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Abstract

Background and Aims: Tenofovir alafenamide (TAF) has
demonstrated comparable efficacy to tenofovir disoproxil
fumarate (TDF), with improved renal and bone safety, in
Chinese participants with chronic hepatitis B enrolled in two
Phase 3 trials. This study aimed to evaluate the long-term
virologic efficacy, serological and biochemical responses, re-
sistance, and renal and bone safety of TAF over eight years in
this population. Methods: Participants completing the three-
year double-blind phase were eligible to receive open-label
TAF 25 mg/day for up to an additional five years (totaling
eight years). Analyses of viral suppression (HBV DNA < 29
IU/mL), alanine aminotransferase normalization, serological
responses, resistance surveillance, and safety outcomes were
conducted. Results: Among 334 enrolled participants, 212
of 227 participants randomized to TAF continued open-label
TAF (TAF-TAF), and 99 of 107 participants on TDF switched
to open-label TAF (TDF-TAF). At Year 8, 79.3% (180/227)
and 78.5% (84/107) of participants in the TAF-TAF and TDF-
TAF groups, respectively, achieved viral suppression (missing
= failure); rates increased to 95.2% (180/189) and 95.5%
(84/88) when excluding missing data. Alanine aminotrans-
ferase normalization rates remained high and comparable
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between groups. Serologic response rates continued to in-
crease over time, with higher rates observed in the TAF-TAF
group. Estimated glomerular filtration rate (by Cockcroft-
Gault) and hip/spine bone mineral density remained stable
in the TAF-TAF group through eight years; the small declines
in these renal and bone parameters observed during double-
blind TDF treatment improved after switching to open-label
TAF. No resistance to TAF was detected. Conclusions: Long-
term TAF treatment demonstrated durable virologic efficacy,
sustained biochemical and serological responses, and favora-
ble renal and bone safety over eight years in Chinese partici-
pants with chronic hepatitis B.

Citation of this article: Hou J, Ning Q, Duan Z, Chen Y, Xie
Q, Zhang L, et al. Eight-year Results from Two Randomized
Phase 3 Trials of Tenofovir Alafenamide for Chronic Hepatitis
B Virus Infection in China. J Clin Transl Hepatol 2026. doi:
10.14218/JCTH.2025.00438.

Introduction

Hepatitis B virus (HBV) infection is a major global health
burden, especially in highly endemic countries such as Chi-
na. According to the World Health Organization, 254 million
people were living with chronic HBV infection in 2022.! In
China alone, approximately 80 million people are chronical-
ly infected with HBV, representing the largest HBV-infected
population worldwide.! Chronic hepatitis B (CHB) can lead to
cirrhosis and hepatocellular carcinoma (HCC) and is a ma-
jor cause of liver disease-related mortality.!-2 Notably, HBV-
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Fig. 1. Study design. Participants were randomized (2:1) to receive either TAF or TDF during the three-year double-blind phase. From Year 3 onwards, all participants
received open-label TAF treatment up to Year 8. TAF, tenofovir alafenamide; TDF, tenofovir disoproxil fumarate.

related deaths rose from 0.82 million in 2019 to 1.10 million
in 2022 despite a decline in new HBV infections during the
same period, likely due to an aging HBV-infected population
and treatment scale-up disruptions caused by the COVID-19
pandemic.?

Treatment with nucleos(t)ide analogues has been shown
to reduce the risk of progression to cirrhosis, decompensated
liver disease, and HCC in individuals with CHB.3 Tenofovir
disoproxil fumarate (TDF) and tenofovir alafenamide (TAF),
both prodrugs of tenofovir, are recommended as first-line
therapies.* TAF is more stable in plasma and provides en-
hanced hepatic delivery of the active metabolite, resulting
in reduced systemic exposure and improved renal and bone
safety profiles compared with TDF when used at approved
doses.4

Two similarly designed, pivotal, international phase 3
randomized studies of participants with hepatitis B e an-
tigen (HBeAg)-positive (Study 110, NCT01940471) or
HBeAg-negative (Study 108, NCT01940341) CHB conduct-
ed outside of China demonstrated that TAF has non-inferior
efficacy and improved renal and bone safety profiles com-
pared with TDF at Years 1 and 2.°-7 After completing the
double-blind phase, participants across both studies con-
tinued in an open-label TAF extension phase for up to eight
years. Importantly, the five-year and eight-year results of
these two studies confirmed that long-term treatment with
TAF maintains high rates of viral suppression with renal and
bone safety profiles that remained stable and favorable
through Year 8 in this large, international cohort of partici-
pants with CHB.8:2

Although the two international phase 3 studies planned to
enroll participants globally, including in China, due to differ-
ences in review timelines, full enrollment was reached be-
fore any Chinese participants could be included. As such, a
separate cohort of participants with HBeAg-positive (Study
110, NCT02836249) and HBeAg-negative CHB (Study 108,
NCT02836236) was enrolled in China. Similar to the findings
from the global cohorts, the three-year double-blind results
from the China cohort showed comparable efficacy between
TAF and TDF, with TAF demonstrating improved renal and
bone safety.10 Additionally, interim five-year results from the
China cohort confirmed that the favorable bone and renal
safety profile was maintained over five years of continuous
TAF treatment, with improvements observed in participants
who switched from TDF to TAF.11

We present the final eight-year efficacy and safety results
of the China cohort from these two studies, which inform the
long-term efficacy and safety of continuous TAF treatment,
including in patients who were previously treated with TDF.

Methods

Study design and participants

Studies 108 and 110 were both phase 3, randomized studies
enrolling treatment-naive or -experienced participants with
CHB. The design and methodology of these studies were pre-
viously described in detail.67:10.11 In China, Study 108 en-
rolled participants with HBeAg-negative CHB from 27 sites,
and Study 110 enrolled participants with HBeAg-positive CHB
from 23 sites. For both studies, eligible participants were
>18 years old, hepatitis B surface antigen (HBsAg)-positive
for 26 months, and had a HBV DNA level of >20,000 IU/
mL, an alanine aminotransferase (ALT) level of >60 U/L for
men and >38 U/L for women, and an estimated glomerular
filtration rate by Cockcroft-Gault equation (eGFR;) of =50
mL/m. Detailed inclusion and exclusion criteria were previ-
ously reported.6”

In both studies, participants first completed a three-year
(144-week) double-blind phase, during which they were ran-
domized (2:1) to receive TAF 25 mg or TDF 300 mg once
daily (Fig. 1). Those who completed the double-blind treat-
ment were eligible to enter the five-year (240-week) open-
label extension phase, in which all participants received TAF
25 mg once daily. Study visits occurred every four, eight, and
12 weeks in the first, second, and third year, respectively,
during the double-blind phase,1° and every 24 weeks during
the open-label phase to assess efficacy and safety.1! As the
studies were ongoing during the COVID-19 pandemic, every
effort was made to ensure that participants had a continuous
supply of the study medication. Remote safety visits were
conducted for participants who were unable to attend onsite
visits due to COVID-19-related restrictions.

The studies were conducted in accordance with the Dec-
laration of Helsinki and Good Clinical Practice, and study
protocols were approved by the institutional review board
or independent ethics committees at all participating sites.
All participants provided written informed consent before en-
rollment. This study was reported following the CONSORT
checklist (Supplementary Table 1).

