[image: image1.wmf]What part of the word ‘NO’ do we understand?

An investigation into potential recruitment bias in a case

-

control study

Sue Tongue, Dave 

Shearn

, Mohammad Ali, Brian Henderson, Jennie Norfolk

Centre for Epidemiology and Risk Analysis, VLA

-

Weybridge, 

Woodham

Lane, New Haw, 

Addlestone

, Surrey, UK. KT15 3NB. s.tongue@

vla

.

defra

.

gsi

.

gov

.

uk

Introduction

Low response or differential participation of potential subjects

can threaten the validity of case

-

control studies. 

Systematic variation, in any of the factors under study and the 

outcome, between participants and non

-

participants can result in bias.

Whilst often acknowledged, attempts to evaluate the problem are 

rare.

Aim

To investigate any differential participation that may have occu

rred during the recruitment process for a case

-

control study into risk factors for 

scrapie at flock

-

level

Recruitment process

Case flocks

Extracted from the Scrapie Notifications 

Database (Great Britain) on several occasions 

throughout the study period.

Flocks with:

•

A confirmed clinical scrapie case in the study 

period January 2000 to August 2004 inclusive

•

30 or more breeding ewes

Other restrictions:

•

Unable to contact FMD culled flocks

•

Unable to contact IAH project flocks

Data available

§

Point of drop

-

out/inclusion in the study

§

Reason for non

-

participation was requested 

–

not always forthcoming!

§

Spatial location derived from post

-

code

§

Flock size could not be accurately 

determined 

–

substantial ‘missing’ data
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Control flocks

A random sample of 4000+ extracted from the 

British Wool Marketing Board membership list 

at the start of the study; weighted by country, 

equivalent to SND reporting frequencies.

Flocks with:

•

No confirmed or suspect cases of scrapie in 

the six years prior to contact

•

30 or more breeding ewes

Other restrictions:

•

Unable to contact FMD culled flocks

•

Known (SND) case flocks excluded

Pre

-

contact exclusions e.g. FMD cull

Methods

§

Frequencies % calculated

§

Spatial location explored as point         

locations in 

ArcView

3.3

§

Cluster locations explored in 

SaTScan

5.0, 

high and low, Bernoulli, 9999 iterations, no 

geographical overlap

Control flocks

§

A cluster of reduced contact of potential control flocks in  

Scotland and the North: RR = 0.74, P = 0.001

§

A cluster of increased contact of potential control flocks in 

Lancashire: RR = 1.6, P= 0.001

§

A cluster of increased participation of contacted, eligible 

flocks in South Wales: RR = 1.9, P = 0.002

Case flocks

No statistically significant clusters observed between either 

contacted and non

-

contacted flocks or between contacted 

eligible flocks that participated and did not participate.

Results

* Denominator = contacted

**Denominator = contacted and not ineligible

Drop out point

Case n (%)

Control n (%)
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345
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-
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Conclusions

Spatially

-

associated differential contact of potential control flocks occu

rred

Spatially

-

associated differential participation of control flock occurred

The potential for recruitment

-

related bias exists

It must be considered in the interpretation of the results from 

this study


