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Abstract 

Objectives  

To describe the impact of the COVID-19 pandemic on the TB care cascade. 

Methods 

In this systematic review, the Cochrane library, Scopus, CINAHL, Ebscohost, and PubMed 

databases were comprehensively searched from the onset of the pandemic, till May 5th, 2022. 

Eligible studies were those reporting on changes in the TB cascade of care one year before and 

one year during the COVID-19 pandemic. Due to the expected differences in the contexts of the 

included studies, a narrative synthesis was conducted.  

Results 

Twenty-seven studies, from Asia, North America, Africa, South America, and Europe were 

included. TB screening decreased by between 1% - 50%, and multidrug resistance tuberculosis 

(MDR-TB) screening decreased by between 15%-17%. Diagnostic delay increased by between 

35 - 45 days, contact tracing decreased by up to 36.1%, and case notification decreased by 

between 3%-63%. TB treatment enrolment decreased by between 16%-35.0%, treatment 

completion decreased by around 8.0% and treatment success decreased by up to 17.0%. 

Conclusion  

COVID-19 had a detrimental impact on the TB care cascade and these findings suggest a need 

for policies to protect healthcare systems for TB and other communicable diseases in future 

health emergencies.  

 

Protocol registration - PROSPERO: CRD42021272456 

Ethics approval 
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This systematic review used data from published studies and aggregated data, thus, ethics 

approval was not required. 
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1. Introduction 

Tuberculosis, (TB) remains one of the deadliest infectious diseases in the world, with about 1.8 

billion persons infected, 10.6 million ill with TB, and 1.5 million deaths due to TB in the year 

2018, most deaths being in the high-burden TB countries [1–3]. The disease has an outsized 

impact in the countries with the high-burden TB countries, namely; Indonesia, India, China, 

Pakistan, the Philippines, Nigeria, South Africa and Bangladesh, which are also in the low-to-

middle-income (LMIC) bracket [1]. In 2014, the 67th  World Health Assembly endorsed the End 

TB strategy, which aimed for a TB-free society by 2035 [4]. The End TB strategy aimed to 

reduce TB deaths and incidence by 90% and 80%, respectively, and eliminate the catastrophic 

costs of the affected households by 2030 [4]. Several countries were taking steps to achieve this 

but the progress may have been delayed and perhaps, reversed in some cases, when the COVID-

19 pandemic began [5]. However, the true impact is still not very clear. 

In many countries, the initial policy responses to the COVID-19 included restricted movement 

and lockdowns [6]. This negatively impacted the healthcare service delivery, especially access to 

care for people with pre-existing illnesses [7]. Indeed, several countries shifted policies and 

priorities to combating the COVID-19 pandemic, and, in many cases, at the expense of other 

health conditions [2]. At certain times, healthcare systems in countries such as Germany, US, 

Italy, India, and United Kingdom (UK) were overwhelmed with the COVID-19 pandemic 

management that hospital bed space did not accommodate all the affected individuals, causing 

them to turn away patients with pre-existing diseases (7). Even though policy responses were 

different in different countries, in terms of intensity and timing, the interconnected nature of the 

global healthcare economy meant that many countries were affected by, for example, restrictions 

in exports of healthcare products in a severely affected country. In low-to-middle-income 

countries (LMICs), with vulnerable health systems, the pandemic and its associated public health 

measures may have not only impacted healthcare service delivery but entire health systems [8].  

 

The TB cascade of care was especially vulnerable to disruption as it requires contact between 

care workers and infected individuals during each of the care stages, from screening to treatment. 

The TB care cascade is a model of care for the sequential progression of infected individuals 

from screening, testing and diagnostics, until successful treatment of the disease [9]. The care 
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cascade comprises of screening and testing, diagnosis and confirmation of active TB, TB 

notification, treatment onset, treatment completion, and post-treatment of individuals with TB 

[10]. The care cascade concept was adapted from HIV programs and is used to evaluate health 

care delivery, for programmatic evaluations, and to evaluate the effect of health system 

interventions [11].  The TB care cascade has also been incorporated in national strategic plans in 

some high burden TB countries such as India and South Africa [11]. The cascade is designed to 

ensure positive outcomes such as treatment completion, recovery and the avoidance of disability 

and death, but interruption of the cascade may have negative outcomes such as TB recurrence, 

MDR and XDR-TB, incomplete treatment, relapse, re-treatment, and death [10]. In many 

countries, the COVID-19 pandemic may have disrupted some of the components of the cascade, 

not only through the public health measures against COVID-19 but also through re-deployment 

of experienced primary care, laboratory, respiratory and allied health professionals to the care 

COVID-19 infected individuals. The impact was worsened by the physical and mental demands 

that were placed on healthcare workers, in the face of a fast-spreading disease that had no cure, 

which resulted in the death of many key healthcare personnel, especially before the introduction 

of vaccines [12]. Not only were human resources diverted to the COVID-19 response, but TB 

infrastructure, due to the similarities of the two respiratory diseases, was also used. For example, 

centres for TB management in some countries were changed to COVID-19 testing and treatment 

centres [13] 

Several studies [14–17] have documented the effects of the COVID-19 pandemic on some 

components of the TB cascade of care but estimates of the effect of COVID-19 vary, perhaps 

because of the different ways that the countries were affected by COVID-19 and how and when 

they responded. For example, a very small (1%) decrease in numbers screened for TB from 12 

months prior to COVID-19 was reported in Vietnam [14], while in India, TB screening went 

down by 50% [14]. This research investigated the effect of the COVID-19 pandemic on the TB 

care cascade, through a systematic synthesis of findings from existing research. Specifically, this 

study compared TB screening, notification, and treatment before and during the COVID-19 

pandemic. 
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2. Methods 

2.1. Study design  

The design and methods of this systematic review were based on the Preferred Reporting Items 

for Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analysis (PRISMA) guidelines [18]. The protocol of the 

systematic review is registered on the International prospective register of systematic reviews 

(PROSPERO) with registration number CRD42021272456.  

