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Abstract 23 

Background  24 

Nepal has achieved and sustained elimination of leprosy as a public health problem since 2009, 25 

but 17 districts and 3 provinces have yet to eliminate the disease. Pediatric cases and grade-2 26 

disabilities (G2D) indicate recent transmission and late diagnosis respectively, which necessitate 27 

active and early case detection. This operational research was performed to identify approaches 28 

best suited for early case detection, determine community-based leprosy epidemiology, and 29 

identify hidden leprosy cases early and respond with prompt treatment. 30 

Methods 31 

Active case detection was performed by: house-to-house visits among vulnerable populations 32 

(n=26,469), contact examination and tracing (n=7,608) and screening prison populations 33 

(n=4,428) in Siraha, Bardiya, Rautahat, Banke, Lalitpur and Kathmandu districts of Nepal.  34 

Results  35 

New case detection rates were highest for contact tracing (250), followed by house-to-house 36 

visits (102) and prison screening (45) per 100,000 population screened. However, cost per case 37 

identified was cheapest for house-to-house visits (Nepalese rupee (NPR) 76,500/case), then 38 

contact tracing (NPR90,286/case) and prison screening (NPR298,300/case). House-to-house and 39 

contact tracing case paucibacillary/multibacillary (PB:MB) ratios were 59:41 and 68:32; 40 

female/male ratios 63:37 and 57:43; pediatric cases 11% in both approaches; and G2D 11% and 41 



5% respectively. Developing leprosy was similar among household and neighbor contacts (Odds 42 

ratios (OR)=1.4, 95% confidence interval (CI), 0.24-5.85) and for contacts of MB versus PB 43 

cases (OR=0.7, 0.26-2.0). Attack rates were similar among household contacts of MB cases 44 

(0.32%, 0.07-0.94%) and PB cases (0.13%, 0.03-0.73) and neighbor contacts of MB cases 45 

(0.23%, 0.1-0.46) and PB cases (0.48%, 0.19-0.98). BCG vaccination with scar presence had a 46 

significant protective effect against leprosy (OR=0.42, 0.22-0.81). 47 

Conclusions 48 

The most effective case identification approach here is contact tracing, followed by house-to-49 

house visits in vulnerable populations and screening in prisons, though house-to-house visits 50 

were cheaper. The findings suggest hidden cases, recent transmission, and late diagnosis in the 51 

community exist and highlight the importance of early case detection. 52 

Keywords: Early case detection, community-based leprosy epidemiology, hidden leprosy cases, 53 

new case detection rates, attack rate, cost per case identified 54 

  55 



Introduction 56 

Leprosy is a contagious, but low pathogenic and chronic infectious disease caused by 57 

Mycobacterium leprae. Mycobacterium leprae mainly affects peripheral nerves and skin, which 58 

results in progressive physical, psychological and social disability in some cases (1,2). Disability 59 

affects the social and working life of infected people; social stigma is a significant consequence 60 

of leprosy. The first and prime objective of leprosy control programs is to focus on early case 61 

detection so treatment can begin as early as possible after symptoms appear and disability is 62 

prevented (3). In 2019, 202,256 new leprosy cases were reported from 118 countries (26.0 per 63 

million population), in which 16 countries reported more than 1,000 new cases; the World Health 64 

Organization (WHO) South-East Asia Region (SEAR) accounted for 71% of the cases. The new 65 

(0.23/10000 population) and child (7.4%) cases, grade 2 disability (G2D, 5.4%) and female 66 

(39%) case proportions in 2019 indicate ongoing transmission, late diagnosis and under reported 67 

cases in females (4,5).  68 

Nepal has maintained leprosy elimination as a public health problem level at the country level 69 

from 2009. However, in 2018, Nepal still reported more than 3,200 cases with a registered 70 

prevalence of 0.99/10,000 population. Seventeen districts and 3 provinces have a registered 71 

leprosy prevalence of >1/10,000 population, with Madhesh Province (40%) and Lumbini 72 

Province (18%) accounting for most cases. The proportion of child, female and G2D cases in 73 