Study assessment and outcomes

Efficacy endpoints of this analysis included the proportion
of participants with viral suppression (HBV DNA <29 IU/
mL, target detected or target not detected (TND)) at Year 8
(Week 384), ALT normalization (defined as upper limit of nor-
mal (ULN) < 40 U/L for both males and females, reflective of
clinical practice in China), serological responses (HBeAg and
HBsAg loss/seroconversion), quantitative change in HBsAg,
and shifts in fibrosis stage by FibroTest. Treatment-emergent
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adverse events (AEs) and graded laboratory abnormalities
were reported. As AEs and laboratory abnormalities occur-
ring during the double-blind phase were reported in detail
previously,1® only those occurring during the open-label
phase (from the first dose of open-label TAF treatment on-
ward) are reported here. Serial changes in renal and bone
parameters, including eGFR., urine retinol-binding protein
to creatinine (hereinafter referred to as RBP:Cr) ratio, urine
B,-microglobulin to creatinine (hereinafter referred to as
B,M:Cr) ratio, and bone mineral densities (BMDs) at the lum-
bar spine and hip, as well as changes in fasting lipids through
eight years, were also reported. Finally, as previously de-
scribed, resistance analyses, including genotyping of the HBV
polymerase/reverse transcriptase (pol/RT) sequence for all
participants at baseline and subsequently for those with HBV
DNA =69 IU/mL, and phenotyping for those meeting pre-
specified conditions (such as virologic breakthrough), were
conducted using standardized methods.10,11

Statistical analysis

As the non-inferior efficacy of TAF versus TDF was established
in the global cohorts,>-7:12 the sample sizes for the two piv-
otal studies conducted in China were calculated based on lo-
cal requirements for demonstrating comparable efficacy and
safety for new drug registration. As previously mentioned,
given that the efficacy and safety of TAF are generally com-
parable between HBeAg-positive and HBeAg-negative popu-
lations,5-7:10 data from Studies 110 and 108 were pooled for
the China cohort analysis.10.11

For this analysis, most efficacy endpoints were analyzed
using the full analysis set, which included all randomized par-
ticipants who received >1 dose of the study drug. Safety was
analyzed in the open-label safety analysis set, defined as all
randomized participants who received >1 dose of open-label
study drug. Hip and spine BMD were analyzed in the hip and
spine dual-energy x-ray absorptiometry analysis set, which
included all randomized and treated participants who had
non-missing baseline hip and spine BMD values, respectively.
Efficacy endpoints reported as proportions were analyzed us-
ing both the missing-equals-to-failure (M=F) approach and
the missing-equals-to-excluded (M=E) approach. The sta-
tistical analyses and data reporting methods were consist-
ent with those previously described, and more details can be
found in previous reports.10.11

Results

Participant disposition and baseline characteristics

From June 19, 2015, to September 18, 2023, 334 partici-
pants received double-blind treatment (TAF: 227; TDF: 107),
311 (93.1%) completed the double-blind phase and entered
the open-label phase (TAF-TAF: 212; TDF-TAF: 99), and 279
(83.5%) completed the open-label study treatment (TAF-
TAF: 188; TDF-TAF: 91). Complete participant dispositions
are provided in Supplementary Fig. 1.

Baseline characteristics are summarized in Table 1. Over-
all, the mean (range) age was 38 (18-73) years, and 73.1%
were male. The mean (standard deviation (SD)) HBV DNA
level was 6.4 (1.9) log,, IU/mL, the median (Q1, Q3) ALT was
88 (56, 165) U/L, and 53.9% of participants were HBeAg-
positive. The mean (SD) FibroTest score was 0.42 (0.23).
Among participants with a baseline FibroTest score, 11.3%
(37/327) had a score of >20.75, suggestive of cirrhosis. For
prior treatment, 37.1% and 15.9% of participants had re-
ceived nucleos(t)ide and interferon, respectively. The medi-
an (Q1, Q3) eGFR; was 112.8 (97.2, 128.4) mL/m. Among

participants with available baseline hip and spine BMD data,
38.1% and 56.8% had evidence of bone loss (T-score < —1)
in the hip and spine, respectively. Baseline characteristics
were generally balanced between the two treatment groups.
However, a smaller proportion of participants in the TAF-TAF
group, compared with the TDF-TAF group, were =50 years
old (13.7% vs. 22.4%, P = 0.044). Among participants with
available information, a smaller proportion had a history of
cirrhosis in the TAF-TAF group than in the TDF-TAF group
(8.9% [5/56] vs. 28.0% [7/25], P = 0.0265).

Efficacy

Virologic response: The high rates of viral suppression
achieved during the double-blind phase were maintained
during the open-label phase through Year 8. Similar propor-
tions of participants in the two treatment groups achieved
HBV DNA < 29 IU/mL, regardless of the analysis approach. At
Year 8, by the M=F approach, the proportion of participants
with HBV DNA < 29 IU/mL was 79.3% (180/227) and 78.5%
(84/107) in the TAF-TAF and TDF-TAF groups, respectively
(Fig. 2A), with the difference in proportion being 0.9% (95%
confidence interval —8.8% to 10.6%, P = 0.8517); the pro-
portion of participants achieving HBV DNA < 29 IU/mL with
TND was 55.9% (127/227) and 51.4% (55/107), respec-
tively. By the M=E approach, the proportion of participants
with HBV DNA < 29 IU/mL was 95.2% (180/189) and 95.5%
(84/88) in the TAF-TAF and TDF-TAF groups, respectively (Fig.
2B), with the difference in proportions being —0.2% (95%
confidence interval —6.4% to 6.0%, P = 0.9407); the propor-
tion of participants achieving HBV DNA < 29 IU/mL with TND
was 67.2% (127/189) and 62.5% (55/88), respectively. In
both HBeAg-negative and HBeAg-positive participants, simi-
lar rates of viral suppression were achieved in the TAF-TAF
and TDF-TAF groups (Supplementary Table 2).

Biochemical response: During the double-blind phase,
a higher proportion of participants in the TAF-TAF group
achieved ALT normalization (ULN < 40 U/L) compared with
the TDF-TAF group, as demonstrated by both the M=F and
M=E approaches (Fig. 2C and D). At Years 5 and 8, two and
five years into the open-label phase, numerical differences
in the proportion of participants with ALT normalization be-
tween the two groups persisted (Year 5: 80.8% vs. 73.3%,
P = 0.1457; Year 8: 72.5% vs. 64.4%, P = 0.1457) by the
M=F analysis (Fig. 2C). Consistent results were observed us-
ing the M=E approach (Fig. 2D). Similar trends were seen in
the proportion of participants with ALT normalization by 2018
AASLD criteria (ULN < 25 U/L for females and <35 U/L for
males) (Supplementary Table 3).

Serological responses: By M=F analysis, among partici-
pants who were HBeAg-positive at baseline, the proportion
with HBeAg loss at Year 8 was 40.8% (49/120) in the TAF-TAF
group and 33.9% (20/59) in the TDF-TAF group; the propor-
tion with HBeAg seroconversion at Year 8 was 27.5% (33/120)
and 15.3% (9/59) in the two groups, respectively (Table 2).
HBsAg loss and seroconversion occurred in 4.8% (11/229)
and 2.6% (6/227), respectively, in the TAF-TAF group, while
no participants in the TDF-TAF group achieved HBsAg loss or
seroconversion (Table 2). Consistent results were observed
by M=E analysis (Table 2). The mean change in HBsAg from
baseline was —1.01 log;, IU/mL in the TAF-TAF group and
—0.77 log,, IU/mL in the TDF-TAF group (Table 2). Similar
magnitudes of HBsAg decline were observed in HBeAg-posi-
tive and -negative participants (Supplementary Table 2).