2.2. Information sources  

The COCHRANE Library, Scopus, CINAHL, Ebscohost, and PubMed databases were searched, 

without language restriction, and the references of each included study were also searched 

manually.  

2.3. Search strategy 

The database search was from December 1st, 2019, to October 1st, 2021, and an updated search 

was conducted from September 1st, 2021, to May 5th, 2022. The full search strategy and terms 

are shown in Supplementary Table 1.  

2.4. Study selection and eligibility 

The study records from the searches were exported to Endnote referencing software for duplicate 

removal and then exported to the Rayyan systematic review management website 

(https://www.rayyan.ai/) for initial screening using the title and abstract screening. Two 

reviewers conducted the screening independently, any conflicts were addressed via consensus, 

and a third reviewer resolved discrepancies when consensus was not reached. After the initial 

selection, full text assessment of eligibility was carried by two independent authors, using 

predefined eligibility criteria. 

Studies were included if they were observational studies such as cohort, cross-sectional, case 

series, interrupted time series and population-based studies that quantitatively described the 

number or percentage change in any of the outcomes; TB screening, case notification, diagnosis, 

 . CC-BY-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted July 12, 2023. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.07.09.23292326doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.07.09.23292326
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nd/4.0/


7 

 

and treatment at least one year before and one year during the pandemic. Qualitative studies, 

reviews, case studies, letters to the editor and commentaries were excluded. 

2.5. Data extraction  

Two reviewers extracted data from each study independently, and a third reviewer resolved any 

disagreements. We extracted data on characteristics of studies such as study title, authors, years 

of publication and data collection, objectives, country of study, lockdown dates, sample size, if 

available, study setting, and study design. We collected data required to answer the review 

question which were either the reported change in or the numbers of individuals, before and after 

the start of the pandemic, for each of the study outcomes; TB screening, MDR-TB screening in 

new and existing patients, TB positivity rate and contact tracing, case notifications, treatment 

enrolment, diagnostic and treatment delay, clinical diagnosis, presumptive, pulmonary, 

paediatric, active, latent, and RR/MDR-TB rate, new cases, outpatients, discharged patients and 

treatment completion, success, and failure. Data on loss to follow-up, re-treated cases, patients 

not evaluated, sensitive TB, and TB-related deaths before and during the COVID-19 pandemic 

were also extracted.  

 

2.6. Study outcomes  

This study had multiple outcomes of interest based on each level of the cascade of care. These 

outcomes included TB screening, rifampin resistance (RR), multi-drug resistant TB (MDR-TB) 

screening in new and existing patients, TB positivity rate, diagnostic delay, changes in contact 

tracing, detection rate, case notifications, treatment delay and clinical diagnosis. Other outcomes 

were changes in presumptive TB diagnoses, pulmonary, paediatric, active, latent, and sensitive 

TB, changes in the numbers attending outpatients and discharged inpatients, changes in treatment 

enrolment, completion, success, and failure, loss to follow-up, re-treated cases, patients not 

evaluated and TB death. For each study, the percentage change in the number of events was 

calculated by subtracting the pre and during COVID-19 events and expressing it as a percentage 

of the pre-COVD19 period. Most studies did not report the populations during the two intervals, 

so the results could not be standardized.  
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2.7. Assessment of risk of bias of included studies. 

Two reviewers independently assessed the risk of bias in the included studies. The tool described 

by Hoy et al. (15) was used to assess the risk of bias of the included studies. They resolved 

conflicts through consensus, and a third reviewer when consensus was not reached. The tool by 

Hoy et al. has 10 questions which are used to assess the studies' external and internal validity. 

Items 1 to 4 assess a study's external validity; items 5 to 9 assess internal validity and item 10 

assesses biases related to the analysis.  An item 11 adds up the scores of the other 10 items to 

give a summative score that the readers may interpret into low and high-risk categories, but this 

is subjective, and, in this study, we examined the deficiencies in the individual items rather than 

an overall score.   

2.8. Synthesis methods 

The characteristics of included studies and the risk of bias were summarized in tables and 

described narratively in the text. For the main outcomes, we could not conduct the meta-analysis 

due to the expected differences in the contexts of the included studies, including different 

lockdown dates and restriction levels, health care system structures, force of COVID-19 

infection, policies and pre-existing TB burden and policies. A narrative descriptive synthesis of 

the percentage change in each of the outcomes was therefore conducted. Findings were 

summarized using tables and by grouping together similar outcomes across studies. Tableau 

software [19] was used to create the map of the countries included and the number of studies 

from each country.  

