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Joanna Briggs Institute Checklist for Case Reports – Criteria 

1. Were patient’s demographic characteristics clearly described? 

2. Was the patient’s history clearly described and presented as a timeline? 

3. Was the current clinical condition of the patient on presentation clearly described? 

4. Were diagnostic tests or assessment methods and the results clearly described? 

5. Was the intervention(s) or treatment procedure(s) clearly described? 

6. Was the post-intervention clinical condition clearly described? 

7. Were adverse events (harms) or unanticipated events identified and described? 

8. Does the case report provide takeaway lessons? 

Responses Options: Yes, No, Unclear, Not Applicable (NA) 

Quality Rating: Poor 0 – 2; Fair 3 – 5; Good 6 – 8 

Study 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Rating 
Cabot et al. – 194961 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No 7 – Good 
Anderson et al. – 197064 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 8 – Good 
Zant et al. – 198265 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 8 – Good 
Kato et al. – 199066 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 8 – Good 
Lindboe et al. – 199267 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 8 – Good 
Ideguchi et al. – 199822 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 8 – Good 
Bampoe et al. – 199923 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 8 – Good 
Price et al. – 200424 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 8 – Good 
Pallud et al. – 200525 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 8 – Good 
Voloschin et al. – 200526 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 8 – Good 
Zakrewska et al. – 200727 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 8 – Good 
Tsutsumi et al. – 200828 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 8 – Good 
Agrawal et al. – 200929 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 8 – Good 
Kumar et al. – 201131 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 8 – Good 
Monaco et al. – 201132 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 8 – Good 
Witoonpanich et al. – 201133 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 8 – Good 
Lee et al. – 201435 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 8 – Good 
Hu et al. – 201638 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 8 – Good 
Yapıcı-Eser et al. – 201639 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 8 – Good 
Krishnan et al. – 201740 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 8 – Good 
Amoroso et al. – 201843 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 8 – Good 
Azriel et al. – 201945 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 8 – Good 
Esfahani et al. – 201946 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 8 – Good 
La Rocca et al. – 201947 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 8 – Good 
Sander et al. – 201948 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 8 – Good 



 
 
 
 
  

Werner et al. – 201949 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No 7 – Good 
Bouali et al. – 202050 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 8 – Good 
De Macedo Filho et al. – 202051 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 8 – Good 
Finneran et al. – 202052 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 8 – Good 
Sato et al. – 202056 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 8 – Good 
Alshoabi et al. – 202157 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 8 – Good 
Kayahara et al. – 202159 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 8 – Good 
Sharma et al. – 202263 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 8 – Good 



 
 

Joanna Briggs Institute Checklist for Case Series – Criteria 

1. Were there clear criteria for inclusion in the case series? 

2. Was the condition measured in a standard, reliable way for all participants included in the case series? 

3. Were valid methods used for identification of the condition for all participants included in the case series? 

4. Did the case series have consecutive inclusion of participants? 

5. Did the case series have complete inclusion of participants? 

6. Was there clear reporting of the demographics of the participants in the study? 

7. Was there clear reporting of clinical information of the participants? 

8. Were the outcomes or follow up results of cases clearly reported? 

9. Was there clear reporting of the presenting site(s)/clinic(s) demographic information? 

10. Was statistical analysis appropriate? 

Responses Options: Yes, No, Unclear, Not Applicable (NA) 

Quality Rating: Poor 0 – 3; Fair 4 – 7; Good 8 – 10 

Study 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Rating 
Bauman et al. – 199821 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No NA 8 – Good 
Duffau et al. – 20049 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No NA 8 – Good 
Steiger et al. – 200930 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No NA 8 – Good 
Dziurzynski et al. – 201234 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 10 – Good 
Chaichana et al. – 201410 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes 9 – Good 
Chen et al. – 201536 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes 9 – Good 
Burks et al. – 201637 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 10 – Good 
Mistry et al. – 201741 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 10 – Good 
Yang et al. – 201742 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 10 – Good 
Dayani et al. – 201844 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 10 – Good 
Opoku-Darko et al. – 201812 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 10 – Good 
Forster et al. – 202053 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No NA 8 – Good 
Jamshidi et al. – 202054 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No NA 8 – Good 
McKinnon et al. – 202055 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No NA 8 – Good 
Boaro et al. – 202113 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 10 – Good 
Cui et al. – 202114 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes 9 – Good 
Franco et al. – 202158 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 10 – Good 
Shibahara et al. – 202160 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes NA 9 – Good 
Dadario et al. – 202262 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No NA 8 – Good 


