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Abstract
Most high-income countries are not on track to achieve the World Health Organization 
hepatitis C elimination targets. As elimination programmes assess growing propor-
tions of patients in community-based pathways, rates of treatment uptake may fall. 
We aimed to identify factors associated with DAA treatment uptake and measure 
changes in their prevalence over time. We performed a time-to-treatment analysis on 
2728 patients approved for hepatitis C Direct-Acting Antiviral treatment in the North 
Central London region between January 2016 and October 2019. We investigated 
the association between treatment uptake and factors including assessment/treat-
ment setting (hospital, drug service or prison), patient age, gender, injection drug use, 
harmful alcohol use, cirrhosis status and previous treatment. The likelihood of treat-
ment uptake was reduced by three independent risk factors. These included assess-
ment setting: prison-based or drug-service pathways (aHR 0.29 or 0.81 vs. hospital 
outpatient pathway, 95% CI 0.21–0.40 and 0.70–0.94 respectively, p < .001); being 
UK-born (aHR 0.89 vs. non-UK born, 0.82–0.98, p = .01); and history of harmful alco-
hol use (aHR 0.84 vs. no history, 0.72–0.99, p = .04). The average number of these risk 
factors for not starting treatment per patient increased over time (R2 = 0.66 p < .001). 
Independent of these, there was an additional 5% reduction in rate of treatment initia-
tion in each successive year of the programme (aHR 0.95, 0.91–0.99, p = .02). In con-
clusion, disengagement from care before treatment uptake was found to be a growing 
threat to elimination. Despite provision of community-based test-to-cure pathways, 
there are persistent barriers to treatment uptake and these are increasing over time.
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1  |  INTRODUC TION

The World Health Organization (WHO) has set a goal for the elim-
ination of hepatitis C as a public health threat by 2030, defined 
as an 90% reduction in incidence and 65% reduction in hepatitis 
C-attributable death.1 In the absence of a vaccine, this must be 
achieved through treatment with highly-effective direct-acting an-
tivirals (DAAs),2 though it is widely acknowledged that enhanced 
case-finding and transmission-reduction measures will also be nec-
essary.1,3,4 There are approximately 118,000 people with hepatitis C 
virus (HCV) infection in the UK (2019) and the majority of these are 
people who inject drugs (PWID).5,6 Despite widely-available DAA 
therapy, there is no evidence of a fall in HCV incidence in PWID 
since 20157,8 and only 38% of people with hepatitis C in the UK are 
estimated to have been successfully treated (2019).5

Dynamic mathematical transmission modelling using global data 
from 2015 to 2016 DAA elimination programmes9 reported that the 
WHO target may be achieved by 2032. This model and others6,10 
assume that the rates of treatment uptake in those diagnosed will 
remain constant in all programmes from the introduction of DAAs 
onwards. However, whilst DAA therapy has improved treatment 
uptake compared with the Interferon-based treatment era,5,10,11 up-
take remains low in some important groups, particularly PWID. In 
Canada, DAA treatment uptake was reported in 45% of current in-
jectors (2018)12 and an Australian study observed that 34% of PWID 
with hepatitis C started DAA treatment between 2014 and 2018.11 
In the US, treatment uptake amongst people experiencing homeless-
ness was a rate-limiting step along the care cascade, with 5%–59% of 
those chronically infected starting DAAs.13 A recent meta-analysis of 
20 population-based studies reporting the HCV care cascade (pub-
lished 2017–2020)14 found DAA uptake in PWID ranged between 
13% in the US, 37% in Australia, 40% in Canada and 50% in Georgia.

DAA treatment uptake rates are falling in high income countries 
and 76% of these are not on track to achieve elimination targets, ac-
cording to updated analyses.15,16 Falling treatment uptake has been 
highlighted as a risk to elimination even in Australia, an early adopter 
of universal unrestricted DAA access.17 This emphasizes that strat-
egies for maintaining patient engagement in care from diagnosis to 
treatment will be critical to elimination.

Patient groups with high rates of disengagement between treat-
ment approval and initiation are likely to account for an increasing 
proportion of untreated cohorts as elimination programmes move 
from hospital to community-based pathways. Even if total numbers 
of patients entering the care cascade are increased by case-finding 
initiatives, it is unclear whether treatment uptake rates can be sus-
tained at sufficient levels for elimination. Additionally, current mod-
elling estimates do not account for COVID-19-related disruptions in 
HCV care,15 estimated to cause significant excess mortality over the 
next decade.18

We aimed to identify factors associated with treatment up-
take and investigate whether the risk factors for not starting treat-
ment were becoming more prevalent over time. We also aimed to 
determine whether rates of treatment uptake after approval are 

changing as the hepatitis C elimination programme progresses in 
North Central London.

2  |  METHODS

We analysed a cohort of 2728 patients assessed and approved for DAA 
treatment in the North Central London (NCL) hepatitis C operational 
delivery network (ODN) between January 2016 and October 2019. In 
addition to 8 partner hospital sites, the NCL ODN delivers embedded 
community-only hepatitis C diagnosis-to-cure pathways in 14 drug 
and alcohol services and two prisons, one of which is a large remand 
prison with a turnover of approximately 300 inmates per month. In 
each community service, a clinical nurse specialist provides assess-
ment (blood tests, Fibroscan®), treatment counselling and initiation, 
treatment monitoring and outcome testing, such that the patient does 
not have to visit services outside the one with which they are already 
engaged. Consultations are aligned to opioid substitution therapy su-
pervision in drug and alcohol services and hospital investigations are 
only required in those with cirrhosis who require surveillance for liver 
cancer and/or varices. The ODN also includes two large HIV services 
in which hepatitis C treatment is aligned to HIV care.

Data were routinely prospectively collected in all patients 
through a bespoke patient management system (PMS) which time-
stamps progress through stages of the care cascade and pathway 
processes. This permits measurement of duration of “system-only” 
stages, such as drug–drug interaction checking, application for high-
cost drug approval, prescribing, dispensing and couriering treatment 
courses to community-based centres. NHS England mandated a clin-
ical prioritization scheme until 201819 and the NCL PMS included 
a clinical scoring system based on objective parameters that listed 
patients for multidisciplinary team (MDT) discussion and approval 
once a threshold score was met. This ensures that a time-to-event 
analysis between MDT approval and treatment was not directly in-
fluenced by clinical priority.