3. Results 

3.1. Study selection 

Overall, 7855 records were found from the electronic database and other citation searches, and 

subsequently 3375 duplicates were removed. Out of the 4480 records, 4343 records were 

excluded using the title and abstract only. The remaining 135 records were screened using the 

full text and  109 excluded, resulting in  27 included studies [15,17,20–44] (Figure 1). The 
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reasons for the exclusions were studies that did not include relevant outcomes (n=54), letters to 

the editor (n=50), qualitative studies (n=2), one was a newsletter and one review (Figure 1).  

 

 

Figure 1:Flowchart of the search and inclusion 
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3.2. Study characteristics 

The included studies were from all regions, as shown on the map in Figure 2. The studies were 

from the following countries in Africa; Ethiopia, Sierra Leone, Niger, Kenya, Zimbabwe, 

Malawi, in Asia; Vietnam, India, Singapore, Philippines, China, Iran, Korea, Azerbaijan, South 

Korea, Israel, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan, Turkmenistan and Uzbekistan, Australia, 

South American countries of Brazil and Argentina, and from North America; Canada and 

Mexico. There were also studies from European countries, namely; Spain, the United Kingdom, 

Russia, Netherlands, Italy, France, Armenia, Georgia, Portugal, Moldova, Turkey, Ukraine, 

Albania, Austria, Belarus, Belgium, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Bulgaria, Croatia, Cyprus, Czech 

Republic, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, Germany, Greece, Hungary, Iceland, Ireland, Italy, Latvia, 

Lithuania, Montenegro, Norway, Poland, Romania, Serbia, Slovakia, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden, 

Switzerland, the former Yugoslav and Republic of Macedonia. 

The study designs of the included studies were as follows; one study was described as a 

surveillance report  [45], 12 studies were longitudinal before and after time series [15,24,30–

32,34–40], 12 were cohort studies [17,20–22,27–29,33,41–43] and the remaining three were 

cross-sectional studies  [23,25,44]. Ten studies [17,25,26,29,31,32,34,36,37,39] had nationally 

representative data while others were provincial, and community based. About six studies 

reported some summary measures of age [30,33–35,38,40], but the other twenty-one studies did 

not state the age of included participants. The characteristics of the included studies are shown in 

Supplementary Table 1.  
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Figure 2: Location of all included studies- the numbers indicate the total number of 

included studies from each country. 

 

3.3. Risk of bias  

Twenty-five studies had scores, on the Hoy risk of bias tool, between 6 to 9, suggesting moderate 

risk of bias and the remaining two studies had moderate scores of 4 and 5, suggesting some high 

risk of bias. The risk of bias assessment is shown in Supplementary Table 2. Most of the studies 

scored well on items that measured internal validity with most studies having low risk of 

selection bias, or information bias. However, some of the studies had deficiencies in external 

validity. For item 1, nine studies [17,25,26,29,31,32,34,36,39] had a close representation of the 

country's national population while it wasn’t clear whether the remaining studies had a close 

representation of their countries since they were conducted in provinces and local communities. 

For item 2, the sampling frame in 22 of the 27 studies [15,17,21–23,25–27,29–37,39–43] closely 
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represented the target population. For item 3, only 5 out of the 27 studies [17,31,32,36,37] 

randomly selected their samples.  

 

3.4. Impact of COVID-19 on TB and MDR screening and testing 

3.4.1 Changes in TB screening 

Six studies, one from Ethiopia [14], one from Vietnam [17], two from India [15,38], and two 

from China [24,30] investigated changes in screening. Four of these studies [14,15,24,38] 

reported substantial decreases in TB screening, between 25% and 50% in Ethiopia, India and 

China, in the COVID-19 period compared to the time before COVID-19. One study from 

reported a very small decrease of 1% in Vietnam [17] and, conversely another reported a 14%  

increase in TB screening in Ethiopia [14]. The remaining study, from China, focussed on MDR 

TB screening and reported a 15.0%  decrease in MDR-TB screening in existing patients and a 

17% decrease in newly diagnosed TB cases, respectively [30] (Table 1).  

Table 1: Change in TB and MDR-TB screening, case notification, clinically diagnosed and 

presumptive TB. 

Study  Country  TB screening Case notifications Clinically diagnosed 
TB  

Presumptive TB  

Soko 2021 
[37] 

Malawi 
(All 
provinces) 

Not reported 35.9% reduction in TB 
notifications in April 
2020 compared to the 
pre-pandemic numbers 
in April 2016 to March 
2020 and April 2020. 

Not reported Not reported 

Liu 
2020[30] 

China ( 
Jiangsu 
Province) 
 

15.0% decrease in MDR-
TB screening in existing 
TB cases and a 17.0% 
decrease in MDR TB 
between  
January 2015 to 
December 2019 and 
January to May 2020. 

36.5% decrease between 
January 2015 to 
December 2019 and 
January to May 2020. 

Not reported Not reported 

Srivastava 
2021[38] 

India 
(Gurgaon) 

24.9% decrease in TB 
screening from March 
2019 to December 2019 
and January 2020 to 
October 2020. 

15.9% increase between  
March 2019and October 
2020. 

