruptly increase their sexual desire which can lead them to
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248  engage with irregular sexual partners. In this case, they will be safer by testing them first, hence
249  the need for HIVST.

250  “Itis good because it is handy, any time when you have someone, you can use it with a customer
251  (sex customer), because many will fear to go to the clinic. So it is safe for you to move with your

252 owntest” (M10, FSW).

253 I was excited as a person and I thought if I can have somewhere to find them I would not
254 be worried, because like some of us who use drugs, you may be there high on drugs and
255 you just pick up a woman, and by the time you come to your senses, you regret your actions,
256 [...]. But when you have that test, it becomes easy for you to test yourself and take caution
257 to protect your-self (M01, PUWD).

258

259  In addition to testing one individual, HIVST was seen as being capable of engaging many more
260  people (through peer recommendation), and thus increase the number of people who will become
261  aware of their HIV status.

262

263  Many participants expressed that they trusted HIVST as compared with facility based HIV testing.
264  They reported that since they do the test themselves, they remain with no doubts about the test
265  results. On the other hand, they felt if someone else gave them the results, there was a possibility
266  that results could be altered (intentionally or not). A participant cited an example of false HIV test
267  results they were given at a facility and felt HIVST would be a solution to such a problem.

268  “The other thing is that here I will be able to see the results by myself and know that, I am like
269 this. This is how my status is, when I can personally see the results ”(M03, Discordant).

270

271 It therefore appears that HIVST would also possibly eliminate errors of false HIV test results
272 resulting from transcription (recording), as participants are able to check for themselves the results
273 of the test results. This also eliminates mistrust that health workers could provide wrong results
274  intentionally.

275

276  Despite its acceptability, participants noted a few concerns regarding HIVST, the common one
277  being the psychological/emotional concerns associated with an HIV positive test result.
278  Participants felt that whereas privacy was an advantage in the HIVST approach, it also stood the

279  challenge of lack of emotional support in case one turned HIV positive. This could also be
10


https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.07.27.22278119
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

280
281
282
283
284
285
286
287
288
289
290

291
292
293

294
295

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.07.27.22278119; this version posted July 29, 2022. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
It is made available under a CC-BY 4.0 International license .

associated with a lack of post-test counselling in general, even when one turns to be HIV negative,
which requires them to be adequately guided on the next steps to maintain their HIV negative
status. Others felt that this approach also may result into false results if one panics and ends up
misinterpreting the test results.

“Counselling for this approach is lacking. For example, if you have always known yourself to be
HIV negative and you find yourself HIV positive, handling the situation may be difficult when you
are alone, with no body to council you”. (M07, FSW).

However, the emotional concerns were expressed by fewer (six) participants compared with those

(14) who felt that was not a problem to them.

3.4 Preferred HIV testing method, willingness to pay for the kit, amount one was willing to
pay and preferred Kkits distribution model

Table 2: Distribution of respondents by preferred HIV testing method, willingness to pay

for the kit, amount one was willing to pay and preferred Kits distribution mode

n %

Preferred HIV testing method (N=361)

Conventional health facility testing 31 8.6

Blood-based HIVST 11 3.0

Oral fluid-based HIVST 319 88.4
Willingness to pay for HIVST kit (N=361)

Yes 264 73.1

No 97 26.9
Amount to pay (N=361)

Not willing 97 26.9

Up to 5000 UGX 226 62.6

More than 5000 UGX 38 10.5
Kits distribution model (N=330)

Pick from health facility 108 32.7

Home delivered by health workers 121 36.7

11
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Home delivered by peers 74 22.4
Buy from private facility 27 8.2
296

297 3.5 Preferred method for HIV testing during routine follow up monitoring while on PrEP
298  Majority of respondents (88.4%, n=319) preferred to use an oral fluid based HIVST for routine

299  three monthly HIV testing while on PrEP compared to the conventional health care provider-
300 dependent and facility-based HIV testing (8.6%, n=31). Only 3% (n=11) preferred a blood based
301  self-test kit if introduced in the future.

302  Participants highlighted various advantages of the oral based HIVST over the other two HIV
303  testing options as being: non-invasive, not painful, no blood loss, and easy to use.

