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Abstract

Background: In biomedical research, it is often desirable to seek consensus among
individuals who have differing perspectives and experience. This isimportant when evidence
is emerging, inconsistent, limited or absent. Even when research evidence is abundant,
clinical recommendations, policy decisions and priority-setting may still require agreement
from multiple, sometimes ideologically opposed parties. Despite their prominence and
influence on key decisions, consensus methods are often poorly reported. We aimed to
develop the first reporting guideline applicable to all consensus methods used in biomedical

research, called ACCORD (ACcurate COnsensus Reporting Document).

Methods: We followed methodology recommended by the EQUATOR Network for the

development of reporting guidelines: a systematic review was followed by a Delphi process
and meetings to finalise the ACCORD checklist. The preliminary checklist was drawn from
the systematic review of existing literature on the quality of reporting of consensus methods

and suggestions from the Steering Committee.

Results: A Delphi panel (n=72) was recruited with representation from six continents and a
broad range of experience, including clinical, research, policy and patient perspectives. The
three rounds of the Delphi process were completed by 58, 54 and 51 panellists. The
preliminary checklist of 56 items was refined to a final checklist of 35 itemsrelating to the
articletitle (n=1), introduction (n=3), methods (n=21), results (n=5), discussion (n=2) and

other information (n=3).

Conclusions: The ACCORD checklist isthefirst reporting guideline applicable to all
consensus-based studies. It will support authors in writing accurate, detailed manuscripts,
thereby improving the completeness and transparency of reporting and providing readers with

clarity regarding the methods used to reach agreement. Furthermore, the checklist will make
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60 therigour of the consensus methods used to guide the recommendations clear for readers.
61 Reporting consensus studies with greater clarity and transparency may enhance trust in the

62 recommendations made by consensus panels.
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63 Introduction

64  Evidence-based medicine relies on: 1) the best available evidence; 2) patients' values,

65 preferences and knowledge; and 3) healthcare professionals’ experience and expertise [1, 2].
66  When healthcare professionals need to make clinical decisions, or when recommendations or
67  guidance are needed and there is uncertainty on the best course of action, such as when

68 evidenceisemergent, inconsistent, limited or absent — not least in rapidly evolving fields
69  such as pandemics [3] — the collation and dissemination of knowledge, experience and

70  expertise becomes critical. Coordinating this process may be best achieved through the use of

71  formal consensus methods [4].

72 Consensus methods (Table 1) are widely applied in healthcare. However, the specific method
73 hasthe potential to affect the result of a consensus exercise and shape the recommendations

74  generated.

75 Tablel. Examples of consensus methods in healthcare-related research.*

Study purpose How consensus helps

- . Trandating evidence into clinical recommendations, particularly where
Clinical practice . : . . . . L
quidelines the eyldenc_:ells uncertain, and incorporating multlple perspectives,

creating clinical recommendations based on experience

Diagnostic Defining the markers, signs and symptoms or thresholds that indicate a
guidelines specific condition
Disecase Classifying disease type or severity
classification
Establishing Defining and ranking priorities in the context of limited resources

research priorities

Developing core
outcome sets

Defining the most important and clinically significant outcomesin
research

Formulating policy

Analysing and interpreting evidence, its biases and strengths, to inform
policies. People gathered in consensus activities can analyse evidence
together from different perspectives

Reporting guidelines

Developing guidance on what should be reported in scientific articlesto
enhance transparency and methodological rigour

76  *The expertise needed to contribute to the consensus process will vary depending on the
77  research subject, and a range of participants may be required, including but not limited to:
78  clinical guideline developers, clinical researchers, healthcare professionals, epidemiologists,
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79  ethicists, funders, journal editors, laboratory specialists, medical publication professionals,
80  meta-researchers, methodologists, pathologists, patients and carers/families, pharmaceutical
81 companies, public health specialists, policymakers, politicians, research scientists, surgeons,

82  systematic reviewers and technicians.

83  Consensus obtained from a group of experts using formal methods is recognised as being

84  more reliable than individual opinions and experiences [5-7]. Consensus methods help to

85 overcome the challenges of gathering opinions from a group, such as discussions being

86 dominated by a small number of individuals, peer pressure to conform to a particular opinion

87  ortherisk of group biases affecting overall decision-making [4].

88 Despitetheir critical rolein healthcare and policy decision-making, consensus methods are
89  often poorly reported [8]. Reporting guidelines can enhance the reporting quality of research
90 [9-11], and the absence of a universal reporting guideline for studies using consensus

91 methods may contribute to their well-documented suboptimal reporting quality [8, 12-15]. A
92  recent systematic review found that the quality of reporting of consensus methods in health
93 research was deficient [8], and a methodological review found that articles that provided

94  guidance on reporting Delphi methods vary widely in their criteriaand level of detail [15].
95  The Conducting and Reporting Delphi Studies (CREDES) guideline was designed to support
96 the conduct and reporting of Delphi studies, with afocus on palliative care [16]. The 23-item
97  AGREE-II instrument, which is widely used for reporting clinical practice guidelines,

98 includes only oneitem (‘ Formulation of Recommendations’) related to the method used to

99  obtain consensus [17].