Not reported Not reported 

Hazra 2021 
[15] 

India 
(South 
Karnataka) 

49.5% decrease in TB 
screening between   
January 2019 and 

49.1% decrease between  
January 2019 and 
December 2020.  

Not reported Not reported 
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December 2020.  
Geng 
2021[24] 

China 
(Henan 
province) 

44.5% decrease in TB 
screening between  
January to December 
2019 and January to 
December 2020. 

Not reported  Not reported Not reported 

Arega 2022 
[14] 

Ethiopia 
(Addis 
Ababa) 

14.1% increase in TB 
screening between 
April 2019 to March 
2020 and April 2020 to 
March 2021. 

11% decrease between  
April 2019 to March 
2020 and April 2020 to 
March 2021. 

10.4% decrease 
between April 2019 to 
March 2021. 

Not reported 

Hasan 2022 
[17] 

Vietnam 
(all 
provinces) 

1.3% decrease in TB 
screening between  
January 2019 to 
December 2019 and 
January 2020 to 
December 2020. 

8.2% decrease between  
January 2019 to 
December 2019 and 
January 2020 to 
December 2020. 

Not reported Not reported 

Kwak 2020 
[39]  

South 
Korea (all 
provinces) 

Not reported 28.9% decrease between 
the first 18 weeks of 
2015 to 2019 and the 
first 18 weeks of 2020. 

Not reported Not reported 

Thekkur 
2021 [42] 

Malawi 
(Lilongwe) 

Not reported 19.1% decrease between 
March 2019 and 
February 2020 to March 
2020 and February 2021. 

17.1% decrease 
between March 2019 
and February 2020 to 
March 2020 and 
February 2021. 

45.6% decrease 
between March 2019 
and February 2020 to 
March 2020 and 
February 2021. 

Dara 2021 
[44] 

48 
European 
countries 

Not reported 35.5% decrease between  
January to June 2019 
and January to June 
2020. 

Not reported Not reported 

Lakoh 
2021 [20] 

Sierra 
Leone 
(Free 
Town) 

Not reported 2.9% decrease between 
January 2019 to 
September 2019 and 
January 2020 to 
September 2020. 

20.6% decrease 
between January 2019 
to September 2019 and 
January 2020 to 
September 2020. 

12.8% decrease 
between January 2019 
to September 2019 and 
January 2020 to 
September 2020. 

Min 2020 
[22] 

Korea (all 
provinces) 

Not reported 19.3% decrease between  
July 2019 to June 2020. 

Not reported Not reported 

Thekkur 
2021 [43] 

Zimbabwe 
(Harare) 

Not reported 33.7% decrease between 
March 2019-February 
2020 to March 2020- 
February 2021. 

46.0% decrease 
between March 2019 -
February 2020 to 
March 2020 -February 
2021. 

40.6% decrease 
between March 2019 - 
February 2020 to 
March 2020 -February 
2021. 

Fei 2020 
[25] 

China Not reported 24.6% decrease between 
January – December 
2017 to 2019 and 
January - December 
2020.  

Not reported Not reported 

Feldman 
2021 [45] 

United 
States of 
America 
(USA) (all 
States) 

Not reported 19.6% decrease from 
January - December 
2019 and January - 
December 2020. 

Not reported Not reported 

Kamakoli 
2021 [27] 

Iran 
(Tehran) 

Not reported 32.1% decrease between  
Feb-June 2016- 2019 to 
Feb-June 2020. 

Not reported Not reported 

 . CC-BY-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted July 12, 2023. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.07.09.23292326doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.07.09.23292326
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nd/4.0/


14 

 

Arentz 
2022 [31] 

India (all 
provinces) 

Not reported 63.3% decrease between  
January 2017 to April 
2021. 

Not reported Not reported 

Filardo 
2022 [32] 

USA (US 
50 states 
and the 
District of 
Columbia) 

Not reported 8.7% increase between 
January 2011- December  
2011 to January 2021- 
December 2021. 

Not reported Not reported 

Golandaj 
2021 [36] 

India (all 
provinces) 

Not reported 14.1% decrease between  
January to September 
2019 and January to 
September 2020. 

Not reported Not reported 

Mbithi 
2021 [41] 

Kenya 
(Nairobi) 

Not reported Not reported 22.1% decrease 
between March 2019 to 
February 2020 and 
March 2020 to 
February 2021. 

31.2% decrease 
between March 2019 to 
February 2020 and 
March 2020 to 
February 2021. 

Crowder 
2021 [46] 

Philippines Not reported  Decline in the daily 

notification of TB cases 

by 44.6% (95%CI 38.3%-

50.1%) during stable 

post-quarantine period  

(day 60 of quarantine) 

and a plateau in decline 

from day 60 -174 in 

comparison to pre-

pandemic period (from 

January to December 

2020). 

Not reported Not reported 

Lungu 
2022 [47] 

Zambia Not reported Monthly decrease in 

notification 22% (95%CI 

19%-24%) in April 2020 

in comparison to 2019 

(pre-pandemic), After 

the roll out of the 

tuberculosis response in 

July 2020 there was a 

45% (95%CI 38%-51%) 

increase in notification. 