304  “Iwould prefer the oral based test, because for it will not be difficult like the others. The one of a
305  finger prick may be difficult for me to use, because I do not want to be pricked. They prick you and
306  you get damages on your fingers” (M05, MSM/MSW).

307

308  “From among the three, this one of oral fluid test is the best, because the other two are painful”
309 (MOS8, PWUD).

310

311  Other participants expressed fear of continued blood loss during routine three monthly HIV testing
312 procedures and felt that the continued blood loss could cause them health complications, yet with

313  the oral fluid based test, no such fears could arise.

314

315 I have found this one (oral fluid based HVST approach) different from others because for
316 me, I don’t want to lose my blood, because sometimes when there are checking you, they
317 take off quite a lot of blood, but here there is no blood I lose and yet I will be sure of the
318 results, just like the ones I will get using the blood test (M02, Discordant).

319

320 In terms of ease of use, participants found the oral based HIVST easier compared with the other
321  approaches. For example, participants explained that the test procedure was easy for lay persons
322 compared e.g. with the finger prick based HIVST, where the technique of drawing blood could be
323 more difficult. Whereas this concern could result from lack of training in the finger prick approach,
324  some felt even with training, the finger prick would still be more complex as it required one

325 piercing themselves (which many also be feared) as opposed to only paring a test instrument
12
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326  around the mouth, a procedure many compared to brushing of the teeth. Hence, the majority felt
327  the oral fluid based HIVST approach was more suitable to lay people compared with the finger-
328  prick approach.

329  “And sometimes you may use it (the finger prick based test) wrongly since you are not a health
330  professional. So, it may not treat you well. But this method is so far the best” (M0I1, PUWD,).

331

332 3.6 Willingness to pay and amount to pay for HIV self-testing Kits
333  Majority of respondents (73.2% (n=264) were willing to pay for an HIV self-testing kit but despite

334  their willingness to pay, they felt kits should be provided free of charge or sold at a very reduced
335  cost and 85.6% (n=226) were willing to pay an amount not exceeding 5000/ Uganda shillings
336 ($1.4).

337  “Ifthis kit comes at a cost, it will be difficult for me to pay. Why ...because I don’t have a permanent

338  job which I can use to pay. But if it comes free of charge, everyone will want to use it”. (M06,

339 MSM).
340
341  “If'the test came at a cost, that is a dead deal...it’s a dead deal because not everyone has money.

342 There are those who have, meaning it will be the rich to use them” (M08, PWUD).

343

344 “As for me I want it freely. At least if it came at around 2000 ($0.6), there I can afford, but still
345  you see that even people fail to afford a pregnancy test, so when you are doing something, you
346  also put into consideration that people fall under different categories” (M10, FSW).

347

348 3.7 Preferred HIV Self-Testing kit distribution approaches/models among Key Populations
349  taking PrEP in central Uganda
350 Participants expressed views of where they would prefer to receive the oral based HIVST Kkits as

351  both public and private health facilities, small and large health facilities, community centres and
352 groups, and commercial sites such as shops. Although many distribution models were suggested,
353  the motivation behind the choice was related to the ease of access, cost implications and privacy
354  concerns. For example, some preferred their current health facilities (facility based model), even
355 if these were far from their residencies because they trust their primary service providers. Other
356  participants preferred to receive the kits from their peers (Community Based Model), citing that
357 they find it easy to identify with fellow peers than strangers, while others preferred the kits to be

13
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358  distributed at all levels of health care facilities to facilitate accessibility by all those who need

359 them.

360 We also have our peers who can distribute them to us. Even I am also a peer, so we can
361 get condoms and go and distribute them to the communities. So even this approach can
362 work. They train you and you come to know how to use it. Because for me I know but there
363 is someone who does not know. So, that approach would work, especially for us (MSMs),
364 who don’t want to go to hospital, who can even spend a year, or six months, such people
365 would benefit a lot more (M05, MSM).

366

367  Participants expressed concerns about cost and integrity of the kits if they were to be distributed
368  at private facilities hence government facilities were more preferred as opposed to private and
369  commercial sites.

370  “Idon’t want to find it from any other place, because they are many people who duplicate. Like
371  this test, you may find its duplicates by tomorrow. So if the government decides to bring them, we
372 should access them from the main hospital, Mulago, from a qualified doctor” (M08, PWUD).