FibroTest changes

Participants in both treatment groups had small mean (SD)
decreases from baseline in FibroTest scores at Year 8 (TAF-
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Table 1. Participant demographics and baseline characteristics (FAS)

Characteristic TAF-TAF (N = 227) TDF-TAF (N = 107) Total (N = 334)
Mean age, years (range) 38 (18-69) 40 (20-73) 38 (18-73)

Age = 50 years, n (%) 31 (13.7) 24 (22.4)? 55 (16.5)
Male sex, n (%) 162 (71.4) 82 (76.6) 244 (73.1)
Asian, n (%) 227 (100.0) 107 (100.0) 334 (100.0)
Mean BMI, kg/m2 (SD) 23.7 (3.37) 23.8 (3.06) 23.7 (3.27)
Mean HBV DNA, log,, IU/mL (SD) 6.4 (1.87) 6.4 (1.81) 6.4 (1.85)

HBV DNA = 8 log,, IU/mL, n (%) 55 (24.2) 22 (20.6) 77 (23.1)

Median ALT (Q1, Q3)
HBeAg status, n (%)

85 (53, 160)

90 (63, 185)

88 (56, 165)

Positive 121 (53.3) 59 (55.1) 180 (53.9)

Negative 106 (46.7) 48 (44.9) 154 (46.1)
HBV genotype, n (%)

B 90 (39.6) 33 (30.8) 123 (36.8)

B/C 2 (0.9) 0 2 (0.6)

C 131 (57.7) 74 (69.2) 205 (61.4)

D 2 (0.9) 0 2 (0.6)

Unknown 2 (0.9) 0 2 (0.6)
History of cirrhosis

Yes, n (%) 5(8.9) 7 (28.0)b 12 (14.8)

No, n (%) 51 (91.1) 18 (72.0) 69 (85.2)

Indeterminate/unknown, n 171 82 253
Mean FibroTest score (range) © 0.41 (0.04-0.98) 0.44 (0.06-0.96) 0.42 (0.04-0.98)

FibroTest score = 0.75, n (%)°¢ 24 (10.7) 13 (12.6) 37 (11.3)
Prior nucleos(t)ide use, n (%) 86 (37.9) 38 (35.5) 124 (37.1)
Prior interferon use, n (%) 38 (16.7) 15 (14.0) 53 (15.9)
Median eGFR.;, mL/m (Q1, Q3) 112.8 (97.8, 129.0) 112.8 (96.6, 125.4) 112.8 (97.2, 128.4)
Diabetes mellitus, n (%) 21 (9.3) 5(4.7) 26 (7.8)
Cardiovascular disease, n (%) 8 (3.5) 1 (0.9) 9 (2.7)
Hypertension, n (%) 18 (7.9) 13 (12.1) 31 (9.3)
Hyperlipidemia, n (%) 4 (1.8) 3(2.8) 7 (2.1)
Total hip BMD statusd, n (%)

Normal (T-score = —1) 59 (63.4) 31 (57.4) 90 (61.2)

Osteopenia (—2.5 < T-score < —1.0) 33 (35.5) 22 (40.7) 55 (37.4)

Osteoporosis (T-score < —2.5) 0 1(1.9) 1 (0.7)

Status undetermined 1(1.1) 0 1(0.7)
Total lumbar spine BMD status®, n (%)

Normal (T-score > —1) 38 (40.4) 25 (46.3) 63 (42.6)

Osteopenia (—2.5 < T-score < —1.0) 51 (54.3) 25 (46.3) 76 (51.4)

Osteoporosis (T-score < —2.5) 4 (4.3) 4 (7.4) 8 (5.4)

Status undetermined 1(1.1) 0 1 (0.7)

Median vitamin D, ng/mL (Q1, Q3)

18.8 (13.2, 24.4)

18.4 (14.0, 23.6)

18.8 (13.6, 24.4)

ap = 0.0440; PP = 0.0265; “FibroTest score was missing for three participants in the TAF-TAF group and four participants in the TDF-TAF group; 9Results from the Hip
DXA analysis set (N = 147); ¢Results from the Spine DXA analysis set (N = 148). ALT, alanine aminotransferase; BMD, bone mineral density; BMI, body mass index;
DNA, deoxyribonucleic acid; DXA, dual-energy x-ray absorptiometry; eGFR;, estimated glomerular filtration rate by Cockcroft-Gault equation; FAS, full analysis set;
HBV, hepatitis B virus; HBeAg, hepatitis B e antigen; Q, quartile; SD, standard deviation; TAF, tenofovir alafenamide; TDF, tenofovir disoproxil fumarate.
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Fig. 2. Key efficacy outcomes (FAS). A-B. Proportions of participants with HBV DNA <29 IU/mL at Year 8. C-D. Proportions of participants with ALT normalization
through eight years?. *P < 0.05; YAmong participants with ALT above the China criteria (ULN < 40 U/L for both males and females) at baseline. ALT, alanine aminotrans-
ferase; DNA, deoxyribonucleic acid; FAS, full analysis set; HBV, hepatitis B virus; M=E, missing=excluded; M=F, missing=failure; TAF, tenofovir alafenamide; TDF,
tenofovir disoproxil fumarate; ULN, upper limit of normal.
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Other efficacy endpoints

M=F M=E
TAF-TAF TDF-TAF TAF-TAF TDF-TAF
(N = 227) (N =107) (N = 189) (N = 87)

Serological Response
HBeAg loss, n/N2 (%)
HBeAg seroconversion, n/N2 (%)
HBsAg loss, n/NP (%)
HBsAg seroconversion, n/NP (%)

Mean changes from baseline in HBsAg, log;,IU/mL (SD)

49/120 (40.8) 20/59 (33.9) 49/94 (52.1)

20/46 (43.5)

33/120 (27.5) 9/59 (15.3) 33/94 (35.1) 9/46 (19.6)
11/227 (4.8)  0/107 (0) 11/189 (5.8)  0/87 (0)
6/227 (2.6)  0/107 (0) 6/189 (3.2)  0/87 (0)
NA NA —-1.01 (1.224) -0.77
(1.123)

aAmong participants who were seropositive for HBeAg and negative for anti-HBe at baseline; PAmong participants who were seropositive for HBsAg and negative for
anti-HBs at baseline; Anti-HBe, hepatitis B e antibody; Anti-HBs, hepatitis B surface antibody; FAS, full analysis set; HBeAg, hepatitis B e antigen; HBsAg, hepatitis B
surface antigen; SD, standard deviation; TAF, tenofovir alafenamide; TDF, tenofovir disoproxil fumarate.

TAF: —0.1 [0.154]; TDF-TAF: —0.1 [0.209]) (Supplementary
Table 4). Among participants with FibroTest scores at both
baseline and Year 8, the proportions with improvement, no
change, and worsening of fibrosis stage were 26.1%, 71.7%,
and 2.2%, respectively, in the TAF-TAF group; and 28.9%,
61.4%, and 9.6%, respectively, in the TDF-TAF group. No-
tably, among participants with a baseline FibroTest score >
0.75 (suggestive of cirrhosis), 18 of 19 (94.7%) in the TAF-
TAF group and six of nine (66.7%) in the TDF-TAF group had
scores < 0.75 at Year 8, indicating a reversal of cirrhosis.

Resistance surveillance

Prior reports showed no TAF resistance through Year 5.10.11
For annual resistance surveillance at Years 6, 7, and 8, five
(TAF-TAF: 4; TDF-TAF: 1), seven (TAF-TAF: 5; TDF-TAF: 2),
and 12 (TAF-TAF: 9; TDF-TAF: 3) participants had HBV DNA
> 69 IU/mL at these timepoints, respectively, and qualified
for pol/RT sequencing. Among them, most had viremia in
the absence of virologic breakthrough. At Year 6 (n = 5),
three participants experienced a viral blip, one experienced
a virologic breakthrough, and one had persistent viremia (in
Study 110). At Year 7 (n = 7), five participants experienced a
viral blip, one experienced a virologic breakthrough, and one
had persistent viremia (in Study 110). At Year 8 (n = 12),
nine participants experienced a viral blip, three experienced
a virologic breakthrough, and no participant had persistent
viremia. Sequencing results of these participants are provid-
ed in Supplementary Table 5. Overall, no pol/RT amino acid
substitutions associated with resistance to TAF or tenofovir
were identified in either treatment group.