100 Therefore, a comprehensive guidelineis needed to report the numerous methods available to
101  assessand/or guide consensus in medical research. The ACcurate COnsensus Reporting

102  Document (ACCORD) reporting guideline project was initiated to fulfil this need. We
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followed EQUATOR Network—recommended best practices for reporting guideline
development, which included a systematic review and consensus exercise. Our am was to
develop a new tool, applicable worldwide, that will facilitate the rigorous and transparent
reporting of all types of consensus methods across the spectrum of health research [18]. A
comprehensive reporting guideline will enable readers to understand the consensus methods

used to develop recommendations and will, we hope, ultimately improve patient outcomes.
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M ethods

Scope of ACCORD

ACCORD is ameta-research project to develop areporting guideline for consensus methods
used in health-related activities or research (Table 2) [18]. The guideline was designed to be
applicable to simple and less structured methods (such as consensus meetings), more
systematic methods (such as nominal group technique or Delphi) or any combination of
methods utilised to achieve consensus. In addition, although ACCORD has been structured to
help reporting a scientific manuscript (with the traditional article sections such as
introduction, methods, results, and discussion), the checklist items can assist authorsin

writing other types of text describing consensus activities.

Table 2. A selection of common consensus methods used in health-related activities or

research.
M ethod Characterigtics
Delphi [13, 19] e Anonymity
e Iteration over multiple rounds of voting
e Feedback after each round
Nominal group technique A face-to-face group interaction comprising four stages:
[20] e Soloideageneration
¢ Round-robin feedback of ideas
e Clarification of ideas through discussion
e Voting to prioritise or rank ideas
RAND/UCLA A method developed to combine the best available scientific
appropriateness method evidence with the collective judgement of expertsto yield a
(RAM) [21] statement regarding, for example, the appropriateness of performing
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aprocedure. Stagesinclude:
e Literaturereview
o Development of statements

e Expert scoring of statements

Consensus meetings[22] Simple meetings with discussion to reach consensus, including

voting in structured or more informal formats

123

124  ACCORD isareporting guideline which provides a checklist of items that we recommend
125 areincluded in any scientific publication in healthcare reporting the results of a consensus
126  exercise. However, it is not a methodological guideline. It is not intended to provide guidance
127  on how researchers and specialists should design their consensus activities, and it makes no
128  judgement on which method is most appropriate in a particular context. Furthermore,

129 ACCORD is not intended to be used for reporting research in fields outside health, such as

130  socia sciences, economics or marketing.

131
132 Study design, setting and ethics

133 The ACCORD project was registered prospectively on 20 January 2022 on the Open Science
134  Framework [23] and the EQUATOR Network website [24] and received ethics approval from
135 the Central University Research Ethics Committee at the University of Oxford (Reference
136  number: R81767/RE001). The ACCORD protocol has been previously published [18] and
137  followed the EQUATOR Network recommendations for developing a reporting guideline
138  [25, 26], starting with a systematic review of the literature [8], followed by a Delphi process
139 that was modified by basing the preliminary list for voting on a systematic review rather than

140 initial ideas or statements from the panellists themselves. In addition, the ACCORD Steering
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Committee made final decisions on item inclusion and refined the checklist wording as

described below.

ACCORD Steering Committee

WG and NH founded the ACCORD project, seeking endorsement from the International
Society of Medical Publication Professionals (ISMPP) in April 2021. ISMPP provided
practical support and guidance on the overall process at project outset but was not involved in
checklist development. The ACCORD Steering Committee, established over the following
months, was multidisciplinary in nature and comprised researchers from different countries
and settings. Steering Committee recruitment was iterative, with new members invited as
needs were identified by the founders and existing committee, to ensure inclusion of the
desired range of expertise or experience. Potential members were identified via ISMPP,
literature research, professional connections and network recommendations. When the
protocol was submitted for publication, the Steering Committee had 11 members (WG, PL,
EvZ, AP, EH, CW, DT, KG, AH, NH and Robert Matheis [RM] from ISMPP). Bernd Arents
joined the Steering Committee in July 2021 but left in December of that year, asdid RM in
August 2022, both citing an excess of commitments as their reason for stepping down. AP
provided methodology and lay perspectives throughout the study design and conduct, and in
the development and writing up of the materials; sheis a research methodologist and a head
and spinal trauma survivor. Patient partners were invited as Delphi panellists. Paul Blazey
joined the Steering Committee in September 2022 as a methodol ogist to support the
execution of the ACCORD Delphi process and provide additional expertise on consensus

methods.

Page 10 of 42


https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.08.22.23294261

medRXxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.08.22.23294261; this version posted August 24, 2023. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.

164

165

166

167

168

169

170

171

172

173

174

175

176

177

178

179

180

181

182

183

184

185

186

All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission.
ACCORD checklist manuscript
The final Steering Committee responsible for the Delphi process and development of the
checklist had members from multiple countries and included clinician practitioners,
methodologists, medical publication professionals, journal editors, a representative of the

EQUATOR Network and a representative of the public (Supporting Information [SI] file 1).