The primary outcome was initiation of hepatitis C treatment and 
a time-to-treatment analysis was performed. The sample size was 
constrained by available data but it was adequate to allow detection 
of a hazard ratio of 0.84 for factors that occur in at least 10% of 
study participants (80% power and 5% Type I error). Patient-related 
variables in the model included age, gender, a history of intravenous 
drug use (IDU), born in the UK or elsewhere, interferon treatment 
experience, hepatocellular carcinoma, a significant alcohol history 
felt to be contributing to liver disease, liver transplantation, need 
for renal dialysis, HIV status, viral HCV genotype and liver disease 
stage. Pathway-related factors included assessment and treatment 
setting (hospital outpatients, drug and alcohol service or prison) and 
when in the DAA programme the patient was referred for treatment 
(months 1–46, starting from January 2016).

Previous studies investigating treatment uptake rates in the 
DAA era have used a multivariable logistic regression analysis 
to identify factors associated with this outcome.11,20–22 This is 
problematic because treatment is not necessarily permanently 
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48  |    BRYCE et al.

declined if not initiated within a study period. This approach may 
also be confounded by lead-time bias because those enrolled at 
the beginning of the study interval have a longer opportunity to 
commence treatment than those closer to the end. Furthermore, 
logistic analysis loses information about duration of delay and the 
trajectory of progression to treatment in each group with time. 
We therefore used a multivariable Cox regression time-to-event 
analysis to identify factors associated with initiating treatment 
from the time origin of treatment approval, after ensuring that the 
proportional hazards assumptions were met. For those not start-
ing treatment, administrative censoring occurred on the date of 
study database closure, at least 6 months after the last recruited 
patient was approved for treatment (an interval which is longer 
than the mean approval-to-treatment time). The factors included 
in the adjusted analysis were selected based on statistical signifi-
cance at the 5% level, as well as biological plausibility, the poten-
tial to be mediators and previously identified confounders. There 
were no missing values in the dataset.

To evaluate the impact of co-existent factors which negatively 
impact on likelihood of treatment uptake, we performed a second-
ary time-to-treatment analysis considering the number of risk fac-
tors for not starting treatment that an individual had.

Elimination programmes will accumulate patients whose progres-
sion from approval to treatment is delayed, such that the average 
duration of delay will inevitably increase. This confounds estimates 
of whether delays between approval and treatment are increasing as 
the elimination programme continues. We therefore performed a cor-
relation analysis between the month of assessment (from beginning 
of the programme) and the mean number of risk factors associated 
with not starting treatment in all patients presenting in that month. 
The dependent variable (mean number of risk factors) was normally 
distributed so a Pearson's correlation coefficient was derived.

To investigate the impact of delays between treatment approval 
and initiation on healthcare team workload, data were also collected 
on the number of contacts made with patients by pathway naviga-
tors and nurse specialists between the treatment approval and start 
dates. A correlation analysis was performed between approval-to-
treatment time and number of healthcare contacts recorded, deriving 
a Spearman's rank correlation coefficient due to the non-parametric 
distribution of the dependent variable (number of contacts).

Ethical approval was obtained from the Health Research 
Authority (REC reference 21/HRA/0929). Informed consent was 
not required to analyse routinely collected pseudonymized data. All 
analyses were performed in SPPS version 26 (IBM corporation).

3  |  RESULTS

3.1  |  Study cohort characteristics

The baseline characteristics of the patient cohort are shown in 
Table 1. Most patients were male (69%), born in the UK (70%) and 
treated in hospital outpatients (83%). 14% were treated in a drug 

and alcohol service and 3% in prison. 41% of patients had a his-
tory of injection drug use (IDU) and in 7% alcohol was deemed to 
be a contributor to liver disease at baseline. Table 2 shows that the 
proportion of patients treated in non-hospital settings, with a his-
tory of IDU or harmful alcohol use and born in the UK increasing 
significantly over time. The proportion with cirrhosis did not differ 
between 2016 and 2019.

2442 patients (90%) commenced treatment between January 
2016 and October 2019 and the median time from approval to 
starting treatment or censor was 51 days (range 0–1509). Delays 
between MDT approval and treatment which were attributable 
to system-only stages in the pathway (e.g., pharmacy checks, dis-
pensing) across all treatment settings (data available in 1611 cases) 
were on average 3.7 days duration (95% CI 3.3–4.2), representing 
only 8% of the median time between MDT approval and treatment 
in this group.

3.2  |  Factors associated with DAA 
treatment uptake

Variables associated with the likelihood of treatment initiation after 
approval are shown in Table 3. Seven different factors were shown 
to be independently associated with treatment in an adjusted analy-
sis. There was a significant decline in likelihood of DAA treatment 
uptake by each year of the programme in which patients were re-
ferred: a successive 5% reduction for each 12-month period from 
the beginning of the DAA programme, independent of all other fac-
tors included in the model.

The setting of the assessment and treatment pathway had the 
most significant impact on likelihood of treatment in the Cox regres-
sion analysis. Patients assessed in prison were 70% less likely to start 
treatment compared with patients assessed in hospital clinic settings 
(aHR 0.29, 95% CI 0.21–0.40, p < .001). Assessment and treatment in 
drug and alcohol services was associated with a 19% lower likelihood 
of commencing treatment, compared with hospital (aHR 0.81, CI 0.70–
0.94, p < .001), despite the provision of in-house hepatitis C assess-
ment and treatment monitoring aligned to opioid substitution therapy. 
A history of IDU was only associated with a reduced likelihood of com-
mencing treatment in unadjusted analysis and became non-significant 
in adjusted analysis, suggesting a correlation and more meaningful 
effect of drug-service setting than IDU. However, a determination by 
the referring clinician that alcohol was a significant contributor to liver 
disease was independently associated with lower likelihood of starting 
treatment in the adjusted model (aHR 0.84, CI 0.72–0.99, p = .04). This 
association became non-significant when prisons-based pathway set-
tings were excluded from analysis (Supporting information).

Those of UK origin were less likely to start treatment than those 
born outside the UK (aHR 0.89, CI 0.82–0.98, p = .01). Age, gender, 
previous treatment, liver disease stage, hepatocellular carcinoma 
and liver transplantation were not independently associated with 
likelihood of progression to treatment, although the numbers in the 
analysis were low for the latter two factors.
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    |  49BRYCE et al.

There was reduced treatment uptake in patients requiring dial-
ysis (aHR 0.60, CI 0.37–0.98, p = .04) and those infected with geno-
types other than 1 or 4 (aHR 0.38, CI 0.76–0.91, p < .001), which is 
attributable to patients meeting clinical priority thresholds and MDT 
approval in advance of NHS commissioning of dialysis-compatible 
and genotype 3 treatments, which occurred during the study inter-
val. HIV co-infection was a strong positive predictor of treatment 
uptake (aHR 1.23, CI 1.09–1.39, p = .001).