Nepal in 2018 were 7.92%, 42% and 4.75% (6). The pediatric cases indicate recent transmission, 74 

lower female proportions indicate underreporting, and G2Ds suggest late diagnosis, all 75 

threatening the elimination status that Nepal achieved in 2009. 76 

The WHO Global Leprosy Strategy 2016–2020 launched in 2016 envisioned accelerated action 77 

towards a leprosy-free world. The indicators for this vision were zero children diagnosed with 78 



leprosy and visible deformities, the rate of newly diagnosed leprosy patients with visible 79 

deformities <1 per million, and no countries with legislation allowing discrimination on the basis 80 

of leprosy. The promotion of voluntary self-reporting is crucial to case detection and for 81 

achieving the desired target. The Global Leprosy Strategy 2016–2020 also recommends targeting 82 

high-risk and vulnerable groups with increasing active case detection (7). Active case detection 83 

is a more effective strategy which enables early diagnosis and treatment and prevents disability 84 

and potentially the spread of infection (8,9).  85 

Differing approaches are available for different at-risk populations. House-to-house visits of 86 

high-risk and vulnerable populations, such as Dalit, Mushhar and other marginalized 87 

communities in Nepal, could identify hidden cases that might transmit the disease in favorable 88 

conditions. Contact tracing is a recognized form of undertaking active case detection in a group 89 

which is significantly more likely to have leprosy than the general population in high- and low- 90 

endemic disease burden countries. Among different types of contacts, household contacts 91 

reportedly have 3.5 times greater likelihood of having leprosy than social contacts and almost 92 

double that of neighbors; however, even social contacts are 2.5 to 3 times more likely to have 93 

leprosy than the general population (10). Studies suggest the most susceptible populations 94 

include family contacts of multibacillary (MB) cases, followed by neighboring contacts and the 95 

contacts of paucibacillary (PB) cases (11). However, overcrowding within prisons also makes the 96 

prison environment conducive for disease spread. Poor diet, lack of hygiene and physical 97 

inactivity are enabling factors and hence prisoners are more at risk of transmission compared to 98 

general population (12,13). Finally, BCG vaccination, the attenuated Bacillus Calmette-Guérin 99 

strain of the related Mycobacterium bovis bacteria, also reduces leprosy transmission (14,15).  100 



Here, we use three active case detection methods: 1) house-to-house visits of high-risk and 101 

vulnerable populations in Nepali districts with leprosy public health problems; 2) house-to-house 102 

visits and examination of contacts of leprosy cases identified between 2-5 years ago; and 3) 103 

examination of prisoners to identify early cases in a cross-sectional study. The study also 104 

assessed the cost effectiveness of methods to identify active cases and measures of association to 105 

highlight key epidemiological features of leprosy in risk areas relevant for control. 106 

Methods 107 

The general study objective is to determine the epidemiology of leprosy with its protective and 108 

risk factors through active and early case detection approach using three active case detection 109 

approaches. 110 

Approach 1. House-to-house visits in communities with high-risk groups and vulnerable 111 

populations, such as marginalized habitants of Dalit, Mushhar, and Chamar groups, were 112 

undertaken in Rautahat District of Madhesh Province and Banke District of Lumbini Province. In 113 

Rautahat, four rural municipalities (Palika): Dewahi Gonahi, Rajpur, Ishnath and Rajdevi were 114 

selected in close coordination with district health authorities. These municipalities were 115 

considered to have inhabitants from more vulnerable populations. From the four municipalities, 116 

24 sites (wards) covered by 24 health facilities were selected. The same process was followed in 117 

Banke, where 27 sites (wards) covered by 27 health facilities from four municipalities, Baijnath, 118 

Narainapur, Janaki and Nepalgunj, were selected. A total of 60 to 100 households with 119 

inhabitants of marginalized people living in overcrowded houses made of soil or mud, which 120 

favored leprosy transmission, were used for the census. Trained local health workers and local 121 

female community health volunteers (FCHV) visited the selected sites and performed house-to-122 

house visits, examining all the members present in the household for any signs of leprosy. In 123 



total 13,420 and 13,049 individuals were examined respectively in Rautahat and Banke (Table 124 

S1). Local trained health workers examined male and FCHV examined female individuals 125 

present in the household. Simultaneously, demographic, and epidemiological variables were 126 

collected by the trained local health worker. 127 

Members of the households were informed 2 days before the survey and asked to be present at 128 

their own household at the time of the survey via the local FCHV. All suspected cases identified 129 

by local health workers and FCHV were invited to health facilities and cases confirmed by a 130 

dermatologist. After diagnosis confirmation, leprosy cases were treated as per the national 131 

protocol. 132 

Approach 2. Household and neighboring contacts of previously identified confirmed leprosy 133 

cases in the previous 2-5 years were examined in Siraha district of Madhesh Province and 134 

