Abstract

Objective: to compare the report of Slit-Skin Smear (SSS) between leprosy laboratories, general
hospitals and leprosy specialties (NODE).

Method and design: Retrospective cohort study was conducted by studying the population
who responded to the assessment, reporting of test images via Google drive / QR CODE system,
analyzing quantitative data, percentage statistics and qualitative data that required reading
expertise. According to the verification standards for reading results and content analysis
Results: The study of 32 participating laboratories were 10 specialized leprosy (NODE) hospitals
(31.2%) and 22 general hospitals (68.8%) reported quantitative results. Bacteriological Index (BI)
in all 30 laboratories (93.8%) met the acceptable criteria, only 2 (6.2%) reported less than the
acceptable threshold. The difference reports of Morphological Index (MI) from the target values
were 12.5%, those were Fragment form to Solid form.

Conclusion and Discussion: Assessment of the quality reporting of leprosy based on the Ridley
logarithmic scale of the participating hospitals compared BI, consistent and acceptable, but Ml
requires expertise and experience in reading standard results. This is important for patient
monitoring and referral for further treatment. To resolve this issue may apply medical history

and past laboratory results into consideration more effective results.
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