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Indicators:

� prevalence of HCV/HBV among PWID, 

� size of the PWID population,

� pattern of drug use:

- main substances injected, 

- sharing of syringes / paraphernalia within last 4 weeks

Data sources:

� surveys, 

� routine diagnostic testing

HCV/HBV elimination “barometer”
CONTEXTS AND NEEDS
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Indicators:

� incidence of HCV/HBV among PWID,

� prevalence of chronic  HCV/HBV among young and/or recent 
PWID (proxy for incidence)

Data sources:

� cohort studies,

� surveys or routine diagnostic testing

HCV/HBV elimination “barometer”
IMPACT
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� Riga Drug User’s Cohort Study (RDUCS):

- Launched in 2006, in 2018 - the 11th wave of the study (latest data 
available – 2017)

- HCV, HBV (HBsAg) rapid testing – in 2014, 2016, 2017

- People with positive tests – not tested repeatedly during the next 
waves

- Sample size: ∼550 (∼350 tested)

� Diagnostic testing – 12 NEP/LTCs:

- Reporting data via electronical system

- ∼750 PWID tested for HCV and ∼950 for HBV (HBsAg rapid tests)

Data sources
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Sites
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CONTEXTS AND NEEDS 
Prevalence of HCV – cohort study vs diagnostic testi ng
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CONTEXTS AND NEEDS 
Prevalence of HBV – cohort study vs diagnostic testi ng
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� Treatment multiplier method (data – from the cohort study)

CONTEXTS AND NEEDS 
Size of the PWID population
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CONTEXTS AND NEEDS 
Main substances injected (amphetamines within last 30 
days)
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CONTEXTS AND NEEDS 
Sharing of syringes / paraphernalia within last 4 w eeks –
cohort only
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IMPACT
Incidence (% per year) of HCV among PWID
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IMPACT 
Prevalence of chronic HCV among young (<25 years) 
PWID (proxy for incidence)
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IMPACT 
Prevalence of chronic HCV among recent (<2 years) 
PWID (proxy for incidence) – DT only
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� Rapid testing ≠ confirmed diagnosis

� DT clients ≠ participants of cohort study

� DT data ≠ prevalence data

� Cohort ≠ prevalence data

� Estimated number of PWID – biased if based on data from the 
cohort study

� How to choose between cohort and repeated RDS?

� Conclusion – the truth is still out there

Problems
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Paldies par uzman ību! Thank you!