Bardiya of Lumbini Province by trained local health workers. The cases diagnosed between 135 

recent 2-5 years in the respective districts were selected randomly in planning meetings 136 

conducted before the implementation of field work. Local trained health workers and FCHVs 137 

examined 106 and 177 confirmed leprosy case contacts correspondingly in Siraha and Bardiya. 138 

A total of 7608 contacts were screened during the case-contact survey (Table 1). 139 

Table 1. Leprosy cases and their contacts screened during a case-contact survey 140 

District Total index 

cases 

Clinical 

disease 

Index 

cases 

Household 

contacts* 

Neighboring 

contacts** 

Total screened 

population 

Siraha 106 MB 53 327 1353 3170 

    PB 53 372 118   

Bardiya 177 MB 107 599 2102 4438 



    PB 70 2102 1352   

Total           7608 

*Household contacts comprised all members >2 years old residing in the index case household. 141 

**Neighboring contacts comprised all individuals >2 years old residing in the nearest 4-6 142 

neighboring houses of index case. 143 

Approach 3. Siraha (n=449), Rautahat (n=360), Banke (n=826), Bardiya (n=319), Lalitpur 144 

(n=251) and Kathamandu (n=2223) prisons were used as screening sites for active case 145 

detection using convenience sampling among 4428 prisoners to assess the transmission status of 146 

leprosy in prisons. The prisoner population comprised 4229 males and 199 females. 147 

The whole study was carried out between October 2020 and December 2021. Except for the 148 

prison population genders, age and gender were only recorded for cases identified. 149 

Informed consent 150 

In all approaches, participants were requested to give verbal informed consent. As this study was 151 

part of regular surveillance of epidemiology and disease control division (EDCD), written 152 

informed consent was not taken. Approval for data publication was obtained from EDCD and 153 

exemption from ethical review (347/2022) was obtained from ethical board of Nepal Health 154 

Research council.   155 

Statistical analysis 156 

Data collected on paper-based questionnaires, developed by the Leprosy Control and Disability 157 

Management Section (LCDMS)/EDCD, were entered in Excel® spreadsheets. Consistency was 158 

checked and data analysis done in IBM SPSS statistics 22 and R version 4.2.0. New case 159 



detection rate, attack rate (AR) with respect to different demographic variables and types of 160 

leprosy cases were calculated with 95% confidence intervals (CI) when appropriate, e.g., using 161 

binomial models for the attack rates. Chi-squared tests (χ2) and odds ratio (OR) with 95% CIs 162 

were calculated for associations between attack rates with respect to different demographic 163 

variables and between BCG scar presence and leprosy. To adjust for screened population at risk 164 

and index cases present in the case-contact survey, we use simple Poisson regression with an 165 

offset for index cases in the population present to assess risk (16), where:  166 
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We also simply offset this with population alone, where the offset was 167 

log����������� �
�������

 to test the sensitivity of results to this assumption. 168 

Cost analyses 169 

The costs for each approach were calculated and comprised expenses related to training, 170 

orientation, health worker per diems, dermatologist’s fees, expenses for monitoring and 171 

supervision and data management. The total cost was divided by total number of patients 172 

identified or diagnosed by the approach and derived per unit cost for leprosy case identified. 173 

Finally, for discussion, we converted costs from national currencies to US dollars for 174 

comparison. We used the date in publications and adjust to 25 December 2021 rates using 175 

Google's default currency convertor provided by Morningstar. 176 

Results  177 

Comparison of different approaches of active case detection 178 

New leprosy cases were identified during house-to-house visits (n=27), contact tracing (n=19) 179 

and prison screening (n=2) from a total of 38,505 screened people (Table 2). New case detection 180 



rates were highest in contact tracing (250 per 100,000 population), followed by house-to-house 181 

visits (102 per 100,000) and prison screening (45 per 100,000). However, house-to-house visits 182 

were the cheapest cost per case identified at Nepalese rupee (NPR) 76,500/case, followed by 183 

contact tracing (NPR 90,286/case) and prison screening (NPR 298,300/case).  184 

Just two MB cases were discovered in adult male prisoners. House-to-house and contact tracing 185 

case PB:MB ratios were 59:41 and 68:32; female/male ratios 63:37 and 57:43; pediatric cases 186 

11% in both approaches; and G2D 11% and 5% respectively.  187 

Table 2: Comparison of different approaches of active case detection 188 

Approach Screened Suspected 

cases 

Confirmed 

cases 

New case 

detection 

rate 

(/100,000) 