Not reported Not reported 

Pelissari 
2022 [48] 

Brazil Not reported Decrease from 37.1 in 
2019 to 32.6 in 2020 and 
34.0 in 2021 per 100000 
comparing 2015-2019 
notifications and 2020 to 
2021 notifications. 

Not reported Not reported 

Ranasinghe 
2022 [49] 

215 
countries 
and 
focused on 
29 high 
burden 
countries. 

Not reported  Decrease in case 
notifications in 2020 
compared to 2019 in all 
age groups and region 
except in African 
countries. 

Not reported Not reported 
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3.4.2 Changes in diagnostic delay and contact tracing. 

Two studies, each from Italy [40] and India [33] investigated changes in TB diagnostic delay. 

The two studies [40] [33] , reported 35 to 45 days increases in TB diagnostic delay in the 

COVID-19 period compared to the time before the COVID-19 found in Supplementary Table 3. 

One study, from Spain [35], reported data on TB contact tracing and showed a 36.1% decrease in 

TB contact tracing in the COVID-19 period compared to the time before COVID-19 found in 

Supplementary Table 4.  

3.4.3 Changes in detection rate and case notifications 

Eighteen studies, two from China [24,30] , three from India [15,31,36], two from Malawi [37,42] 

and USA [26][32] and one each from South Korea, one study that included 48 European 

countries [44], Sierra Leone [20], Korea [22], Zimbabwe [43], Iran [27],Ethiopia [14],Vietnam 

and India [38] investigated changes in TB case notification. Sixteen of these studies 

[14,15,17,20,22,25–27,30,31,36,37,39,42–44] reported decreases between 2.9% in Sierra Leone 

[20]  and 63.3% in  India  [38] in TB case notifications (Table 1).  However, two studies reported 

increases TB case notifications, of 8.7% in  the USA [32] and 15.9% in India [38]. 

Four studies, each from India [38], Kenya [41], Malawi [42] and Zimbabwe [43], investigated 

changes in TB positivity rates. Three of these studies reported slight increases, in TB positivity 

rates in Malawi (4.5%) [42], Kenya (0.1%) [41] and Zimbabwe (2.4%) [43] in the COVID-19 

period compared to the time before the COVID-19. In contrast, one study from India [38] 

reported a 24.9% decrease in TB positivity rate.  

One study investigated changes in community and general TB detection rates from Ethiopia [14], 

and reported 44.7% and 11.8% decreases in these rates, respectively, in the COVID-19 period 

compared to the time before the COVID-19 found in Supplementary Table 3. 

3.4.4 Changes in clinical diagnosis and presumptive TB 
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Five studies, each from Kenya [41], Malawi [42], Sierra Leone [20], Zimbabwe [43] and 

Ethiopia [14] reported changes in clinically diagnosed TB. All the studies [14,20,41–43] reported 

decreases in the number of clinical diagnoses in the COVID-19 period, with the lowest being 

10.4% in Ethiopia and the highest being 46.0% in  Zimbabwe.   

Four studies, each from Kenya [41], Malawi [42], Sierra Leone [20], and Zimbabwe [43] 

reported changes in presumptive TB. All the studies [20,41–43] reported decreases in the 

numbers of presumptive TB diagnoses, with the lowest being 12.8% in Sierra Leone [20] and the 

highest decrease of 45.6% reported from Malawi [42] (Table 1). 

 3.4.5 Changes in latent, active, pulmonary, and paediatric TB  

Two studies, each from India [33] and Spain [35], reported data on changes in pulmonary TB, 

and reported decreases of 20.0% in India [33] and 50.7% in Spain [35]  during the COVID-19 

period, compared to the time before COVID-19.  

Only one study from India [36] investigated changes in pediatric TB, and reported a 14.1% 

decrease in pediatric TB cases in the COVID-19 period compared to the before the COVID-19 

[36] (Table 2). Two studies, each from Spain [23] and Canada [34] investigated changes in 

active TB cases and reported decreases of 12.2% and 29.0%, in the two countries, respectively, 

during the COVID-19 period (Table 2). The same two studies investigated changes in latent TB 

and reported increases of 30% in Spain [35]  and  66.0% in Canada [34] during the COVID-19 

period (Table 2). 

Table 2: Change in pulmonary, active, latent, and paediatric TB. 

Study  Country Pulmonary TB Active TB Latent TB Paediatric TB 

Gandhi 

2022 [33] 

India (Northern 

India) 

20.0% decrease 

between January 1st, 

2020 to June 30th, 

2020. 

Not reported Not reported Not reported 

Godoy 2022 

[35] 

Spain 

(Catalonia) 

50.7% decrease 

between  

January 2019 to 

February 2020 and 

Not reported 3.9% increase between  

January 2019 to 

February 2020 and 

March 2020 to April 

Not reported 
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March 2020 to April 

2021. 

2021. 

Golandaj 

2021 [36] 

India (all 

provinces) 

Not reported Not reported Not reported 14.1% decrease 

between January to 

September 2019 and 

January to September 

2020. 

Aznar 

2021[23] 

Spain 

(Catalonia) 

Not reported 12.2% decrease 

between March 15th -

June 30th2019, and 

March 15th – June 30th 

2020. 

3.9% decrease from 

March 15th -June 30th 

2019, and March 15th – 

June 30th 2020.  

