The STROBE checklist is not a quality
evaluation form: it was developed as
guidance for writing.
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Results

Challenges in turning the STROBE for
B B . Conflicts arose between evaluators when assessing papers
case-con Z"/’O/ Sfud/es Ch@Ck//SZ‘ /11 Z‘O a using the new_form. Thesg were situations whe_re there was
) ) ambiquity or subjectivity, which we discuss below.
form to score reporting guality

STROBE item: 13.c.. “Consider use of a flow diagrant

Patricia Logullo, Angela MacCarthy, 5 Ouestion Did the authors incociea flow d i s
. . uestion: Did the authors include a flow diagram? - o
Shona Kirtley, Paula Dhiman, E 9
: What if the authors did not use a Not reported. N
Bethan Copsey, Gary Collins —E) flowchart but described the = 7
patients’ flow in the text? Reported
UK EQUATOR Centre, CSM (Centre for T ;
Statistics in Medicine), University of Oxford m @) Wit 6 e flowvelart woas Not reported  \/
mm mm LL incomplete or unclear? — N
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d . d STROBE item: 6.a.. “Give the: eligibility criteria, and the sources and
Introduction an methods of case ascertainment and control selection. Give the

how to convert reporting guidelines into
evaluation forms.

What if the authors described how they
checked that a case was really a case, but Not reported
failed to verify if controls were disease-free:
is the whole 6.a item reported?

We describe three examples of the
challenges of turning the STROBE Case-
Control checklist into a tool to assess
reporting quality.

ob je ctives - rationale for the choice of cases and controls
o . ) E Question: Did the authors give...? (item split into 8 questions) e
Inve§t|gat|ng the qqallty of reporting cC What if the authors described inclusion and N Jd V
o v e | (@Y T SEectenatieddntegen  ZEEE
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the gold standard for achieving good ‘Q‘ 4: how they recruited cases: Reported v
reporting, but they are not designed to 3} What if authors explained how they
; : . Not reported '
be used as reporting quality scoring @) searched for the cases, but not how they 2
tools. There is no guidance available on wn recruited the controls? Reported V4
O ?
)
n
4V)
O

Reported 4

research project funded by Cancer Research UK. gave only the size of that cohort and a Not reported N

“matched control group”, but no sample

We turned the original 22 items from the STROBE

eeeeeee (1) STROBE item: 10: Explain how the study size was arrived at”

N
Methods eeeee A Question: Did the authors explain how the study size was arrived at?
Weare investigati_ng the quality Qf reportirjg in Sysve E In case-control studies based on a o o
case-control studies of pancreatic cancer in a m g_ previously described cohort, the authors - o

(49)
Case-Control checklist into 96 questions. We formulated ()  size calculation. Is that enough? Reported v
the questions to be suitable for evaluators with statistical
and non-statistical backgrounds.
We excluded questions that were not appropriate for Conclusions
case-control studies, such as questions about case
follow-up. We also excluded items that did not apply Evaluation forms should be created
to reproducibility, such as questions pertaining to the with the purpose of scoring reporting
discussion section. quality, and validated.
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