PB:MB 

(%) 

F:M (%) Pediatric 

cases 

(%) 

G2D 

(%) 

Cost/case 

(USD$) 

House-

to-house 

visits 

26469 365 27 102 
16:11 

(59:41) 

17:10 

(63:37) 
3 (11) 3(11) 

76,500 

($654) 

Contact 

tracing 
7608 214 19 250 

13:6 

(68:32) 

11:8 

(57:43) 
2 (11) 1 (5) 

90,286 

($772) 

Prison 

screening 
4428 185 2 45 

0:2 

(0:100) 

0:2 

(0:100) 
0 (0) 0 (0) 

298,300 

($2550) 

Screened - total numbers screened; PB/MB - paucibacillary/multibacillary ratio; F/M - 189 

female/male ratio; G2D – Grade 2 deformity 190 

 191 

Age and gender of leprosy cases 192 



In aggregate, the number of females among confirmed leprosy cases (27/48) was higher than 193 

males, but not significantly different (χ2 = 1.3, df = 1, p-value = 0.25) (Figure 1, Table S2). 194 

Attack rate and associations of contacts and leprosy 195 

Individuals with the history of two to five years of proximate contact with leprosy confirmed 196 

cases were examined, in which attack rates were higher among household contacts of MB cases 197 

(0.32%, 95% CI 0.07-0.94) compared to neighboring contacts of the same cases (0.23%, 0.1-198 

0.46), but this was not significant (χ2 = 0.07, df = 1, p-value = 0.9). Neighboring contacts of the 199 

PB cases were found to have higher attack rate (0.48%, 0.19-0.98) compared to the household 200 

contact (0.13%, 0.03-0.73) of the same cases, but this was again not significant (χ2 = 0.8, df = 1, 201 

p-value = 0.7) (Table S3, Figure S1). 202 

Differences in related associations, such as household contacts of MB cases being a case compared to 203 

neighbours (OR=1.4, 95% CI 0.24-5.85) or PB household cases (OR=2.5, 95% CI 0.2-129.1) and other 204 

variations of these associations were not significantly different. Further data and tables are provided in 205 

the supplementary information (Table S4, Figure S2). 206 

The contact tracing of 106 and 177 leprosy index cases in Siraha (n = 3170) and Bardiya (n = 207 

4438) after 2-5 years of proximate contact with index cases identified 14 new cases Siraha (0.13 208 

cases per index case, 0.07-0.21) and 5 in Bardiya (0.03, 0.01-0.06). This was statistically 209 

significant (χ2 = 9.8, df = 1, p-value = 0.002), including adjusting for index cases and screened 210 

contacts (β = 1.9, standard error = 0.5, p-value < 0.001). The result was insensitive to offsetting 211 

to screen population along (β = 1.4, standard error = 0.5, p-value < 0.01). 212 

Gender, case classification and disability 213 



We found no statistical differences between genders and either having advanced (MB) leprosy 214 

(OR=0.47, 0.11-1.78, p-value = 0.24) or G2D (OR=0.76, 0.05-11.4, p-value = 1) using all 48 215 

new confirmed cases. 216 

BCG and leprosy transmission 217 

Among the total participants, 569 visited a health facility for confirmation of leprosy and were 218 

also inspected for a BCG vaccination scar by a dermatologist. Those participants with the 219 

presence of a BCG scar were found to have a significantly lower odds of having leprosy (18 of 220 

341) than without (27 of 201), with an OR=0.42 (0.22 – 0.81, p-value = 0.007). 221 

Discussion 222 

We report 48 new leprosy cases from 38,505 screened people, comprising 29 from house-to-223 

house screening among vulnerable populations, 19 from case-contact tracing and 2 from prisoner 224 

screening. House-to-house screening and contact tracing discovered 11% pediatric cases in both 225 

approach and 11% and 5% G2D cases respectively, indicating new transmission events and late 226 

diagnosis, highlighting the gaps in leprosy control programs. 227 

The new case detection rate was highest in contact tracing (250) followed by house-to-house 228 

visits (102) and prison screening (45) in per 100,000 population screened, whereas the most cost-229 

efficient approach here was house-to-house visits (NPR 76,500/case), followed by contact 230 

tracing (NPR 90286/case) and prison screening (NPR 298,300/case). These costs per case 231 

detected are similar to those reported for other countries, for example case contact tracing was 232 

approximately US$529 (vs ~US$758) in similar study of Nigeria (17), scaled by inflation and 233 

using December 2021 exchange rates. The effectiveness and cost efficiency suggest 234 

implementing both approaches in parallel may be optimal.  235 



The epidemiological and clinical features of the identified confirmed cases were not significantly 236 

different. This is possibly because of the small sample of confirmed cases. The PB:MB ratio 237 

differed to the global status (35:65), but greater sample sizes might alter this. Similarly, the 238 

female: male ratio differed but with great sample sizes might change to match the national 239 

