[bookmark: _GoBack]Appendix 2 – Worked example of the RAND appropriateness method 

This example is based on the one given on page 62 of the RAND manual [1] but using the data from statement B.6 in round 1 of the SPARC study and adapting the scale to reflect ‘agreement’ rather than ‘appropriateness’.
	Frequencies
	7
	6
	4
	0
	1
	3
	2
	4
	1
	2

	Scale 
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	Unable to score 

	Category
	Disagree
	Uncertain
	Agree
	



In this example there are 17 scores in the 1-3 category, 4 in the 4-6 category, and 7 in the 7-9 category. Two participants chose ‘unable to score’, so the denominator for the calculation is 28, not 30. The ‘unable to score’ results are deleted from the calculation because it is a qualitatively different answer than the 1-9 scale. However, ‘unable to score’ is still noted in interpreting results because if the N choosing that option is high it may demonstrate a problem with the sampling or the question. Post-round meetings offer an opportunity to explore these scenarios. 
Based on the 28 remaining scores: 
· Median = 2 (i.e., in the 1-3 ‘disagree’ category)
· 30th percentile = 2
· 70th percentile = 6
· Inter-percentile range = 4
· Inter-percentile range centre point = 4 (i.e: (30th percentile + 70th percentile)/2)
· Asymmetry Index = 1 (i.e: 5-(30th percentile + 70th percentile)/2) 
· Inter-percentile range adjusted for symmetry = 3.85 (i.e: 2.35 + (1.5*asymmetry index)
· The inter-percentile range (4) is > the inter-percentile range adjusted for symmetry (3.85) and for this statement the interpretation is that there is ‘no consensus’. 
 

[1]	Fitch Kathryn, Bernstein Steven, Aguilar MDolores, Burnand Bernard, LaCalle JRamon, Lazaro Pablo, et al. The Rand/UCLA appropriateness method user’s manual. Rand; 2001.
 
