
Appendix 2 Demonstration of the RAND/UCLA consensus calculation. 

This example is based on the one given on page 62 of the RAND manual [1] but using the data from question 1.1 in round 1 of the EANM Focus 5 study, and adapting the scale to reflect ‘agreement’rather than ‘appropriateness’.

	Frequencies
	
	
	
	
	
	2
	1
	5
	19
	1

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

	Category
	Disagree
	Uncertain
	Agree
	





In this example there are 0 scores in the 1-3 category, 2 in the 4-6 category, and 25 in the 7-9 category. One participant chose ‘unable to score’, so the denominator for the calculation is 27, not 28. 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. The face-to-face consensus meeting offers an opportunity to explore these scenarios. 


Based on the 27 remaining scores: 

· Median = 9 (i.e., in the 7-9 ‘agree’ category)
· 30th percentile = 8.8
· 70th percentile = 9
· Inter-percentile range = 0.2
· Inter-percentile range centre point = 8.9 (i.e: (30th percentile + 70th percentile)/2)
· Asymmetry Index = 3.9 (i.e: 5-(30th percentile + 70th percentile)/2) (expressed as an absolute number) 
· Inter-percentile range adjusted for symmetry = 8.2 (i.e: 2.35 + (1.5*asymmetry index)
· The inter-percentile range (0.2) is less than the inter-percentile range adjusted for symmetry (8.2) and for this statement the interpretation is that there is ‘consensus’ and because the median is in the 7-9 range it is interpreted as ‘consensus agreement’. 
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