
Supplementary Table S1. Sensitivity analyses of reported implementation experiences
	Analysis
	n
	Clusters
	Design participation, PR (95% CI)
	Pilot participation, PR (95% CI)
	Frequent training and sensitisation, PR (95% CI)

	Main adjusted analysis
	327
	120
	0.85 (0.53–1.34)
	0.87 (0.65–1.16)
	1.83 (1.49–2.26)

	Excluding potentially duplicated record
	326
	120
	0.84 (0.53–1.34)
	0.87 (0.65–1.16)
	1.83 (1.49–2.25)

	Including overlapping affiliations in the donor-affiliated group
	329
	120
	0.84 (0.53–1.33)
	0.86 (0.64–1.15)
	1.83 (1.49–2.26)

	Restricting to respondents reporting Kenya EMR use
	244
	98
	0.58 (0.32–1.06)
	0.70 (0.47–1.05)
	1.74 (1.41–2.15)

	Excluding multiple-county responses
	324
	120
	0.87 (0.55–1.38)
	0.90 (0.67–1.19)
	1.88 (1.52–2.33)

	Using alternative facility-name groupings
	327
	110
	0.85 (0.54–1.32)
	0.87 (0.66–1.14)
	1.83 (1.49–2.25)

	Restricting to facility labels represented by both groups
	135
	29
	0.68 (0.38–1.22)
	0.77 (0.43–1.39)
	1.96 (1.34–2.88)

	Adding county fixed effects among single-county respondents
	324
	120
	Not reported: nonconvergence
	0.84 (0.63–1.13)
	1.91 (1.56–2.35)

	Excluding respondents with missing facility names
	320
	119
	0.83 (0.52–1.32)
	0.85 (0.64–1.14)
	1.79 (1.47–2.20)

	Combining neutrality with agreement: unadjusted analysis
	329
	121
	0.47 (0.37–0.60)
	0.80 (0.72–0.88)
	1.01 (0.99–1.02)

	Logistic regression with covariate standardisation
	327
	120
	0.86 (0.56–1.31)
	0.89 (0.69–1.14)
	1.82 (1.50–2.21)


Notes: PR, prevalence ratio; CI, confidence interval. PRs compare nurses reporting donor-funded project affiliation with facility staff. Except for the analysis combining neutrality with agreement, models adjusted for gender, age, education and facility tenure. Agreement combined agree and strongly agree responses; the alternative threshold additionally included neutral responses.
Clusters were derived from provisional facility labels. Analyses retaining respondents with missing facility names included one pooled missing-name cluster. Confidence intervals were facility-clustered and pointwise, without multiplicity adjustment. Logistic standardisation estimated marginal PRs; modified Poisson models estimated conditional PRs. The main adjusted analysis is included for comparison. Exclusion of missing facility names and logistic standardisation were additional post-plan checks.