Safety

The incidences of AEs and laboratory abnormalities dur-
ing the five-year open-label phase in the open-label safe-
ty analysis set are summarized in Table 3. Overall, 87.7%
(186/212) of the TAF-TAF group and 94.9% (94/99) of the
TDF-TAF group experienced treatment-emergent AEs, and
5.7% (12/212) and 6.1% (6/99), respectively, experienced
grade 3/4 AEs. Up to 27.4% (58/212) of the TAF-TAF group
and 30.3% (30/99) of the TDF-TAF group experienced study
drug-related AEs. All study drug-related AEs were grade < 2,
except for one Grade 3 AE of chronic gastritis in the TDF-TAF
group, which was also the only study drug-related serious
AE reported. No AEs led to study drug discontinuation. Two
deaths, one in each group, occurred during the open-label
phase, and both were considered unrelated to study drug.
AEs occurring in 5% of participants in either group dur-

ing the open-label phase are also provided in Table 3. COV-
ID-19 (TAF-TAF: 39.6%; TDF-TAF: 28.3%), hepatic steatosis
(TAF-TAF: 25.0%; TDF-TAF: 27.3%), and upper respiratory
tract infection (TAF-TAF: 18.9%; TDF-TAF: 16.2%) were
the top three most common AEs. The higher incidence of
hepatic steatosis AEs reported during the open-label phase
was likely due to the introduction of hepatic ultrasounds at
Year 2 following a protocol amendment (conducted for HCC
surveillance every six months). Two participants (0.9%) in
the TAF-TAF group and three (3.0%) in the TDF-TAF group
developed HCC.

Grade = 3 laboratory abnormalities occurred in 16.0%
(34/212) of the TAF-TAF group and 12.1% (12/99) of the
TDF-TAF group (Table 3). Grade = 3 laboratory abnormali-
ties in =22% of participants in either group included occult
blood, urine glucose, fasting low-density lipoprotein (LDL)
cholesterol, ALT, and gamma-glutamyl transferase. Detailed
frequencies of these laboratory abnormalities are provided
in Table 3.

Changes in renal parameters: Serial changes in renal
function parameters are summarized in Figure 3. Participants
treated with TAF experienced a significantly smaller decline
from baseline in median eGFR; compared with those treat-
ed with TDF during the double-blind phase (Year 3: —0.1
mL/m vs. —=3.6 mL/m, P = 0.0120). After both groups en-
tered the open-label phase, eGFR; increases were observed
in the TDF-TAF group. At Year 8, the median change from
baseline in eGFR; was —1.3 mL/m and —2.0 mL/m in the
TAF-TAF and TDF-TAF groups, respectively, and the differ-
ence between the two groups was no longer statistically
significant (Fig. 3A). Similarly, the median percent changes
from baseline in RBP:Cr and B,M:Cr were significantly differ-
ent between the two treatment groups during the double-
blind phase, but no longer so at Year 8 (Fig. 3B and C).

Shifts in chronic kidney disease (CKD) stage versus base-
line are provided in Supplementary Table 6. At the end of
the double-blind phase, the TAF-treated group had a larger
proportion of participants with an improved CKD stage and a
smaller proportion with a worsening CKD stage than the TDF-
treated group. However, at Year 8, the shifts in CKD stages
from baseline were similar across the two groups (TAF-TAF:
3.8% improved, 89.2% remained the same, 7.0% wors-
ened; TDF-TAF: 3.4% improved, 88.5% remained the same,
8.0% worsened; P = 0.7230).

Changes in BMD: For participants with available hip and
spine BMD data, the mean percentage changes through eight
years are presented in Fig. 4. TAF treatment over eight years
showed minimal impact on hip or spine BMD. For participants
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Table 3. Treatment-emergent AEs and laboratory abnormalities (OL SAS)

N, (%) (N = 212) (N = 99)
Any AEs 186 (87.7) 94 (94.9)
Any study drug-related AEs 58 (27.4) 30 (30.3)
Any grade 3 or 4 AEs 12 (5.7) 6 (6.1)
Any study drug-related grade 3 or 4 AEs 0 1(1.0)*
Any SAEs 27 (12.7) 11 (11.1)
Any study drug-related SAEs 0 1(1.0)*
Any AEs leading to study drug discontinuation 0 0
Death 1 (0.5)7 1 (1.0)*
AEs occurring in 25% of participants in either group
COVID-19 84 (39.6) 28 (28.3)
Hepatic steatosis 53 (25.0) 27 (27.3)
Upper respiratory tract infection 40 (18.9) 16 (16.2)
Hyperlipidemia 27 (12.7) 7(7.1)
Nasopharyngitis 24 (11.3) 10 (10.1)
Hypertension 19 (9.0) 12 (12.1)
Gallbladder polyp 15 (7.1) 7 (7.1)
Diarrhea 14 (6.6) 2 (2.0)
Cough 12 (5.7) 3 (3.0)
Renal cyst 11 (5.2) 0
Nephrolithiasis 8 (3.8) 6 (6.1)
Cholelithiasis 6 (2.8) 6 (6.1)
Any treatment-emergent grade 3 or 4 laboratory abnormality 34 (16.0) 12 (12.1)
Treatment-emergent grade 3 or 4 laboratory abnormalities occurring in >2% of participants in either group
Occult blood 13 (6.1) 4 (4.1)
Urine glucose 8 (3.8) 3(3.1)
Fasting LDL cholesterol 5(2.4) 2 (2.0)
Alanine aminotransferase 3(1.4) 4 (4.0)
Gamma-glutamyl transferase 1 (0.5) 2 (2.0)

*Grade 3 (SAE) of chronic gastritis; Liver cancer; *Small cell carcinoma. AE, adverse event; SAE, serious adverse event; LDL, low-density lipoprotein; OL SAS, open-
label safety analysis set; TAF, tenofovir alafenamide; TDF, tenofovir disoproxil fumarate.

who were initially randomized to TDF, small mean percent-
age decreases from baseline in hip and spine BMD were ob-
served during the double-blind phase; improvements in both
hip and spine BMD were observed following the switch to
open-label TAF.

Metabolic changes: As shown in Fig. 5A-D, median
declines in fasting lipid parameters from baseline were ob-
served during the double-blind phase in the TDF group. After
switching from TDF to TAF at Year 3, median increases in lipid
parameters were observed. These increases generally pla-
teaued after Year 5, and at Year 8, both groups had small and
similar increases in median total cholesterol (TAF-TAF: 6 mg/
dL; TDF-TAF: 11 mg/dL; P = 0.2175), direct LDL cholesterol
(TAF-TAF: 11 mg/dL; TDF-TAF: 16 mg/dL; P = 0.1937), and
triglycerides (TAF-TAF: 24 mg/dL; TDF-TAF: 12 mg/dL; P =
0.3441), and small decreases from baseline in median high-
density lipoprotein (HDL) cholesterol (TAF-TAF: —8 mg/dL;
TDF-TAF: —6 mg/dL; P = 0.5124). Both groups had a similar

median increase of 0.7 in the total cholesterol to HDL cho-
lesterol (hereinafter referred to as TC:HDL) ratio, a marker
of cardiovascular risk. No significant difference was observed
between the two groups in median changes from baseline in
fasting glucose during both the double-blind and open-label
phases (Fig. 5F).