(42:58) and global (40:60) ratios. However, if the findings here are true but simply lacking 240 

statistical power due to smaller sample sizes, then these altered ratios could be due to active case 241 

detection versus passive case detection and suggest females with leprosy are often hidden with 242 

passive surveillance (4). However, details on gender and age were only recorded for cases, so 243 

differences in gender and age rates are not available but could be useful for future efforts. Future 244 

efforts should also aim for earlier detection through active case detection and to reduce the 245 

stigma attached to leprosy, so cases are not hidden.   246 

The transmission attack rates observed in household (0.32%, 95% CI 0.07-0.94) and neighboring 247 

(0.13%, 95% CI 0.03-0.73) contacts of MB cases, and household (0.23%, 95% CI 0.1-0.46) and 248 

neighboring (0.48%, 95% CI 0.19-0.98) contacts of PB cases were not statistically different. The 249 

rates, however, are lower than some other reports, such as 2% in Brazil in 2008 (15). This 250 

requires additional studies in more districts to confirm, but the lower attack rate in the current 251 

Nepalese situation also indicates progress towards elimination of the disease. The lack of a 252 

significant difference in household contacts of cases developing leprosy compared to 253 

neighboring contacts (0.78, 95% CI 0.19-2.45) differs from other findings where households 254 

contacts may have twice the risk of developing disease compared to neighboring contacts (10). 255 

The reasons for this could be sample size and statistical power, or that other factors are either 256 

reducing the within-household transmission or increasing the neighbor-case transmission. Again, 257 

further work is needed to determine which is occurring, but if reduced within-household 258 



transmission, this could be a sign of successful case management. Use of genomic epidemiology 259 

my help elucidate transmission chains (18). 260 

The contact tracing of leprosy index cases was conducted after 2-5 years of proximate contact in 261 

both Siraha (Madhesh Province) and Bardiya (Lumbini Province), where more new cases per 262 

index case in Siraha (14, 0.13 cases per index case, 0.07-0.21) than in Bardia (5, 0.013 per case, 263 

0.01-0.06). The difference was significant, including adjusting for index cases and screened 264 

populations. It was reported that leprosy post exposure prophylaxis (LPEP) has been 265 

implemented in Bardia for several years. 266 

A further encouraging finding was that BCG vaccination with the presence of a scar has a 267 

significant protective effect against leprosy (OR=0.42, 95% CI 0.22 – 0.81). The finding is 268 

consistent with other findings, such as in Brazil, where the OR=0.27 (95% CI 0.13-0.59) (15). 269 

The findings suggest BCG immunization programs will successfully contribute to leprosy 270 

elimination. For Nepal, this is encouraging, because BCG is given at birth and national coverage 271 

is high at 97.8% (95% CI 95.8–98.7) for BCG (19,20). However, like all immunization 272 

programs, there are often small pockets of people where there is lower vaccine coverage, and 273 

lower BCG is reported for at risk populations such as Madhesi, Dalit, and some religious 274 

minorities, who were targeted for screening here (21). Future immunization programs should aim 275 

to ensure at risk communities are reached to achieve the leprosy elimination goals. 276 

Conclusion 277 

The new case detection rates identified in this study suggest sustained levels of transmission in 278 

the communities screened. The proportion of pediatric cases (>10%) is evidence of recent 279 

transmission and the proportion of G2D confers evidence of late diagnosis and inadequate 280 



surveillance in the community. Though not significant, the female: male case ratio being the 281 

reverse of the global and national reports from passive case surveillance systems indicates 282 

hidden cases in the community, suggesting active surveillance is required to hasten leprosy 283 

elimination. The reduced attack rate compared to earlier studies, however, suggest some progress 284 

towards disease elimination and BCG vaccination should be given more attention as a tool for 285 

elimination, as it reduces transmission. Together, active case detection, through house-to-house 286 

visits and contact tracing to detect early and hidden cases, along with the optimal use of BCG, 287 

might help block transmission, prevent disabilities, and move Nepal closer towards elimination. 288 
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