3.3  |  Co-existent risk factors

Based on the findings from the primary analysis, a secondary time-
to-treatment Cox regression analysis compared patients grouped by 
their number of co-existent risk factors:

1.	 Pathway setting: assessment for treatment in prison or in drug 
and alcohol service

2.	 Born in the UK
3.	 Harmful alcohol use.

Renal dialysis and genotype were not included because the 
prolonged duration between approval and treatment were attrib-
utable to historical changes in treatment availability, as previously 
described. The month of referral into programme was also excluded 
as a time-dependent variable which would confound the trajectory 
of progress to treatment in the group over time. Increasing numbers 
of any of these three risk factors decreased the likelihood of starting 
treatment (Figure 1). Those with two or more risk factors (n = 477) 
had a 42% lower rate of treatment than those with no risk factors 
(n = 695) (HR 0.58, CI 0.51–0.65, p < .001). Importantly, the Kaplan–
Meier curve of this group plateaus, indicating a ceiling of treatment 
uptake in those with multiple risk factors for disengagement before 
treatment uptake.

TA B L E  1  Cohort characteristics

Treatment 
uptake, n (%)

Age (years)

Mean (SD; range) 50 (12.5; 18–92)

Gender

Male 1888 (69%) 1668 (88%)

Female 840 (31%) 774 (92%)

Pathway setting

Hospital outpatients 2272 (83%) 2114 (93%)

Drug and alcohol service 377 (14%) 290 (77%)

Prison 79 (3%) 38 (48%)

Injection drug use (ever)

Yes 1130 (41%) 956 (85%)

No 1598 (59%) 1486 (93%)

Born in UK

Yes 1914 (70%) 1686 (88%)

No 814 (30%) 756 (93%)

Region of birth, if not UK

Other European 483 (17%) 445 (92%)

Eastern Mediterranean 144 (5%) 136 (94%)

Africa 84 (3%) 77 (92%)

Americas 44 (2%) 41 (93%)

Western Pacific 38 (1%) 37 (97%)

Southeast Asia 21 (1%) 19 (90%)

Previous treatment

Yes 496 (18%) 454 (92%)

No 2232 (82%) 1988 (89%)

Hepatocellular carcinoma

Yes 27 (1%) 19 (70%)

No 2701 (99%) 2423 (90%)

Alcohol contributing to liver 
disease

Yes 201 (7%) 164 (82%)

No 2527 (93%) 2278 (90%)

Liver transplant

Yes 43 (2%) 42 (98%)

No 2685 (98%) 2400 (89%)

Renal dialysis

Yes 19 (1%) 16 (84%)

No 2709 (99%) 2426 (90%)

HIV

Yes 371 (14%) 348 (94%)

No 2357 (86%) 2094 (89%)

HCV genotype

1 1598 (59%) 1457 (91%)

2 141 (5%) 125 (89%)

3 711 (26%) 598 (84%)

(Continues)

Treatment 
uptake, n (%)

4 231 (8%) 217 (94%)

5, 6 17(1%) 15 (88%)

Other 30 (1%) 30 (100%)

Cirrhosis status

Compensated 449 (16%) 408 (91%)

Decompensated 55 (2%) 45 (82%)

Non-cirrhotic 2224 (82%) 1989 (89%)

Number of risk factors

0 695 (25%) 664 (96%)

1 1556 (57%) 1420 (91%)

2 or more 477 (17%) 358 (75%)

Total 2728

Abbreviation: SD, standard deviation.

TA B L E  1  (Continued)
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Duration of time between approval and treatment increased as 
the programme progressed (Supporting information) and this may 
be related to changes over time in the risk factor profile of patients. 
However, this is affected by lead-time bias since those treated more 
recently had a longer potential interval from approval. We there-
fore examined whether the three independent risk factors for not 
starting treatment outlined above were becoming more prevalent. 

Figure 2 shows a strong correlation between the average number of 
these risk factors per patient and month of assessment in the DAA 
programme (Pearson R2 = 0.66, p < .0001). Assessment in pathways 
embedded in drug and alcohol services is increasing in the NCL ODN 
region (5% of those approved for treatment in 2016; 34% in 2019, 
p < .001), as is the proportion of those with a history of IDU (30% 
in 2016 to 59% in 2019, p < .001) and the proportion of patients in 

Year approved 2016 2019 p

No. (%)

Male 529 (68%) 272 (75%) .01

Non-hospital pathway (drug and alcohol 
service or prison)

52 (7%) 133 (37%) <.001

Injection drug use (ever) 235 (30%) 215 (59%) <.001

Born in UK 516 (66%) 266 (73%) .01

Alcohol contributing to liver disease 39 (5%) 39 (11%) <.001

Cirrhosis 161 (21%) 75 (21%) .98

Total 780 362

TA B L E  2  Cohort characteristics over 
time

TA B L E  3  Factors associated with progression to HCV treatment uptake

Variable

Unadjusted Adjusted

HR 95% CI p aHR 95% CI p

Age (per 10 years) 1.01 0.98, 1.04 .66 0.97 0.94, 1.01 .09

Male gender (vs. female) 0.93 0.86, 1.01 .10 0.99 0.91, 1.09 .88

Pathway setting

Prison 0.27 0.19, 0.37 <.001 0.29 0.21, 0.40 <.001

Drug and alcohol service 0.71 0.63, 0.81 0.81 0.70, 0.94

Hospital outpatients REF REF

Injection drug use (ever) (yes vs. no) 0.74 0.69, 0.81 <.001 0.92 0.83, 1.01 .09

Born in UK (Yes vs. No) 0.85 0.78, 0.92 <.001 0.89 0.82, 0.98 .01

Previous treatment (yes vs. no) 1.05 0.95, 1.16 .35 0.97 0.88, 1.08 .62

Hepatocellular carcinoma (yes vs. no) 0.64 0.41, 1.00 .05 0.70 0.44, 1.11 .13

Alcohol contributing to liver disease (yes 
vs. no)

0.77 0.65, 0.90 .001 0.84 0.72, 0.99 .04

Liver transplant (yes vs. no) 1.20 0.88, 1.62 .25 1.16 0.85, 1.58 .35

Renal dialysis (yes vs. no) 0.65 0.40, 1.06 .08 0.60 0.37, 0.98 .04

HIV (Positive vs. Negative) 1.37 1.23, 1.54 <.001 1.23 1.09, 1.39 .001

HCV genotype

Genotype 2, 3, 5, 6 or ‘other’ 0.78 0.72, 0.85 <.001 0.83 0.76, 0.91 <.001

Genotype 1 or 4 REF REF

Cirrhosis status

Compensated cirrhosis 1.04 0.93, 1.16 .19 1.12 1.00, 1.25 .07

Decompensated cirrhosis 0.79 0.59, 1.05 0.85 0.63, 1.15

Non-cirrhotic REF

Month of DAA programme at referral (per 
12 months)

0.90 0.87, 0.94 <.001 0.95 0.91, 0.99 .02

Note: Cox regression analysis showing unadjusted and adjusted impact of variables on DAA treatment initiation after MDT approval.
Abbreviation: REF, reference value.