As previously reported, small between-group differences
were observed in the changes in body weight up to Year 3
(small median increases from baseline in the TAF-TAF group
and small median decreases in the TDF-TAF group). Following
the switch to open-label TAF, similar small median increas-
es were observed in both groups.l! At Year 8, the median
change from baseline in body weight in the TAF-TAF and TDF-
TAF groups was 1.8 kg and 2.3 kg, respectively (Fig. 5G),
and the median change (Q1, Q3) in body mass index (BMI)
was 0.6 (—0.4, 1.7) and 0.8 (—0.7, 1.9), respectively. The
shifts in BMI category are provided in Supplementary Table
7. Most participants maintained their original BMI category
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after eight years of TAF treatment, with only modest shifts
observed—primarily among those who were overweight or
obese at baseline.

Discussion

Studies 108 and 110 represent the longest evaluation of TAF
in people living with CHB. This final, eight-year analysis of
the China cohort confirmed that TAF maintained potent an-
tiviral efficacy, with high rates of viral suppression and ALT
normalization. These outcomes were consistent across both
the TAF-TAF and TDF-TAF groups, aligning with the data gen-
erated in global cohorts. Notably, no resistance to TAF was
detected over the entire study period.

The primary endpoint of Studies 108 and 110 was the pro-
portion of participants with HBV DNA < 29 IU/mL. At Year 8,
approximately 80% of participants in both groups achieved
HBV DNA < 29 IU/mL by the M=F approach, increasing to
95% with the M=E approach (Fig. 2A and B). This high viral
suppression rate is consistent with the global eight-year re-
sults as well as the previous five-year China report.®11 These
findings reaffirm TAF’s non-inferiority to TDF in antiviral ef-
ficacy and its ability to maintain long-term viral suppression
in Chinese patients with CHB.

ALT normalization occurred rapidly and remained high
throughout treatment. During the double-blind phase, TAF-
treated participants had higher normalization rates than
those on TDF. Although this difference narrowed after the
switch to open-label TAF, the trend persisted (Fig. 2C and
D). These results are consistent with trends observed in the
global cohort and real-world studies, which have also linked
early and sustained ALT normalization to improved clinical
outcomes, including reduced HCC risk.6:7:9:13-17 For instance,
Choi et al. showed that delayed ALT normalization at 6-12,
12-24, and >24 months was associated with incrementally
higher risks of HCC (adjusted hazard ratio = 1.40, 1.74, and
2.45, respectively, P < 0.001) versus early ALT normalization
within six months.14

Serological responses, including HBeAg loss and sero-
conversion, were numerically higher in the TAF-TAF group
at Year 8 (Table 2). A real-world study in China similarly re-
ported superior ALT normalization and HBeAg seroconversion
with TAF compared with TDF or entecavir (ETV) in treatment-
naive patients.!® However, HBsAg loss and seroconversion
remained uncommon, occurring in less than 5% of partici-
pants after eight years. These findings are consistent with
global eight-year data and other long-term studies of potent
nucleos(t)ide analogues, which typically report HBsAg loss
rates of 2-5% over similar durations.®19-22 As HBsAg loss
is considered a surrogate for functional cure, these results
highlight a critical unmet need for novel therapies that can
significantly increase HBsAg clearance. Additionally, fewer
participants in the TAF-TAF group experienced fibrosis pro-
gression at Year 8 (2.2% vs. 9.6%), suggesting potential
long-term histologic benefits. The observation that many
participants with baseline evidence of cirrhosis no longer met
the FibroTest threshold for cirrhosis at Year 8 suggests that
long-term TAF treatment may not only prevent fibrosis pro-
gression but also promote histologic regression—an outcome
with meaningful implications for reducing long-term liver-
related morbidity and mortality.

As the CHB population ages and comorbidities become
more prevalent, ensuring the long-term safety of antiviral
treatment is of growing importance. Safety outcomes over
eight years were favorable. The incidences of grade 3/4 AEs
(~6%) and serious AEs(~12%) remained low, with only one
study drug-related serious AE reported. These results rein-

force the long-term tolerability of TAF in this population.

The favorable renal and bone safety of TAF in CHB pa-
tients, demonstrated in both randomized controlled trials and
real-world studies, remains a key strength of TAF.6-8,10,11,23-
26 Consistent with past studies and the global eight-year
results, eGFR;, tubular markers, and BMD of the TAF-TAF
group were stable over the course of TAF treatment through
eight years (Figs. 3 and 4), and most of the TAF-TAF group
retained their baseline CKD stage at Year 8 (Supplementary
Table 7). More importantly, declines in renal and bone pa-
rameters observed in TDF-treated participants during the
double-blind phase improved following the switch to open-
label TAF at Year 3. Similar trends have been observed in pri-
or clinical trials and real-world studies evaluating the switch
from TDF to TAF.%:27-30 These results support the renal and
bone safety advantages of TAF, particularly in aging popula-
tions or those at risk of renal impairment or bone loss.

Consistent with global eight-year findings,® modest chang-
es in lipid parameters were observed in the China cohort.
During the double-blind phase, TDF-treated participants ex-
perienced early decreases in total cholesterol, LDL-choles-
terol, and triglycerides, reflecting the known lipid-lowering
effect of TDF.27:31 After switching to TAF at Year 3, these pa-
rameters increased, reaching levels similar to those observed
in participants receiving continuous TAF from baseline, and
then stabilized through Year 8. Among participants treated
with TAF throughout, small median changes were observed
in fasting total cholesterol and HDL cholesterol (6 mg/dL
and —8 mag/dL, respectively), and a slightly greater medi-
an increase in LDL cholesterol (11 mg/dL). Importantly, the
TC:HDL ratio, a marker of cardiovascular risk, increased only
minimally over eight years in both groups (Fig. 5). These
findings align with global trial results, ASCVD risk analyses,
and real-world studies, all of which confirm neutral long-term
cardiovascular effects for both TDF and TAF despite differing
lipid profiles.%:32-34 Nevertheless, as in the general popula-
tion, comprehensive baseline cardiovascular risk assessment
and routine lipid monitoring remain advisable, particularly for
patients with pre-existing risk factors.9:27:29,33,34

Beyond comparisons with TDF, real-world studies have
also evaluated TAF versus ETV, another recommended first-
line nucleos(t)ide analogue for CHB. These studies, including
those conducted in China, consistently show comparable an-
tiviral efficacy in the general CHB population and advantages
of TAF in specific subgroups.35-41 For example, retrospective
and prospective cohorts have reported that switching from
ETV to TAF improves virologic response and ALT normaliza-
tion in patients with suboptimal ETV response, while main-
taining favorable bone and renal safety profiles.36:38-40 These
findings, together with the established safety benefits of TAF,
support its role as a potent and safer alternative to both TDF
and ETV, particularly for patients with compromised renal or
bone health, or inadequate response to ETV.

The limitations of the China cohort in Studies 108 and
110, such as the exploratory nature of statistical analysis
and differences in certain baseline characteristics, have been
previously acknowledged.!! To mitigate bias, both the M=F
and M=E approaches were applied in efficacy analyses, and
outcomes were interpreted in the context of these limita-
tions. Additionally, the consistency of findings with global co-
horts strengthens the generalizability and robustness of the
conclusions. For the current analysis, we note that by Year
8, a total of 55 (16.5%) participants prematurely discontin-
ued the study. Although this rate is not unexpected for a
long-term trial, attrition may introduce bias. For example,
discontinuations could lead to underestimation of treatment
efficacy if participants with sustained viral suppression were
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less motivated to return for study visits, or underestimation
of long-term safety events if participants with subclinical AEs
were lost. Most discontinuations during the open-label phase
were due to administrative reasons, and none were attribut-
able to AEs. The use of both M=E and M=F analyses helps
further mitigate potential bias in efficacy analyses. Addition-
ally, the COVID-19 pandemic may have contributed to loss
to follow-up during the open-label phase. Notably, the attri-
tion rate observed in this China cohort was lower than that
reported in the global eight-year studies, further supporting
the robustness of these findings.