Not reported 

Geric 2021 

[34] 

Canada 

(Montreal and 

Toronto) 

Not reported 16.0 to 29.0% increase 

between January to 

December 2005 and 

January to December 

2020. 

30.0% to 66.0% 

increase between 

January to December 

2005 and January to 

December 2020.  

Not reported 

 

3.5 Impact of COVID-19 on TB treatment enrolment and retention 

3.5.1 Changes in treatment enrolment and treatment delay 

Four studies reported changes in TB treatment enrollment and Rifampin resistant (RR-TB (RR-

TB)/MDR-TB treatment enrollment in Kenya [41], Malawi [42], Zimbabwe [43], and  48 

European countries [44] (Albania, Armenia, Austria, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Belgium, Bosnia and 

Herzegovina, Bulgaria, Croatia, Cyprus, Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, France, 

Georgia, Germany, Greece, Hungary, Iceland, Ireland, Israel, Italy, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, 

Latvia, Lithuania, Montenegro, Netherlands, Norway, Poland, Portugal, Republic of Moldova, 

Romania, Russian Federation, Serbia, Slovakia, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, 

Tajikistan, The former Yugoslav, Republic of Macedonia, Turkey, Turkmenistan, Ukraine, 

United Kingdom and Uzbekistan). All the studies [41–44] reported decreases, between 15.7% in 

Malawi [42] and 35.0% in Kenya [41] in TB treatment enrollment and RR-TB/MDR-TB 

treatment enrollment in the COVID-19 period compared to the before the COVID-19 (Table 3).  
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One study from China [30]  reported data on treatment completion and showed an 8.0% decrease 

in treatment completion in the COVID-19 period compared to the time before the COVID-19  

(Table 3).  

In India, treatment delay increased by 6 days [33] in the COVID-19 period compared to the time 

before the COVID-19 (Supplementary Table 3).  

Table 3: Change in TB treatment enrolment and completion. 

Study  Country TB Treatment enrolment  Treatment success rate Treatment completion 

Mbithi 

2021[41] 

Kenya (Nairobi) 35.0% decrease between March 

2019 to February 2020 and 

March 2020 to February 2021. 

2.0% increase between 

March 2019 to February 

2020 and March 2020 to 

February 2021. 

Not reported 

Thekkur 

2021[42] 

Malawi 

(Lilongwe) 

15.7% decrease between March 

2019 - February 2020 to March 

2020 -February 2021. 

0.1% decrease between 

March 2019 - February 2020 

to March 2020 -February 

2021. 

Not reported 

Dara 

2021[44] 

48 European 

countries 

33.5% decrease between April 

to June 2020. 

Not reported Not reported 

Thekkur 

2021[43] 

Zimbabwe 

(Harare) 

19.1% decrease between March 

2019 - February 2020 to March 

2020 -February 2021.  

11.6% decrease between 

March 2019 - February 2020 

to March 2020 -February 

2021. 

Not reported 

Liu 

2020[30] 

China (Jiangsu 

province) 

Not reported  Not reported 8.0% decrease between

January 2015 to December

2019 and January to May

2020. 

Lakoh 2021 

[20] 

Sierra Leone 

(Free Town) 

Not reported 15.7% increase between 

January 2019 to September 

2019 and January 2020 to 

September 2020. 

Not reported 

Min 2020 

[22] 

Korea (all 

administrative 

provinces) 

Not reported 5.9% decrease between July 

2019 to June 2020. 

Not reported 

Arega 2022 

[14] 

Ethiopia (Addis 

Abba) 

Not reported 17.0% decrease between 

April 2019 to March 2020 

Not reported 
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and April 2020 to March 

2021. 

Hasan 2022 

[17] 

Vietnam (all 

provinces) 

Not reported 0.3% decrease between 

January 2019 to December 

2019 and January 2020 to 

December 2020.  

Not reported 

3.5.2 Changes in numbers of outpatients  

Only one study, the multinational study [28], reported data on changes in the numbers of TB 

outpatients, with data from thirteen countries, which were Australia, Singapore, France, Spain, 

India, Philippines, Italy, Russia, UK, Mexico, Argentina, Brazil, Niger and Sierra Leone. Four 

countries Australia, Singapore, France and Spain, from the multinational study [28], reported 

increases in TB outpatients ranging from 1.0% in Spain up to 40.1% in France (Supplementary 

Table 4). However, data from nine countries (India, Philippines, Italy, Russia, UK, Mexico, 

Argentina, Brazil, Niger and Sierra Leone) in the same study [28] showed decreases between 

0.5% in Brazil and 71.6% in India (Supplementary Table 4).  

3.5.3 Changes in loss to follow-up and patients that were not evaluated. 

Four studies, each from Kenya [41], Sierra Leone [20], Vietnam (all provinces) [17] and 

Zimbabwe [43] investigated changes in patients lost to follow-up. Three of these studies 

[17,20,41] reported decreases in patients lost to follow up, from  0.3% in Kenya [41]  and 77.0% 

in Vietnam [17]  in the COVID-19 period compared to the time before the COVID-19 (Table 4). 

The remaining study [43],  reported a slight (0.3%) increase in loss to follow-up in Zimbabwe.  