 13652893, 2023, 1, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/jvh.13757 by U

niversity C
ollege L

ondon U
C

L
 L

ibrary Services, W
iley O

nline L
ibrary on [03/03/2023]. See the T

erm
s and C

onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w
iley.com

/term
s-and-conditions) on W

iley O
nline L

ibrary for rules of use; O
A

 articles are governed by the applicable C
reative C

om
m

ons L
icense



    |  51BRYCE et al.

whom alcohol is a significant contributor to liver disease (5% in 2016 
to 11% in 2019, p < .001).

3.4  |  Impact on healthcare team workload

We examined the relationship between the number of patient con-
tacts made by NCL ODN staff (pathway navigators and clinical nurse 
specialists) and the time between MDT approval and treatment ini-
tiation (or censor, Figure  3). This showed a significant correlation 
between delay at this stage of the care cascade and the number of 
contacts with the healthcare team required to progress to treatment 
(Spearman R = 0.6, p < .0001).

4  |  DISCUSSION

This analysis of a large cohort of patients treated across a range of 
settings in North Central London has identified three independent 
risk factors for patient disengagement before hepatitis C DAA treat-
ment uptake: assessment for treatment in prison or in drug and alco-
hol services reduced the likelihood of treatment uptake by 70% or by 
19%, respectively; harmful alcohol use reduced treatment uptake by 
16% and being born in the UK reduced treatment uptake by 11%. A 
combination of these risk factors conferred a higher risk of not start-
ing treatment after approval—patients with two or more of these risk 
factors had a 42% lower rate of treatment initiation than those with 
no risk factors—and their coexistence was becoming increasingly 

F I G U R E  1  Progression to treatment 
uptake (or censor) from multidisciplinary 
team (MDT) approval by number of 
risk factors for disengagement. The 
numbers of patients in each group at 
500, 1000 and 1500 days are shown in 
the underlying table. Those who had two 
or more risk factors (n = 477) had a 42% 
lower likelihood of treatment than those 
with no risk factors (n = 695) (HR 0.58, CI 
0.51–0.65, p < .001, Cox regression).

500 1000 1500
Time to treatment or censor from MDT approval (days)

% detaertnU

0

20

40

60

80

100

45
170
125

31
139
119

31
136
119

695
1556
477

0
1
≥2

No. of Risk Factors
n=
n=
n=

0

F I G U R E  2  Average prevalence of 
risk factors for disengagement before 
treatment by month of assessment. The 
average number of risk factors (+95% 
CI) that negatively impacted progression 
to treatment uptake (excluding month 
of programme, dialysis and genotype) 
increased by month of assessment 
since the beginning of the direct-acting 
antiviral elimination programme (Pearson 
R2 = 0.66, p < .0001).
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prevalent. Another important finding was that the likelihood of 
starting treatment declined over time (5% reduction in likelihood of 
treatment uptake per year), independently of these risk factors. Not 
being engaged with hepatitis C treatment increases the risks of on-
ward transmission, individual harm and healthcare workload and is a 
growing threat to hepatitis C elimination.

Enhancing case-finding and treatment uptake are both essential 
for achieving HCV elimination. Whilst diagnosis rates are relatively 
easy to measure, determining whether delays between stages in the 
care cascade are increasing is hampered by study interval biases 
and the lack of national-level data encompassing accurately time-
stamped progress through the care cascade. We have analysed a 
cohort in which these data were available and have identified two 
separate phenomena which indicate that patient disengagement be-
fore treatment uptake is increasing as our regional elimination pro-
gramme continues. The first is that there are several independent 
risk factors for disengagement and their prevalence in individual pa-
tients is rising as the DAA programme progresses. The second phe-
nomenon is that the likelihood of starting treatment is reducing over 
time, independently of these risk factors and their growing preva-
lence. One explanation for this may be the “warehouse effect”.23–25 
Breakthrough treatments will inevitably be given first to “queued” 
patients who have sustained engagement prior to the treatment be-
coming available. The observed reduction in likelihood of treatment 
uptake in patients presenting subsequently (and the increase in the 
number of healthcare contacts needed to initiate treatment) may 
simply represent transition from a well-engaged population towards 
a rate of treatment uptake more representative of the whole popu-
lation of patients with hepatitis C who experience many barriers to 
healthcare.

Together, these undermine the key assumption made in models 
of trajectories towards elimination that treatment uptake rates at 

the beginning of elimination programmes will be maintained.6,9,10 
Although overall non-progression to treatment in this cohort is low 
(10%), we have examined only one segment of the HCV care cascade, 
from MDT treatment approval to treatment initiation. Nonetheless, 
projection from our linear regression analysis suggests that if cur-
rent trends continue then by 2023 the average patient approved 
for treatment will have two or more risk factors for disengagement 
before treatment uptake, which is currently associated with a rate 
of non-progression to treatment of 30%. Importantly, our findings 
predate the COVID-19-related service disruptions and their negative 
impact on testing and treatment rates.18,26–28

Some of the factors impacting treatment uptake identified 
herein have been reported previously. Difficulties in initiating treat-
ment in prison settings have been recognized in the literature.29,30 
The majority of patients in prison pathways in our network are on 
remand with short and unpredictable periods of incarceration and 
release, which can complicate treatment initiation and completion, 
consistent with experience elsewhere in the UK.31

People who inject drugs experience many barriers to hepatitis 
C treatment,32 although this population achieve cure rates similar 
to other groups once engaged.33 Recent studies show that there is 
still significant uncertainty about DAA treatment amongst those 
affected.34,35 Stigma and negative experiences of the healthcare 
system continue to act as barriers for this population.36 An interven-
tional study in the UK (HepCATT) found barriers to engagement in 
drug services including lack of hepatitis C knowledge, fear of diagno-
sis and treatment, unstable living circumstances and service-related 
barriers; however, these could be overcome with personalized care 
and peer support.37,38 It is noteworthy that the NCL programme 
has yet to engage significant numbers of people actively injecting 
drugs in needle-exchange programmes and treatment uptake in 
these groups is typically lower than those engaged in opioid sub-
stitution programmes.21,39,40 A UK study is underway to examine if 
pathways embedded in needle exchange pharmacy services main-
tain engagement.41

Harmful alcohol use (as determined by assessing clinician) was 
associated with reduced treatment uptake in NCL and alcohol use 
disorders have been identified in the literature as a barrier to DAA 
treatment uptake in cohort studies in Canada42,43 and France.44 
Encouragingly, pharmacological treatment for alcohol use disorder 
removed this association in one study.44