Conclusions

This eight-year analysis provides robust evidence supporting
the long-term efficacy and safety of TAF in Chinese patients
with CHB. As the longest investigation of TAF in this popu-
lation, our study not only supports the favorable long-term
renal and bone safety of TAF but also demonstrates that de-
clines in renal and bone parameters associated with TDF may
be reversible after switching to TAF. These findings are par-
ticularly relevant for the aging CHB population in China and
reinforce the role of TAF as the preferred long-term treat-
ment option.

Acknowledgments

The authors thank the participants and the study staff for
participating in this study. The authors acknowledge Ruilin
Chen (Costello Medical, Singapore, sponsored by Gilead Sci-
ences) for medical writing and editorial assistance in prepar-
ing this manuscript for publication, based on the authors’
input and direction.

Funding
This study was funded by Gilead Sciences, Inc.

Conflict of interest

JH has received consulting fees from Aligos, Assembly, Gilead
Sciences, Johnson & Johnson, and Roche; lecturer fees from
Gilead Sciences, Johnson & Johnson, and Roche; and grants
from Bristol Myers Squibb. QN has served as a consultant
for AbbVie, Bristol-Myers Squibb, Gilead Sciences, Johnson &
Johnson, MSD, and Roche, and has received research fund-
ing from Bristol-Myers Squibb, Gilead Sciences, and Roche.
QX has served as a consultant for AbbVie, Bristol-Myers
Squibb, Gilead Sciences, Johnson & Johnson, and Roche, and
has received grants from Gilead Sciences. SW has served as
a consultant for AbbVie, Bristol-Myers Squibb, Gilead Scienc-
es, GSK, and MSD, and has received research funding from
AbbVie, Bristol-Myers Squibb, Gilead Sciences, and Roche.
HT has served as a consultant for AbbVie, Bristol-Myers
Squibb, Gilead Sciences, GSK, and MSD, and has received
research funding from Bristol-Myers Squibb, Gilead Sciences,
and Roche. JL has served as a consultant for AbbVie, Bristol-
Myers Squibb, Gilead Sciences, GSK, and MSD. YL, YaC, FA,
LJY, HW, RM, TY, and IB are employees and stockholders of
Gilead Sciences. CC has served as a consultant for AbbVie,
Bristol-Myers Squibb, Gilead Sciences, GSK, and MSD, and
has received research funding from AbbVie, Bristol-Myers
Squibb, Gilead Sciences, and Roche. J] has served as a con-
sultant for Gilead Sciences and GSK, and has received re-
search funds from Bristol-Myers Squibb and Gilead Sciences.
JH and JJ have been Executive Associate Editors of Journal
of Clinical and Translational Hepatology since 2013, QN has

Hou J. et al: Eight-year results of TAF in chronic HBV in China

been an Editorial Board Member of Journal of Clinical and
Translational Hepatology since 2024. The other authors have
no other conflict of interests related to this publication.

Author contributions

Study conceptualization and methodology (JH), investigation
(JH, QN, ZD, YuC, QX, LZ, SW, HT, JL, FL, YY, GG, RM, TY, CC,
YH, MZ, 1), formal analysis (HW), project administration,
supervision, resources, and software (YL, YanC, FA, LJY, IB).
All authors contributed to data curation, validation, writing
— original draft, and writing — review & editing. All authors
have approved the final manuscript.

Ethical statement

Trial Registration: Clinicaltrials.gov numbers: NCT02836249
and NCT02836236. The two studies were conducted in ac-
cordance with the Declaration of Helsinki (as revised in 2024)
and Good Clinical Practice. The study protocols were ap-
proved by the institutional review board or independent eth-
ics committees at all participating sites (approval numbers of
the leading site: NFEC-2015-047 and NFEC-2015-048). All
participants provided written informed consent before enroll-
ment.

Data sharing statement

The datasets generated during the current study are availa-
ble from the corresponding author upon reasonable request.

References

[1] World Health Organization. Global hepatitis report 2024: action for access
in low- and middle-income countries 2024 [updated April 9, 2024]. Avail-
able from: https://www.who.int/publications/i/item/9789240091672.

[2] Devarbhavi H, Asrani SK, Arab JP, Nartey YA, Pose E, Kamath PS. Global
burden of liver disease: 2023 update. J Hepatol 2023;79(2):516-537.
doi:10.1016/j.jhep.2023.03.017, PMID:36990226.

[3] Buti M, Roade L, Riveiro-Barciela M, Esteban R. Optimal management of
chronic hepatitis B patients receiving nucleos(t)ide analogues. Liver Int
2020;40(Suppl 1):15-21. doi:10.1111/liv.14367, PMID:32077604.

[4] Terrault NA, Lok ASF, McMahon BJ, Chang KM, Hwang JP, Jonas MM, et
al. Update on prevention, diagnosis, and treatment of chronic hepatitis
B: AASLD 2018 hepatitis B guidance. Hepatology 2018;67(4):1560-1599.
doi:10.1002/hep.29800, PMID:29405329.

[5] Agarwal K, Brunetto M, Seto WK, Lim YS, Fung S, Marcellin P, et al. 96
weeks treatment of tenofovir alafenamide vs. tenofovir disoproxil fu-
marate for hepatitis B virus infection. J Hepatol 2018;68(4):672-681.
doi:10.1016/j.jhep.2017.11.039, PMID:29756595.

[6] Buti M, Gane E, Seto WK, Chan HL, Chuang WL, Stepanova T, et al. Teno-
fovir alafenamide versus tenofovir disoproxil fumarate for the treatment
of patients with HBeAg-negative chronic hepatitis B virus infection: a
randomised, double-blind, phase 3, non-inferiority trial. Lancet Gastroen-
terol Hepatol 2016;1(3):196-206. doi:10.1016/52468-1253(16)30107-8,
PMID:28404092.

[7] Chan HL, Fung S, Seto WK, Chuang WL, Chen CY, Kim HJ, et al. Tenofovir
alafenamide versus tenofovir disoproxil fumarate for the treatment of HBeAg-
positive chronic hepatitis B virus infection: a randomised, double-blind,
phase 3, non-inferiority trial. Lancet Gastroenterol Hepatol 2016;1(3):185-
195. doi:10.1016/52468-1253(16)30024-3, PMID:28404091.

[8] Chan HLY, Buti M, Lim YS, Agarwal K, Marcellin P, Brunetto M, et al.
Long-Term Treatment With Tenofovir Alafenamide for Chronic Hepati-
tis B Results in High Rates of Viral Suppression and Favorable Renal and
Bone Safety. Am J Gastroenterol 2024;119(3):486-496. doi:10.14309/
ajg.0000000000002468, PMID:37561058.

[9] Buti M, Lim YS, Chan HLY, Agarwal K, Marcellin P, Brunetto MR, et al. Eight-
year efficacy and safety of tenofovir alafenamide for treatment of chronic
hepatitis B virus infection: Final results from two randomised phase 3 tri-
als. Aliment Pharmacol Ther 2024;60(11-12):1573-1586. doi:10.1111/
apt.18278, PMID:39327857.

[10] Hou J, Ning Q, Duan Z, Chen Y, Xie Q, Wang FS, et al. 3-year Treatment of
Tenofovir Alafenamide vs. Tenofovir Disoproxil Fumarate for Chronic HBV
Infection in China. J Clin Transl Hepatol 2021;9(3):324-334. d0i:10.14218/
JCTH.2020.00145, PMID:34221918.