Five studies, each from Malawi [42], Sierra Leone [20],  Zimbabwe [43], Kenya [41] and 

Vietnam [17], investigated changes in TB patients that were not evaluated. Three of these studies 

[20,42,43] from Malawi, Sierra Leone and Zimbabwe, reported increases in TB patients that 

were not evaluated by 0.3% in Malawi [42], 3.25%  in Sierra Leone [20] and 12.1% in 

Zimbabwe  [43] in the COVID-19 period compared to the time before the COVID-19. The 

remaining two studies, reported decreases of 2.2% from Kenya [41] and 70.8% from Vietnam 

[17] in TB patients that were not evaluated during the COVID-19 period (Table 4).  
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3.6 Impact of COVID-19 on TB treatment outcomes  

3.6.1 Changes in TB treatment success rate 

Seven studies, each from Malawi [42], Korea [22],  Zimbabwe [43],  Ethiopia [14] , Vietnam 

[17], Kenya [41] and Sierra Leone [20] investigated changes in TB treatment success rate. Five 

of these studies, from Malawi, Korea, Zimbabwe, Ethiopia and Vietnam, reported decreases in 

TB treatment success rate ranging from 0.1% in Malawi [42] to 17.0% in Ethiopia [14], in the 

COVID-19 period compared to the time before the COVID-19 (Table 3). However, in contrast to 

the data from those five countries, TB treatment success rate increased by 2.0% and 15.7% in 

Kenya and Sierra Leone, respectively, in the COVID-19 period compared to the time before the 

COVID-19. 

3.6.2 Changes in discharged inpatients  

Two studies, the multinational study [28] from Australia, India, the Philippines, France, Italy, 

Russia, Spain, UK, Brazil, Singapore, Netherlands and Mexico, and another study from India 

[38], investigated changes on TB discharged inpatients. The multinational study [28] reported 

decreases between 6.1% in Philippines and 63.0% in India in discharged patients in the COVID-

19 period compared to the time before the COVID-19. The same multinational study [28] also 

reported increases in discharged TB patients between 12.1% in Singapore and 90.8% in Mexico 

in the COVID-19 period found in Supplementary Table 5. In India [28], there was an increase in 

discharged TB patients of 15.4% in in the COVID-19 period (Supplementary Table 4).   

3.6.3 Changes in treatment failure and re-treated cases 

Four studies, each from Kenya [41], Sierra Leone [20], Zimbabwe [43] and Vietnam [17] 

investigated changes in TB treatment failure. All the studies [17,20,41,43] reported decreases in 

the numbers of failed TB treatment, between 0.2% in Zimbabwe [43] and 64.2% in Vietnam [17]  

(Table 4). The study from China [21] focused on TB retreated cases and reported a 76.2% 

decrease in re-treated cases in the COVID-19 period compared to the time before the COVID-19 

(Table 4).  
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Table 4 Change in TB loss to follow-up, failed treatment, re-treated cases and patients not 

evaluated.  

Study  Country TB loss to follow-up  Failed treatment Patients that were 

not evaluated 

Re-treated cases 

Mbithi 

2021[41] 

Kenya 

(Nairobi) 

0.3% decrease 

between March 2019 

to February 2020 and 

March 2020 to 

February 2021. 

0.3% decrease 

between March 

2019 to February 

2020 and March 

2020 to February 

2021. 

2.2% decrease 

between March 

2019 to February 

2020 and March 

2020 to February 

2021. 

Not reported 

Thekkur 

2021 [43] 

Zimbabwe 

(Harare) 

0.3% increase between 

March 2019-February 

2020 to March 2020- 

February 2021. 

0.2% decrease 

between March 

2019-February 2020 

to March 2020- 

February 2021. 

12.1% decrease 

between March 

2019-February 

2020 to March 

2020- February 

2021. 

Not reported 

Lakoh 2021 

[20] 

Sierra 

Leone 

(Free 

Town) 

25.4% decrease 

between January 2019 

to September 2019 

and January 2020 to 

September 2020. 

20% decrease 

between January 

2019 to September 

2019 and January 

2020 to September 

2020. 

3.25% increase 

between January 

2019 to September 

2019 and January 

2020 to September 

2020. 

Not reported 

Hasan 2022 

[17] 

Vietnam 

(all 

provinces) 

 

77% decrease between 

2018 and 2020. 

64.2% decrease 

between January 

2019 to December 

2019 and January 

2020 to December 

2020. 

70.8% decrease 

between January 

2019 to December 

2019 and January 

2020 to December 

2020. 

Not reported 

Wang 2021 

[21] 

China Not reported Not reported Not reported 76.2% decrease 

between 2018-

2020. 

Thekkur 

2021[42] 

Malawi 

(Lilongwe) 

Not reported Not reported 0.3% increase 

between March 

2019-February 

2020 to March 

Not reported 
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2020- February 

2021. 