The finding that those born outside the UK were more likely to 
start DAA treatment may be explained by our analysis not adjust-
ing for differences in socioeconomic status (the so-called ‘healthy 
immigrant’ effect45). It is also possible that migrant populations in 
NCL did experience barriers to access at earlier stages of the care 
cascade (such as testing or linkage to care) but that the study de-
sign did not allow measurement of these. Relatively little is known 
about the barriers to hepatitis C treatment uptake in migrants to 
the UK. Barriers to hepatitis C testing in this group include lack of 
registration with primary care and inadequate screening practices,46 
language barriers, long working hours and low levels of trust in their 
general practioner.47

F I G U R E  3  Healthcare system workload increases with delay 
between approval and treatment. Healthcare workload shown as 
number of recorded contacts between nurse specialists (triangle) 
and navigators (circle) and time between approval and treatment. 
Linear regression line shown is for all contacts, Spearman R = 0.6, 
p < .0001).
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The positive association between HIV co-infection and increased 
likelihood of treatment uptake (particularly if engaged with antiret-
roviral therapy48) has been observed in other studies in the DAA 
era.39,49,50 HIV services are unlikely to refer patients who are not 
engaged with care and people living with HIV have an established 
routine for daily drug therapy. They are supported by additional ser-
vices in the UK including a parallel programme aiming to eliminate 
HCV co-infection in people living with HIV.23

Failure to maintain patient engagement in care until treatment 
initiation is an important and growing threat to hepatitis C elimina-
tion. However, if the risks for this can be identified, disengagement 
before treatment uptake can be prevented. In the NCL network, the 
results of this study have allowed us to target evidence-based in-
terventions, namely voucher incentives51–53 and peer support54,55 to 
those most at risk of disengagement from care before treatment. 
We have also piloted a same-day peer-led treatment protocol which 
evaluated treatment uptake and adherence when this was com-
menced on the same day as diagnosis (manuscript in preparation). 
The setting-related risk factors identified have also allowed us to 
address specific pathway-based failures in ensuring treatment initia-
tion, for example, by providing remand prisoners with an emergency 
supply of DAAs if they are released.

We propose that the amount of time spent by a patient at each 
stage of the HCV care cascade is an essential metric that should be 
routinely collected and reported. This would allow swift identifica-
tion of changing factors that might impede progression through the 
care cascade and rapid diversion of resources to address them, at 
both the local and national level.

We recognize that this study was unable to analyse engage-
ment in earlier stages of the care cascade, such as uptake of testing 
and referral, due to lack of data from other healthcare organiza-
tions where these events take place. Analysis of delays between 
assessment and MDT approval would have been confounded by 
thresholds for approval set by the clinical prioritization system that 
existed prior to 2018. Nonetheless, the growing delays we have ob-
served between approval and treatment are alone sufficient to de-
rail progress to elimination and there is an urgent need to examine 
whether increases in disengagement are also occurring upstream in 
the care cascade as the programme progresses. We did not explic-
itly account for death as a competing risk as only 0.8% (21/2728) of 
the study population died without treatment, which would not im-
pact significantly upon the analysis. The lack of socioeconomic data 
(or complete postcode data from which this can be derived) means 
this important factor has been omitted from our model. We have 
also used a crude surrogate of healthcare workload in number of 
patient contacts by NCL ODN staff before treatment, which does 
not capture the efforts of peer support workers and community 
services to engage patients. The generalizability of the results is 
reduced by region-specific factors, such as having a large remand 
(rather than long-stay) prison population; however, the baseline pa-
tient characteristics of this cohort are typical of populations with 
hepatitis C in high-income countries.

Further qualitative investigation is needed to explore influences 
on patient engagement with the hepatitis C care cascade in the UK 
in the DAA era, such as the effects of mental health and socioeco-
nomic status. In future, these risk factors could be combined with 
dynamic real-time data on patient interaction with one stage of the 
pathway, such that disengagement from a subsequent stage can be 
pre-empted with supportive interventions. It will also be important to 
evaluate the impact of these factors on testing and treatment uptake 
in the post-COVID-19 pandemic era, as disruption to health and so-
cial care services is likely to have aggravated existing barriers to care.

In conclusion, disengagement from care between treatment 
approval and initiation was found to be a substantial and growing 
threat to hepatitis C elimination in London. The identified risk fac-
tors for disengagement before treatment uptake are increasing in 
prevalence and a combination of these significantly reduces the 
likelihood of treatment initiation. There is an additional independent 
reduction in treatment uptake with each year of the elimination pro-
gramme, despite the provision of community-based pathways. This 
analysis is of value to those deciding how to distribute resources 
between stages in the hepatitis care cascade to accelerate progress 
to elimination and also for targeting support for treatment uptake 
towards those most in need.

AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS
DM developed the concept for the study and built the patient man-
agement system from which data were acquired. DM, KB, CS and 
AR were involved in designing the study. DM and KB acquired, ana-
lysed and interpreted the data with statistical supervision by CS. KB 
drafted and DM, CS and AR revised the manuscript. All authors read 
and approved the final manuscript.

ACKNOWLEDG EMENTS
We would like to thank Professor Fiona Burns for critical insights and 
the North Central London Operational Delivery Network Clinical 
Nurse Specialists, Navigators, Pharmacy team and Peer Support 
Workers.

FUNDING INFORMATION
No external financial support was received for the conduct of the 
research or preparation of the article.

CONFLIC T OF INTERE S T
Dr Smith reports grants from ViiV Healthcare and personal fees 
from Gilead Sciences Ltd, outside the submitted work. The other au-
thors declare no competing interests.

DATA AVAIL ABILIT Y S TATEMENT
The data that support the findings of this study are available from 
the corresponding author upon reasonable request.

ORCID
Kathleen Bryce   https://orcid.org/0000-0001-9348-999X 

 13652893, 2023, 1, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/jvh.13757 by U

niversity C
ollege L

ondon U
C

L
 L

ibrary Services, W
iley O

nline L
ibrary on [03/03/2023]. See the T

erm
s and C

onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w
iley.com

/term
s-and-conditions) on W

iley O
nline L

ibrary for rules of use; O
A

 articles are governed by the applicable C
reative C

om
m

ons L
icense

https://orcid.org/0000-0001-9348-999X
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-9348-999X


54  |    BRYCE et al.

R E FE R E N C E S
	 1.	 World Health Organization. Global Health sector strategy on viral 

hepatitis 2016-21: Towards Ending Viral Hepatitis. World Health 
Organization; 2016.