[11] Hou J, Ning Q, Duan Z, Chen Y, Xie Q, Zhang L, et al. Five-year Treat-
ment with Tenofovir Alafenamide Achieves High Rates of Viral Suppres-
sion, Alanine Aminotransferase Normalization, and Favorable Bone and
Renal Safety in Chinese Chronic Hepatitis B Patients. J Clin Transl Hepatol

12 Journal of Clinical and Translational Hepatology 2026


https://www.who.int/publications/i/item/9789240091672
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhep.2023.03.017
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/36990226
https://doi.org/10.1111/liv.14367
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/32077604
https://doi.org/10.1002/hep.29800
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29405329
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhep.2017.11.039
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29756595
https://doi.org/10.1016/S2468-1253(16)30107-8
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28404092
https://doi.org/10.1016/S2468-1253(16)30024-3
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28404091
https://doi.org/10.14309/ajg.0000000000002468
https://doi.org/10.14309/ajg.0000000000002468
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/37561058
https://doi.org/10.1111/apt.18278
https://doi.org/10.1111/apt.18278
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/39327857
https://doi.org/10.14218/JCTH.2020.00145
https://doi.org/10.14218/JCTH.2020.00145
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/34221918

Hou J. et al: Eight-year results of TAF in chronic HBV in China

2024;12(5):469-480. doi:10.14218/1CTH.2023.00417, PMID:38779514.

[12] Lampertico P, Buti M, Fung S, Ahn SH, Chuang WL, Tak WY, et al. Switch-
ing from tenofovir disoproxil fumarate to tenofovir alafenamide in viro-
logically suppressed patients with chronic hepatitis B: a randomised,
double-blind, phase 3, multicentre non-inferiority study. Lancet Gastroen-
terol Hepatol 2020;5(5):441-453. doi:10.1016/52468-1253(19)30421-2,
PMID:32087795.

[13] Pan CQ, Afdhal NH, Ankoma-Sey V, Bae H, Curry MP, Dieterich D, et al.
First-line therapies for hepatitis B in the United States: A 3-year prospec-
tive and multicenter real-world study after approval of tenofovir alefena-
mide. Hepatol Commun 2022;6(8):1881-1894. doi:10.1002/hep4.1964,
PMID:35445803.

[14] Choi J, Kim GA, Han S, Lim YS. Earlier Alanine Aminotransferase Nor-
malization During Antiviral Treatment Is Independently Associated With
Lower Risk of Hepatocellular Carcinoma in Chronic Hepatitis B. Am J Gas-
troenterol 2020;115(3):406-414. doi:10.14309/ajg.0000000000000490,
PMID:31895708.

[15] Kim S, Lee Y, Bang SM, Bak H, Yim SY, Lee YS, et al. Early Normaliza-
tion of Alanine Aminotransferase during Antiviral Therapy Reduces Risk of
Hepatocellular Carcinoma in HBV Patients. J Clin Med 2021;10(9):1840.
doi:10.3390/jcm10091840, PMID:33922708.

[16] Wong GL, Chan HL, Tse YK, Yip TC, Lam KL, Lui GC, et al. Normal on-
treatment ALT during antiviral treatment is associated with a lower
risk of hepatic events in patients with chronic hepatitis B. J Hepatol
2018;69(4):793-802. doi:10.1016/j.jhep.2018.05.009, PMID:29758335.

[17] Lim YS, Chan HLY, Ahn SH, Seto WK, Ning Q, Agarwal K, et al. Teno-
fovir alafenamide and tenofovir disoproxil fumarate reduce incidence of
hepatocellular carcinoma in patients with chronic hepatitis B. JHEP Rep
2023;5(10):100847. doi:10.1016/j.jhepr.2023.100847, PMID:37771546.

[18] Wu X, Yan Q, Jiang C, Fan R, Li S. Real-world study on the efficacy and
safety of different treatment regimens in treatment-naive CHB patients
with high viral load. Sci Rep 2024;14(1):21656. doi:10.1038/s41598-024-
72986-9, PMID:39289534.

[19] Buti M, Tsai N, Petersen J, Flisiak R, Gurel S, Krastev Z, et al. Seven-
year efficacy and safety of treatment with tenofovir disoproxil fumarate
for chronic hepatitis B virus infection. Dig Dis Sci 2015;60(5):1457-1464.
doi:10.1007/s10620-014-3486-7, PMID:25532501.

[20] Kim GA, Lim YS, An J, Lee D, Shim JH, Kim KM, et al. HBsAg seroclearance
after nucleoside analogue therapy in patients with chronic hepatitis B: clin-
ical outcomes and durability. Gut 2014;63(8):1325-1332. doi:10.1136/
gutjnl-2013-305517, PMID:24162593.

[21] Marcellin P, Wong DK, Sievert W, Buggisch P, Petersen ], Flisiak R, et al.
Ten-year efficacy and safety of tenofovir disoproxil fumarate treatment
for chronic hepatitis B virus infection. Liver Int 2019;39(10):1868-1875.
doi:10.1111/liv.14155, PMID:31136052. B .

[22] Toygar Deniz M, Fatih Karasin M, Asena Dogan Ontas I, Akhan S. Evalu-
ation of HBsAg and HBeAg seroconversion rates in patients diagnosed
with chronic hepatitis B: A 10-year retrospective analysis. Saudi Med ]
2025;46(6):702-705. doi:10.15537/smj.2025.46.6.20241004, PMID:405
16938.

[23] Bernstein DE, Trinh HN, Schiff ER, Smith CI, Mospan AR, Zink RC, et al. Safe-
ty and Effectiveness of Tenofovir Alafenamide in Usual Clinical Practice Con-
firms Results of Clinical Trials: TARGET-HBV. Dig Dis Sci 2022;67(6):2637-
2645. doi:10.1007/s10620-021-07033-y, PMID:34059991.

[24] Hige S, Aoki K, Nakamoto D, Flaherty JF, Botros I, Mizutani H, et al. Real-
world safety and effectiveness of tenofovir alafenamide for 144 weeks in
Japanese patients with chronic hepatitis B. J Viral Hepat 2024;31(4):165-
175. doi:10.1111/jvh.13912, PMID:38163911.

[25] Janssen HLA, Lim YS, Lampertico P, Heo J, Chen CY, Fournier C, et al.
Switching to tenofovir alafenamide in patients with virologically suppressed
chronic hepatitis B and renal or hepatic impairment: final week 96 re-
sults from an open-label, multicentre, phase 2 study. Lancet Gastroen-
terol Hepatol 2024;9(8):718-733. doi:10.1016/52468-1253(24)00096-7,
PMID:38901444.

[26] LiC, LiH, Gong M, Liu Y, Zhang R, Geng J, et al. A Real-World Study on Safe-
ty and Efficacy of TAF Treatment in HBV Patients with High Risk of Osteopo-
rosis or Osteopenia in China. Altern Ther Health Med 2024;30(9):146-151.
PMID:38294749.

[27] Lim YS, Seto WK, Kurosaki M, Fung S, Kao JH, Hou J, et al. Review arti-
cle: switching patients with chronic hepatitis B to tenofovir alafenamide-
a review of current data. Aliment Pharmacol Ther 2022;55(8):921-943.
doi:10.1111/apt.16788, PMID:35178711.

[28] Nam H, Han JW, Lee SK, Yang H, Lee HL, Sung PS, et al. Switching
from tenofovir disoproxil fumarate to tenofovir alafenamide in virologi-
cally suppressed patient with chronic hepatitis B. J Gastroenterol Hepatol
2024;39(8):1673-1683. doi:10.1111/jgh.16593, PMID:38690711.

[29] Ogawa E, Nakamuta M, Koyanagi T, Ooho A, Furusyo N, Kajiwara E, et al.
Switching to tenofovir alafenamide for nucleos(t)ide analogue-experienced
patients with chronic hepatitis B: week 144 results from a real-world,
multi-centre cohort study. Aliment Pharmacol Ther 2022;56(4):713-722.
doi:10.1111/apt.17107, PMID:35735794.