 

3.6.5 Changes in drug resistance (DR) occurrence 

Five studies, each from India [38], China (25), the 48 European countries [44], Vietnam [17] and 

Ethiopia [14], investigated changes in RR-TB/MDR-TB occurrence. Three of these studies 

[17,38,44] reported decreases in RR-TB/MDR-TB of 9.9% in India [38], 1.3% in Vietnam [17] 

and 33.5% in the 48 European countries [44] (Albania, Armenia, Austria, Azerbaijan, Belarus, 

Belgium, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Bulgaria, Croatia, Cyprus, Czech Republic, Denmark, 

Estonia, Finland, France, Georgia, Germany, Greece, Hungary, Iceland, Ireland, Israel, Italy, 

Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Latvia, Lithuania, Montenegro, Netherlands, Norway, Poland, 

Portugal, Republic of Moldova, Romania, Russian Federation, Serbia, Slovakia, Slovenia, Spain, 

Sweden, Switzerland, Tajikistan, The former Yugoslav, Republic of Macedonia, Turkey, 

Turkmenistan, Ukraine, United Kingdom and Uzbekistan)  in the COVID-19 period 

(Supplementary Table 5). However, the remaining study, from Ethiopia [14], reported a 27.7% 

increase in the RR-TB/MDR-TB during the COVID-19 period compared to the time before the 

COVID-19. The study from China [24] investigated changes in MDR-TB rates and reported a 

5.1% increase in the MDR-TB rate during the COVID-19 period compared to the time period 

before the COVID-19. The study from India [38] reported data on sensitive TB which increased 

by 12.3% during the COVID-19 period (Supplementary Table 5).  

3.6.6 Changes in death due to TB  

Five studies, each from India [38], Kenya [41], Malawi [42], Sierra Leone [20], and Vietnam 

[17] investigated changes in TB deaths. Two of these studies  reported slight increases in TB 

deaths, of 0.8% in Kenya [41] and 2.6% in India [38],  in the COVID-19 period compared to the 

time before the COVID-19.  The remaining three studies reported decreases in TB deaths, of 

0.6% in Malawi [42], 51.4% in Sierra Leone [20], and 67.0% in Vietnam [17] in the COVID-19 

period compared to the time before the COVID-19 (Supplementary Table 5).  
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4. Discussion 

This review, which included 27 studies from various countries globally, found that COVID-19 

had a significant impact on the cascade of care for TB. The included studies suggested that 

COVID-19 resulted in substantial decreases in TB screening and diagnosis, as well as decreased 

treatment enrolment and retention. The findings also suggested that COVID-19 had mixed 

effects on treatment outcomes, with some studies showing improved outcomes and others 

showing worse outcomes. 

Findings from the included studies suggested that, during COVID-19, TB screening decreased by 

between 1.3% and 49.5%, MDR TB decreased by between 15% and 17%, clinical TB diagnoses 

decreased by 10.4% and 46.0%, and case notifications decreased by between 2.9% and 63.3%. 

Findings from this review could not be compared to other reviews, as there was no other review 

on the effect of COVID-19 on the TB cascade of care, to the best of our knowledge. It is worth 

noting that decreases in TB and MDR TB screening could have multiple adverse effects on the 

health system due to lengthened case detection gap, diagnostic delay, and decreased linkage to 

care. This may result in increasing TB prevalence, community transmission and incidence. [50–

52]. Furthermore, decreases in screening may trigger a resurgence of the disease in countries 

which were on the road to achieving suppression of the TB. It is therefore important that care is 

taken, in future health emergencies, to protect key components of the cascade of care of 

infectious diseases such as TB. 

We found that COVID-19 caused changes in some treatment outcomes such as decreased 

treatment success rates by up to 17%, and increased treatment delays, by up to 6 days, although 

the impact was less clear on drug resistance rate and death due to TB. Notably, deaths due to TB 

might may have been attributed to death causes due to the reduction in screening and diagnosis. 

Likewise, the results of the drug resistance rate might have been reduced due to the restrictions 

and decrease in screening and diagnosis rates. Again, these findings could not be compared to 

other reviews since we found no other review on the effects of COVID-19 on TB treatment 

success, drug resistance and deaths due to TB.  

The implications of these findings are significant, as disruptions in the TB care cascade could 

lead to an upsurge in the number of people living with TB and associated mortality. This could 
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have major consequences for healthcare systems and the economy, particularly in countries 

where TB is already a major public health concern. One proposition could be to integrate the TB 

care cascade into universal health coverage as this can be used to manage and identify missing 

TB patients [55]. 

However, it's important to note that this study had several limitations, including the observational 

nature of the included studies and the presence of confounding variables such as comorbidities 

and age. Additionally, some of the included studies had small sample sizes, which may have 

affected the percentage differences reported. The authors could not conduct meta-analysis as 

anticipated due to the contextual differences of the included studies; thus, a narrative descriptive 

synthesis was conducted. Another limitation was that many studies did not report population 

sizes at each point and therefore the analysis could not use standardized results. To address these 

limitations, larger representative, semi-experimental studies (e.g., interrupted time series), with 

standardized (by population size) estimates are required in the future research should focus on 

larger, more representative studies that control for confounding variables and use standardized 

reporting to facilitate meta-analysis. The strengths of this study include using PRISMA 

guidelines for its rigorous conduct, and a comprehensive search strategy that was used. 

5. Conclusion  

The pandemic likely had a detrimental impact on the TB care cascade. These findings suggest a 

need for policies to protect the existing healthcare systems for TB and other communicable, (and, 

by extension, non-communicable) diseases in future health emergencies. The results of this study 

must be applied with caution since mostly observational studies, many without standardized 

population data, were included.  
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