	 2.	 Falade-Nwulia O, Suarez-Cuervo C, Nelson DR, Fried MW, Segal JB, 
Sulkowski MS. Oral direct-acting agent therapy for hepatitis C virus 
infection: a systematic review. Ann Intern Med. 2017;166(9):637-
648. doi:10.7326/M16-2575

	 3.	 Ward Z, Platt L, Sweeney S, et al. Impact of current and scaled-up 
levels of hepatitis C prevention and treatment interventions 
for people WHO inject drugs in three UK settings—what is re-
quired to achieve the WHO's HCV elimination targets? Addiction. 
2018;113(9):1727-1738. doi:10.1111/add.14217

	 4.	 Cooke GS, Andrieux-Meyer I, Applegate TL, et al. Accelerating 
the elimination of viral hepatitis: a Lancet Gastroenterology 
& Hepatology Commission. Lancet Gastroenterol Hepatol. 
2019;4(2):135-184. doi:10.1016/S2468-1253(18)30270-X

	 5.	 Harris HE, Costella A, Croxford S, et al. Hepatitis C in the UK, 2020: 
Working to Eliminate Hepatitis C as a Major Public Health Threat; 2020.

	 6.	 Harris RJ, Harris HE, Mandal S, et al. Monitoring the hepatitis C ep-
idemic in England and evaluating intervention scale-up using rou-
tinely collected data. J Viral Hepat. 2019;26:541-551. doi:10.1111/
jvh.13063

	 7.	 Public Health England. Unlinked Anonymous Monitoring Survey of 
PWID in Contact with Specialist Drug Services; 2020.

	 8.	 Harris HE, Costella A, Mandal S, et al. Hepatitis C in England, 2022: 
working to eliminate hepatitis C as a public health problem. Full 
Report; 2022.

	 9.	 Heffernan A, Cooke GS, Nayagam S, Thursz M, Hallett TB. Scaling 
up prevention and treatment towards the elimination of hepatitis C: 
a global mathematical model. Lancet. 2019;393(10178):1319-1329. 
doi:10.1016/S0140-6736(18)32277-3

	10.	 Razavi H, Robbins S, Zeuzem S, et al. Hepatitis C virus prevalence 
and level of intervention required to achieve the WHO targets for 
elimination in the European Union by 2030: a modelling study. 
Lancet Gastroenterol Hepatol. 2017;2(5):325-336. doi:10.1016/
S2468-1253(17)30045-6

	11.	 Bajis S, Grebely J, Hajarizadeh B, et al. Hepatitis C virus testing, 
liver disease assessment and treatment uptake among people 
who inject drugs pre- and post-universal access to direct-acting 
antiviral treatment in Australia: the LiveRLife study. J Viral Hepat. 
2020;27:281-293. doi:10.1111/jvh.13233

	12.	 Bartlett SR, Yu A, Chapinal N, et al. The population level care cas-
cade for hepatitis C in British Columbia, Canada as of 2018: im-
pact of direct acting antivirals. Liver Int. 2019;39(12):2261-2272. 
doi:10.1111/liv.14227

	13.	 del Rosario A, Eldredge JD, Doorley S, Mishra SI, Kesler D, Page 
K. Hepatitis C virus care cascade in persons experiencing home-
lessness in the United States in the era of direct-acting antiviral 
agents: a scoping review. J Viral Hepat. 2021;28(11):1506-1514. 
doi:10.1111/jvh.13583

	14.	 Yousafzai MT, Bajis S, Alavi M, Grebely J, Dore GJ, Hajarizadeh 
B. Global cascade of care for chronic hepatitis C virus infection: a 
systematic review and meta-analysis. J Viral Hepat. 2021;28:1340-
1354. doi:10.1111/jvh.13574

	15.	 Gamkrelidze I, Pawlotsky JM, Lazarus JV, et al. Progress towards 
hepatitis C virus elimination in high-income countries: an updated 
analysis. Liver Int. 2021;41(3):456-463.

	16.	 Razavi H, Sanchez Gonzalez Y, Yuen C, Cornberg M. Global timing of 
HCV elimination in high-income countries. Liver Int. 2020;40:522-
529. doi:10.1111/liv.14324

	17.	 Kwon JA, Dore GJ, Hajarizadeh B, et al. Australia could miss the 
WHO hepatitis C virus elimination targets due to declining treat-
ment uptake and ongoing burden of advanced liver disease 

complications. PLOS One. 2021;16:e0257369. doi:10.1371/journal.
pone.0257369

	18.	 Blach S, Kondili LA, Aghemo A, et al. Impact of COVID-19 on global 
HCV elimination efforts. J Hepatol. 2021;74(1):31-36.

	19.	 Public Health England. Hepatitis C in England, 2018 Report. Working 
to Eliminate Hepatitis C as a Major Public Health Threat; 2018.

	20.	 Falade-Nwulia O, Gicquelais RE, Astemborski J, et al. Hepatitis C 
treatment uptake among people who inject drugs in the oral direct-
acting antiviral era. Liver Int. 2020;40:2407-2416. doi:10.1111/
liv.14634

	21.	 Butler K, Larney S, Day CA, Burns L. Uptake of direct acting anti-
viral therapies for the treatment of hepatitis C virus among people 
who inject drugs in a universal health-care system. Drug Alcohol 
Rev. 2019;38(3):264-269. doi:10.1111/dar.12883

	22.	 Iversen J, Grebely J, Topp L, Wand H, Dore G, Maher L. Uptake 
of hepatitis C treatment among people who inject drugs attending 
needle and syringe programs in Australia, 1999-2011. J Viral Hepat. 
2014;21(3):198-207. doi:10.1111/jvh.12129

	23.	 Garvey LJ, Cooke GS, Smith C, et al. Decline in hepatitis C virus (HCV) 
incidence in men who have sex with men living with human immu-
nodeficiency virus: Progress to HCV microelimination in the United 
Kingdom? Clin Infect Dis. 2021;72(2):233-238. doi:10.1093/cid/ciaa021

	24.	 Rice JP. Hepatitis C treatment: Back to the warehouse. Clin Liver 
Dis. 2015;6:27-29. doi:10.1002/cld.490

	25.	 Palak A, Livoti C, Audibert C. Considerations on bringing ware-
housed HCV patients into active care following interferon-free, 
direct-acting antiviral drug approval. Postgrad Med. 2017;129:471-
475. doi:10.1080/00325481.2017.1304795

	26.	 Mandel E, Peci A, Cronin K, et al. The impact of the first, second 
and third waves of covid-19 on hepatitis B and C testing in Ontario, 
Canada. J Viral Hepat. 2022;29(3):205-208. doi:10.1111/jvh.13637