373

374  Discussion
375  Our study findings reveal that HIVST is highly acceptable among people taking PrEP irrespective

376  of their social demographic and economic characteristics. These findings are comparable to other
377  studies; for instance, acceptability of HIVST was 100% among pregnant women in India [16] and
378 in Kenya, acceptability and feasibility of HIVST among people taking PrEP was found to be 98%
379 [12]. However, unlike our study which involved a variety of KPs and PPs, the study by Sarkar and
380 colleagues [16] was conducted among pregnant women. Similarly, the Kenya study focussed on
381  only KPs on PrEP who were in sero discordant relationships [12]. Our study, having catered for a
382  variety of KPs and PPs including MSM, sero discordant, FSW, PWUIDS, fisher folks, adolescent
383  young girls and women provides grounded evidence on the acceptability of HIV self-testing among
384  respondents taking PrEP. Acceptability results in our quantitative study are further justified by the
385 qualitative findings in which respondents singled out key reasons to justify self-testing as: The
386  procedure being time saving, cost effective (eliminates transport costs), private, and accessible;
387  findings that are similar to those from previous research [17].

388
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389  Compared to other studies elsewhere, Ng and colleagues [18], in their study to determine accuracy
390 and user acceptability of HIV self-testing using Oraquick HIVST kit, 87.4% of participants were
391  willing to pay for the kit, and out of those willing to pay, only 28% could afford the kit at a market
392  price of five USD. Similarly, Maheswaran and others [19], in their study entitled “Cost and quality
393  of life analysis of HIV self-testing and facility-based HIV testing and counselling in Blantyre”
394 recommended that HIVST would be affordable if the kits were subsidized to a cost comparable to
395 that of routine HIV facility based testing. Our findings further suggest that HIVST test kits should
396  be free of charge or at a very minimal cost that KPs and PPs can afford.

397

398  This study indicated that there is no single most popular HIVST kits distribution model that would
399 apply to all categories of key and priority populations. However, three most preferred distribution
400 models were home delivered by health workers, picking from health facility, and home delivered
401 by peers. These findings relate with those from other studies which favored home based [20],
402  facility based, and peer facilitated [5] models. Special groups such as FSWs and fisher folks
403  preferred the peer distribution approach compared to the rest of the KPs, while some groups such
404  as fisher folks also considered accessing the kits at commercial sites such as drug shops for easy
405  access.

406

407

408  Our study had several limitations. A non-probability consecutive convenience sampling method
409  was used to enrol respondents (due to time and logistical constraints plus the dynamic nature of
410 the study population|) hence not all had an equal chance of being selected. This could have led to
411  aselection bias.

412 By providing test kits to respondents and requesting them to test on the same day could have
413  influenced their decision to accept self-testing without adequately reflecting on their choice. A
414  better method if time could allow, would have been to let respondents go with the kits, and decide
415  to or not to perform self-testing. The Oral fluid HIV testing kits used in this study could miss early
416  HIV infections that can be detected by other HI'V blood-based platforms especially in populations
417  with high HIV incidence such as KPs and PPs where acute infection is more common hence it is
418  possible that some early infections could not be detected.

419
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420  Conclusions

421  HIV self-testing is highly acceptable and is the most preferred HIV testing approach for routine
422  three monthly follow up testing among KPs and PPs on PrEP in central Uganda. The most
423  preferred models of HIVST kt distribution are self-pick from facility, heath worker distribution
424  and peer distribution. Oral fluid-based HIV self-testing kits should be provided free or subsidised
425  to not more than 5,000 Uganda shillings (USD 1.4) since majority of KPs and PPs will not afford
426  the kits beyond this price. We recommend that: HIVST be adopted as a testing approach for all
427  people who may require regular rapid HIV testing due to ongoing risk of exposure on opt-out
428  Dbasis; Efforts should be made to provide adequate pre and post “self-testing” counselling
429 information to all people who intend to perform self-testing in order to eliminate possible
430  psychological stress arising from self-testing results. There is need to study linkage to care after
431  HIV self-testing as this was not addressed by our study but was a concern during our qualitative
432  assessment.
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