[30] Karasahin O, Kalkan IA, Dal T, Toplu SA, Harputluoglu M, Mete AO, et al.
First year real life experience with tenofovir alafenamide fumarate: The
pythagorean cohort. Hepatol Forum 2023;4(2):61-68. doi:10.14744/
hf.2022.2022.0043, PMID:37250926.

[31] Shaheen AA, AlMattoog M, Yazdanfar S, Burak KW, Swain MG, Congly SE,
et al. Tenofovir disoproxil fumarate significantly decreases serum lipo-
protein levels compared with entecavir nucleos(t)ide analogue therapy in
chronic hepatitis B carriers. Aliment Pharmacol Ther 2017;46(6):599-604.
doi:10.1111/apt.14218, PMID:28707319.

[32] Fung SK, Pan CQ, Wong GL, Seto WK, Ahn SH, Chen CY, et al. Atheroscle-
rotic cardiovascular disease risk profile of patients with chronic hepatitis
B treated with tenofovir alafenamide or tenofovir disoproxil fumarate for
96 weeks. Aliment Pharmacol Ther 2024;59(2):217-229. doi:10.1111/
apt.17764, PMID:37905449.

[33] Hong H, Choi WM, Lee D, Shim JH, Kim KM, Lim YS, et al. Cardiovas-
cular risk in chronic hepatitis B patients treated with tenofovir disoproxil
fumarate or tenofovir alafenamide. Clin Mol Hepatol 2024;30(1):49-63.
doi:10.3350/cmh.2023.0328, PMID:37981763.

[34] Praguylertluck W, Kaewdech A, Chamroonkul N, Piratvisuth T, Sripongpun
P. Effect of switching from prior Nucleos(t)ide Analogue(s) to Tenofovir
alafenamide on lipid profile and cardiovascular risk in patients with Chron-
ic Hepatitis B. PLoS One 2025;20(5):e0324897. doi:10.1371/journal.
pone.0324897, PMID:40424405.

[35] Matsubara T, Hagiwara S, Nishida N, Omaru N, Yoshida A, Yamamoto T,
et al. Observational pilot study of switching from entecavir to tenofovir
alafenamide in patients with chronic hepatitis B. Sci Rep 2025;15(1):869.
d0i:10.1038/s41598-025-85317-3, PMID:39757251.

[36] He M-W, Cui L, Chen D-D, Zhao Y, Luo W-Z, Jia Y-F, et al. Efficacy and
safety of switching from entecavir to tenofovir alafenamide in chronic hep-
atitis B patients with low-level viremia: a real-world 48-week extension
study. Antimicrob Agents Chemother 2025;69(3):e0182724. doi:10.1128/
aac.01827-24, PMID:39902928.

[37] Sato K, Inoue ], Akahane T, Kobayashi T, Sato S, Kisara N, et al. Switch-
ing to tenofovir alafenamide versus continued therapy in chronic hepatitis
B patients who were treated with entecavir: A prospective, multicenter,
randomized controlled study. Medicine (Baltimore) 2022;101(39):e30630.
doi:10.1097/MD.0000000000030630, PMID:36181074.

[38] Yuan GC, Chen AZ, Wang WX, Yi XL, Tu L, Peng F, et al. Efficacy and safety
of tenofovir alafenamide in patients with chronic hepatitis B exhibiting
suboptimal response to entecavir. World J Clin Cases 2023;11(34):8139-
8146. doi:10.12998/wjcc.v11.i34.8139, PMID:38130795.

[39] Kalkan IA, Karasahin O, Sarigul F, Toplu SA, Aladag M, Mete FAAO, et al.
Comparison of Tenofovir Alafenamide and Entecavir Therapy in Patients
with Chronic Hepatitis B Initially Treated with Tenofovir Disoproxil: A
Retrospective Observational Survey. Hepat Mon 2022;21(10):e118721.
doi:10.5812/hepatmon.118721.

[40] Ogawa E, Kohjima M, Koyanagi T, Dohmen K, Ooho A, Kawano A, et al.
Five-Year Effectiveness and Renal Safety Following Switching to Tenofo-
vir Alafenamide in Chronic Hepatitis B Patients With Renal Impairment. J
Gastroenterol Hepatol 2025;40(10):2560-2567. doi:10.1111/jgh.70059,
PMID:40781938.

[41] Ogawa E, Nomura H, Nakamuta M, Furusyo N, Koyanagi T, Dohmen K,
et al. Tenofovir alafenamide after switching from entecavir or nucleos(t)
ide combination therapy for patients with chronic hepatitis B. Liver Int
2020;40(7):1578-1589. doi:10.1111/liv.14482, PMID:32304611.

Journal of Clinical and Translational Hepatology 2026 13


https://doi.org/10.14218/JCTH.2023.00417
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/38779514
https://doi.org/10.1016/S2468-1253(19)30421-2
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/32087795
https://doi.org/10.1002/hep4.1964
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/35445803
https://doi.org/10.14309/ajg.0000000000000490
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/31895708
https://doi.org/10.3390/jcm10091840
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/33922708
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhep.2018.05.009
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29758335
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhepr.2023.100847
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/37771546
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-024-72986-9
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-024-72986-9
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/39289534
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10620-014-3486-7
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25532501
https://doi.org/10.1136/gutjnl-2013-305517
https://doi.org/10.1136/gutjnl-2013-305517
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24162593
https://doi.org/10.1111/liv.14155
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/31136052
https://doi.org/10.15537/smj.2025.46.6.20241004
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/40516938
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/40516938
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10620-021-07033-y
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/34059991
https://doi.org/10.1111/jvh.13912
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/38163911
https://doi.org/10.1016/S2468-1253(24)00096-7
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/38901444
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/38294749
https://doi.org/10.1111/apt.16788
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/35178711
https://doi.org/10.1111/jgh.16593
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/38690711
https://doi.org/10.1111/apt.17107
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/35735794
https://doi.org/10.14744/hf.2022.2022.0043
https://doi.org/10.14744/hf.2022.2022.0043
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/37250926
https://doi.org/10.1111/apt.14218
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28707319
https://doi.org/10.1111/apt.17764
https://doi.org/10.1111/apt.17764
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/37905449
https://doi.org/10.3350/cmh.2023.0328
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/37981763
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0324897
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0324897
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/40424405
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-025-85317-3
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/39757251
https://doi.org/10.1128/aac.01827-24
https://doi.org/10.1128/aac.01827-24
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/39902928
https://doi.org/10.1097/MD.0000000000030630
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/36181074
https://doi.org/10.12998/wjcc.v11.i34.8139
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/38130795
https://doi.org/10.5812/hepatmon.118721
https://doi.org/10.1111/jgh.70059
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/40781938
https://doi.org/10.1111/liv.14482
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/32304611

	﻿﻿Abstract﻿

	﻿﻿﻿﻿Introduction﻿

	﻿﻿﻿Methods﻿

	﻿﻿Study design and participants﻿

	﻿﻿﻿Study assessment and outcomes﻿

	﻿﻿﻿Statistical analysis﻿


	﻿﻿﻿﻿Results﻿

	﻿﻿Participant disposition and baseline characteristics﻿

	﻿﻿﻿﻿Efficacy﻿

	﻿﻿﻿﻿﻿FibroTest changes﻿

	﻿﻿﻿Resistance surveillance﻿

	﻿﻿﻿Safety﻿


	﻿﻿﻿﻿﻿Discussion﻿

	﻿﻿﻿Conclusions﻿

	﻿﻿﻿﻿﻿Acknowledgments﻿

	﻿﻿﻿Funding﻿

	﻿﻿﻿Conflict of interest﻿

	﻿﻿﻿Author contributions﻿

	﻿﻿﻿Ethical statement﻿

	﻿﻿﻿Data sharing statement﻿

	﻿﻿﻿References﻿