	27.	 Wingrove C, Ferrier L, James C, Wang S. The impact of COVID-19 on 
hepatitis elimination. Lancet Gastroenterol Hepatol. 2020;5(9):792-
794. doi:10.1016/S2468-1253(20)30238-7

	28.	 Laury J, Hiebert L, Ward JW. Impact of COVID-19 response on hep-
atitis prevention care and treatment: results from global survey of 
providers and program managers. Clin Liver Dis. 2021;17(1):41-46. 
doi:10.1002/cld.1088

	29.	 Stone J, Martin NK, Hickman M, et al. Modelling the impact of in-
carceration and prison-based hepatitis C virus (HCV) treatment 
on HCV transmission among people who inject drugs in Scotland. 
Addiction. 2017;112:1302-1314. doi:10.1111/add.13783

	30.	 Martin NK, Vickerman P, Dore GJ, Hickman M. The hepatitis C 
virus epidemics in key populations (including people who inject 
drugs, prisoners and MSM): the use of direct-acting antivirals as 
treatment for prevention. Curr Opin HIV AIDS. 2015;10(5):374-380. 
doi:10.1097/COH.0000000000000179

	31.	 Aspinall EJ, Mitchell W, Schofield J, et al. A matched comparison 
study of hepatitis C treatment outcomes in the prison and com-
munity setting, and an analysis of the impact of prison release or 
transfer during therapy. J Viral Hepat. 2016;23(12):1009-1016. 
doi:10.1111/jvh.12580

	32.	 Day E, Hellard M, Treloar C, et al. Hepatitis C elimination among 
people who inject drugs: challenges and recommendations for ac-
tion within a health systems framework. Liver Int. 2019;39(1):20-30. 
doi:10.1111/liv.13949

	33.	 Hajarizadeh B, Cunningham EB, Reid H, Law M, Dore GJ, Grebely 
J. Direct-acting antiviral treatment for hepatitis C among people 
who use or inject drugs: a systematic review and meta-analysis. 
Lancet Gastroenterol Hepatol. 2018;3(11):754-767. doi:10.1016/
S2468-1253(18)30304-2

	34.	 Whiteley D, Whittaker A, Elliott L, Cunningham-Burley S. Hepatitis 
C in a new therapeutic era: Recontextualising the lived experience. 
J Clin Nurs. 2018;27(13–14):2729-2739. doi:10.1111/jocn.14083

 13652893, 2023, 1, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/jvh.13757 by U

niversity C
ollege L

ondon U
C

L
 L

ibrary Services, W
iley O

nline L
ibrary on [03/03/2023]. See the T

erm
s and C

onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w
iley.com

/term
s-and-conditions) on W

iley O
nline L

ibrary for rules of use; O
A

 articles are governed by the applicable C
reative C

om
m

ons L
icense

https://doi.org//10.7326/M16-2575
https://doi.org//10.1111/add.14217
https://doi.org//10.1016/S2468-1253(18)30270-X
https://doi.org//10.1111/jvh.13063
https://doi.org//10.1111/jvh.13063
https://doi.org//10.1016/S0140-6736(18)32277-3
https://doi.org//10.1016/S2468-1253(17)30045-6
https://doi.org//10.1016/S2468-1253(17)30045-6
https://doi.org//10.1111/jvh.13233
https://doi.org//10.1111/liv.14227
https://doi.org//10.1111/jvh.13583
https://doi.org//10.1111/jvh.13574
https://doi.org//10.1111/liv.14324
https://doi.org//10.1371/journal.pone.0257369
https://doi.org//10.1371/journal.pone.0257369
https://doi.org//10.1111/liv.14634
https://doi.org//10.1111/liv.14634
https://doi.org//10.1111/dar.12883
https://doi.org//10.1111/jvh.12129
https://doi.org//10.1093/cid/ciaa021
https://doi.org//10.1002/cld.490
https://doi.org//10.1080/00325481.2017.1304795
https://doi.org//10.1111/jvh.13637
https://doi.org//10.1016/S2468-1253(20)30238-7
https://doi.org//10.1002/cld.1088
https://doi.org//10.1111/add.13783
https://doi.org//10.1097/COH.0000000000000179
https://doi.org//10.1111/jvh.12580
https://doi.org//10.1111/liv.13949
https://doi.org//10.1016/S2468-1253(18)30304-2
https://doi.org//10.1016/S2468-1253(18)30304-2
https://doi.org//10.1111/jocn.14083


    |  55BRYCE et al.

	35.	 Valerio H, McAuley A, Innes H, et al. Determinants of hepatitis C 
antiviral effectiveness awareness among people who inject drugs 
in the direct-acting antiviral era. Int J Drug Policy. 2018;52:115-122. 
doi:10.1016/j.drugpo.2017.12.014

	36.	 Phillips C, Schulkind J, O'Sullivan M, et al. Improving access to 
care for people who inject drugs: qualitative evaluation of proj-
ect ITTREAT-an integrated community hepatitis C service. J Viral 
Hepat. 2020;27(2):176-187. doi:10.1111/jvh.13214

	37.	 Harrison GI, Murray K, Gore R, et al. The hepatitis C awareness 
through to treatment (HepCATT) study: improving the cascade 
of care for hepatitis C virus-infected people who inject drugs in 
England. Addiction. 2019;114(6):1113-1122. doi:10.1111/add.14569

	38.	 Harris M, Bonnington O, Harrison G, Hickman M, Irving W, the 
HepCATT team. Understanding hepatitis C intervention success-
qualitative findings from the HepCATT study. J Viral Hepat. 
2018;25(7):762-770. doi:10.1111/jvh.12869

	39.	 Falade-Nwulia O, Irvin R, Merkow A, et al. Barriers and facilitators 
of hepatitis C treatment uptake among people who inject drugs 
enrolled in opioid treatment programs in Baltimore. J Subst Abuse 
Treat. 2019;100:45-51. doi:10.1016/j.jsat.2019.01.021

	40.	 Sylvestre DL, Clements BJ. Adherence to hepatitis C treat-
ment in recovering heroin users maintained on methadone. Eur J 
Gastroenterol Hepatol. 2007;19(9):741-747.

