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Reference: Elwood, MJ (1988) Causal Relationships in Medicine, Oxford University Press,
London.

Title

Duarte P, Morley P, Traub-Dargatz J, Creekmore L (2008) Factors associated with vesicular stomatitis
in animals in the western United States. Journal of the American Veterinary Medical Association 232,
249 - 256.

Authors

s the contribution to knowledge new and substantial?

Recommendation
Accept article as is.

[] Accept article with minor modifications (details below).

Accept article with revision (details below).

Accept article with major revision (details below) and re-review.

Reject article — unsuitable for publication (details below).

Not a perfect study, though easy to identify deficiencies and most of the potential problems are
discussed. Mention of the issue of case numbers being >> controls would have been useful.

Description of the evidence
What relationship was evaluated?

To identify individual- and farm-level factors associated with VS during the 2004 outbreak in the USA.




What was the hypothesis?

The role of insects in the transmission of VS has been debated. This study seeks to provide
epidemiological evidence to support the role of insect vectors in transmission.

What was the study design?

Case-control study.

What were the exposure variables?

Farm-level: farm area, operation type, chemical use, non-chemical use, vegetation, presence of water,
animal movement, housing. Individual-level: sex, age, breed, chemical use, non-chemical use, source
of water.

What was the outcome variable(s)?

Farm-level: at least one confirmed case of VS. Individual-level: confirmed case of VS.

What was the source population?

Farm premises with VS susceptible animals in Texas, New Mexico, and Colorado.

What was the eligible population?

Members of the source population who were investigated for VS during the 2004 outbreak.
Cases = 215, controls = 154, total = 369.

What was the study population?

Farm-level. Cases = members of the source population who were identified as VS+ on laboratory
investigation. Controls = members of the source population who were identified as VS- on laboratory
investigation. Cases = 100, controls = 38, total 138.

What was the time frame of interest?

May to September 2004. Data was collected September to December 2004.




What was the geographic area of interest?

Texas, New Mexico, and Colorado

What were the main results of the study?

Control of insects decreased the odds of VS. Increased period of shelter decreased the odds of VS.

Internal validity
Does the evidence support a causal relationship or just an association
between outcome and exposure?

Causal relationship supported.

Non-causal explanations
Evidence of bias?

Selection bias: case premises more likely to be recruited than non-case premises (and this varied by
state); surveillance bias - smaller farms more likely to report disease? Misclassification bias: case

definition OK (laboratory); recall bias a potential problem; non-blinding of disease status a potential
nroblem

Evidence of confounding?

Farm size a possible confounder (issues of surveillance).

Evidence of chance?

Numbers were small. Type | error possible.

Causal explanations
Temporal relationship between outcome and exposure?

Temporal relationship between exposure and outcome present.




Strength of association?

Point estimates of ORs were strong. Wide confidence limits due to low numbers.

Dose-response relationship?

Not applicable.

Consistency?

Results consistent with [9].

Specificity?

Not applicable.

External validity
Can the results be applied to the eligible population?

Selection bias a concern.

Can the results be applied to the source population?

Doubtful.

Can the results be applied to other populations?

No.

Comparison with other evidence
Are the results consistent with other evidence?

Findings here are consistent with study [9]. Findings consistent with other studies of vector borne
diseases [26, 27].




Does the total evidence suggest specificity?

Not applicable.

Are the results biologically plausible?

Yes.

Is there coherency in the distribution of exposure and outcome?

Yes.

Miscellaneous
Study size and power calculations?

No. This is a weakness.

Are the statistical analyses appropriate?

Authors have done a nice job explaining their analytical technique (variable screening, model
development). The statement "there was a good fit of the model to the data (P = 0.77)" is a bit
misleading.

Are the results presented appropriately?

Strange way to present results of logistic regression analysis. Large part of the results section parrots
out material presented in Table 1.

Are the conclusions drawn from statistical analyses appropriate?

Yes.




Are all references to other work justified?

Is all work by other scientists that is referred to adequately acknowledged?

Has the author omitted any reference to any significant work in the same
field?

Minor comments
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