	41.	 Hickman M, Dillon JF, Elliott L, et al. Evaluating the population 
impact of hepatitis C direct acting antiviral treatment as pre-
vention for people who inject drugs (EPIToPe) - a natural exper-
iment (protocol). BMJ Open. 2019;9(9):e029538. doi:10.1136/
bmjopen-2019-029538

	42.	 Socías ME, Ti L, Wood E, et al. Disparities in uptake of direct-acting 
antiviral therapy for hepatitis C among people who inject drugs in a 
Canadian setting. Liver Int. 2019;39:1400-1407. doi:10.1111/liv.14043

	43.	 O'Neil CR, Buss E, Plitt S, et al. Achievement of hepatitis C cas-
cade of care milestones: a population-level analysis in Alberta, 
Canada. Can J Public Health. 2019;110(6):714-721. doi:10.17269/
s41997-019-00234-z

	44.	 Barré T, Marcellin FM, di Beo V, et al. Untreated alcohol use dis-
order in people who inject drugs (PWID) in France: a major barrier 
to HCV treatment uptake (the ANRS-FANTASIO study). Addiction. 
2020;115(3):573-582. doi:10.1111/add.14820

	45.	 Vang ZM, Sigouin J, Flenon A, Gagnon A. Are immigrants healthier 
than native-born Canadians? A systematic review of the healthy im-
migrant effect in Canada. Ethn Health. 2017;22(3):209-241. doi:10.1
080/13557858.2016.1246518

	46.	 Lazarus JV, Safreed-Harmon K, Thursz MR, et al. The micro-
elimination approach to eliminating hepatitis C: strategic and 
operational considerations. Semin Liver Dis. 2018;38(3):181-192. 
doi:10.1055/s-0038-1666841

	47.	 Sweeney L, Owiti JA, Beharry A, et al. Informing the design of a 
national screening and treatment programme for chronic viral 
hepatitis in primary care: qualitative study of at-risk immigrant 

communities and healthcare professionals. BMC Health Serv Res. 
2015;15(1):97. doi:10.1186/s12913-015-0746-y

	48.	 Nitulescu R, Young J, Saeed S, et al. Variation in hepatitis C virus 
treatment uptake between Canadian centres in the era of direct-
acting antivirals. Int J Drug Policy. 2019;65:41-49. doi:10.1016/j.
drugpo.2018.08.012

	49.	 Boerekamps A, Newsum AM, Smit C, et al. High treatment uptake 
in human immunodeficiency virus/hepatitis C virus-coinfected pa-
tients after unrestricted access to direct-acting antivirals in The 
Netherlands. Clin Infect Dis. 2018;66(9):1352-1359. doi:10.1093/
cid/cix1004

	50.	 Sacks-Davis R, Doyle JS, Rauch A, et al. Linkage and retention in 
HCV care for HIV-infected populations: early data from the DAA 
era. J Int AIDS Soc. 2018;21(S2):e25051. doi:10.1002/jia2.25051

	51.	 Wohl DA, Allmon AG, Evon D, et al. Financial incentives for ad-
herence to hepatitis C virus clinical care and treatment: a ran-
domized trial of two strategies. Open forum. Infect Dis. 2017;4(3). 
doi:10.1093/ofid/ofx095

	52.	 Ward KM, Falade-Nwulia O, Moon J, et al. A randomized controlled 
trial of cash incentives or peer support to increase HCV treatment 
for persons with HIV who use drugs: the CHAMPS study. Open 
forum Infect Dis. 2019;6(4). doi:10.1093/ofid/ofz166

	53.	 Norton BL, Bachhuber MA, Singh R, et al. Evaluation of con-
tingency management as a strategy to improve HCV linkage to 
care and treatment in persons attending needle and syringe pro-
grams: a pilot study. Int J Drug Policy. 2019;69:1-7. doi:10.1016/j.
drugpo.2019.02.009

	54.	 Crowley D, Murtagh R, Cullen W, et al. Evaluating peer-supported 
screening as a hepatitis C case-finding model in prisoners. Harm 
Reduct J. 2019;16(1):42. doi:10.1186/s12954-019-0313-7

	55.	 MacLellan J, Surey J, Abubakar I, Stagg HR, Mannell J. Using peer 
advocates to improve access to services among hard-to-reach 
populations with hepatitis C: a qualitative study of client and pro-
vider relationships. Harm Reduct J. 2017;14(1):76. doi:10.1186/
s12954-017-0202-x

SUPPORTING INFORMATION
Additional supporting information can be found online in the 
Supporting Information section at the end of this article.

How to cite this article: Bryce K, Smith C, Rodger A, 
Macdonald D. Falling treatment uptake in the hepatitis C 
care cascade is a growing threat to achieving elimination. J 
Viral Hepat. 2023;30:46-55. doi: 10.1111/jvh.13757

 13652893, 2023, 1, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/jvh.13757 by U

niversity C
ollege L

ondon U
C

L
 L

ibrary Services, W
iley O

nline L
ibrary on [03/03/2023]. See the T

erm
s and C

onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w
iley.com

/term
s-and-conditions) on W

iley O
nline L

ibrary for rules of use; O
A

 articles are governed by the applicable C
reative C

om
m

ons L
icense

https://doi.org//10.1016/j.drugpo.2017.12.014
https://doi.org//10.1111/jvh.13214
https://doi.org//10.1111/add.14569
https://doi.org//10.1111/jvh.12869
https://doi.org//10.1016/j.jsat.2019.01.021
https://doi.org//10.1136/bmjopen-2019-029538
https://doi.org//10.1136/bmjopen-2019-029538
https://doi.org//10.1111/liv.14043
https://doi.org//10.17269/s41997-019-00234-z
https://doi.org//10.17269/s41997-019-00234-z
https://doi.org//10.1111/add.14820
https://doi.org//10.1080/13557858.2016.1246518
https://doi.org//10.1080/13557858.2016.1246518
https://doi.org//10.1055/s-0038-1666841
https://doi.org//10.1186/s12913-015-0746-y
https://doi.org//10.1016/j.drugpo.2018.08.012
https://doi.org//10.1016/j.drugpo.2018.08.012
https://doi.org//10.1093/cid/cix1004
https://doi.org//10.1093/cid/cix1004
https://doi.org//10.1002/jia2.25051
https://doi.org//10.1093/ofid/ofx095
https://doi.org//10.1093/ofid/ofz166
https://doi.org//10.1016/j.drugpo.2019.02.009
https://doi.org//10.1016/j.drugpo.2019.02.009
https://doi.org//10.1186/s12954-019-0313-7
https://doi.org//10.1186/s12954-017-0202-x
https://doi.org//10.1186/s12954-017-0202-x
https://doi.org/10.1111/jvh.13757

	Falling treatment uptake in the hepatitis C care cascade is a growing threat to achieving elimination
	Abstract
	1|INTRODUCTION
	2|METHODS
	3|RESULTS
	3.1|Study cohort characteristics
	3.2|Factors associated with DAA treatment uptake
	3.3|Co-­existent risk factors
	3.4|Impact on healthcare team workload

	4|DISCUSSION
	AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS
	ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
	FUNDING INFORMATION
	CONFLICT OF INTEREST
	DATA AVAILABILITY STATEMENT

	REFERENCES