Protocol development

The ACCORD protocol was developed by the Steering Committee before the literature
searches or Delphi rounds were commenced and has been published previously [18]. An
overview of the methods used, together with some amendments made to the protocol during

the development of ACCORD in response to new insights, is provided below.

Systematic review and development of preliminary checklist

A subgroup of the Steering Committee conducted a systematic review with the dual purpose
of identifying existing evidence on the quality of reporting of consensus methods and
generating the preliminary draft checklist of items which should be reported [8]. The
systematic review identified 18 studies which addressed the quality of reporting of consensus
methods, with 14 studies focussed on Delphi only and four studies including Delphi and other
methods [8]. A list of deficiencies in consensus reporting was compiled based on the findings
of the systematic review. Itemsin the preliminary checklist were subsequently derived from
the systematic review both from the data extraction list (n=30) [8] and from other information

that was relevant for reporting consensus methods (n=26) [8].

Next, the Steering Committee voted on whether the preliminary checklist items (n=56)

should be included in the Delphi via two anonymous online surveys conducted using
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187  Microsoft Forms (See SI2). There were five voting options: ‘ Strongly disagree’, ‘Disagree’,
188 ‘Agree’, ‘Strongly agree’ and ‘Abstain/Unable to answer’. NH processed the results in Excel
189 and WG provided feedback and therefore neither voted. Items that received sufficient support
190 (i.e., >80% of respondents voted “Agree’/“ Strongly agree”) were included in the Delphi
191  whilethe rest were discussed by the Steering Committee for potential inclusion or removal.
192  During the first survey, Steering Committee members could propose additional items based
193  on their knowledge and expertise. These new items were voted on in the second Steering
194  Committee survey. Upon completion of this process, the Steering Committee approved and
195  updated the preliminary draft checklist, which was then prepared for voting on by the Delphi

196 panel. Items were clustered or separated as necessary for clarity.

197
198 Delphi panel composition

199  Using an anonymous survey (9—13 June 2022), the Steering Committee voted on the desired
200  profile of Delphi panellists for the ACCORD project. There was unanimous agreement that
201  geographic representation was important, and the aim was to recruit from all continents

202  (thereby covering both Northern and Southern hemispheres) and include participants from
203  low-, middle- and high-income countries to account for potential differencesin cultural and
204  ideological ways of reaching agreement. The aim was to include a broad range of

205 participants: clinicians, researchers experienced in the use of consensus methods and in

206 clinical practice guideline development, patient advocates, journa editors, publication

207  professionals and publishers, regulatory specialists, public health policymakers and

208 pharmaceutical company representatives. The target panel size (approximately 40 panellists)

209  was guided by the desired representation and to ensure an acceptable number of responses
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210 (20, assuming a participation rate of 50%) in the event of withdrawals or partial completion

211  of review.

212
213 Delphi panel recruitment

214  Potentia participants for the Delphi panel were identified in several ways: from the author
215  lists of publications included in the systematic review, from invitations circulated via an

216 EQUATOR Network newsletter (October 2021) [27] and at the ISMPP EU meeting in

217  January 2022, and by contacting groups potentially impacted by ACCORD (e.g., the UK

218 National Institute for Health and Care Excellence [NICE]). Individuals were also invited to
219  take part through the ACCORD protocol publication [18], and the members of the Steering
220 Committee contacted individualsin their networks to fill gaps in geographical or professional
221  representation. To minimise potential bias, none of the Steering Committee participated in the

222  Delphi panel.

223  Invitations were issued to candidate panellists who satisfied the inclusion criteria. While

224 participants were not generally asked to suggest other panel members, in some cases, invitees
225  proposed a colleague to replace them on the panel. Only the Steering Committee members
226  responsible for administering the Delphi had access to the full list of ACCORD Delphi panel
227  members. Panellists were invited by email, and reminder emails were sent to those who did
228  not respond. Out of the 133 panellistsinvited, 72 agreed to participate. No panellists or

229  Steering Committee members were reimbursed or remunerated for taking part in the

230 ACCORD project.

231
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232 Planned Delphi process

233  The Delphi method was chosen to validate the checklist, in line with recommendations for
234 developing reporting guidelines [25]. A three-round Delphi was planned to allow for

235 iteration, with the option to include additional rounds if necessary. Panellists who agreed to
236 take part received an information pack containing an introductory letter, aplain language
237  summary, an informed consent statement, links to the published protocol and systematic
238 review, and the items excluded by the Steering Committee (See SI3). Survey materials were
239  developed by PL and PB in English and piloted by WG and NH. Editorial and formatting
240  changes were made following the pilot stage to optimise the ease of use of the survey. In an
241  amendment to the protocol, the order of candidate items was not randomised within each
242 manuscript section. The Jisc Online Survey platform (Jisc Services Ltd., Bristol, UK) was
243  used to administer all Delphi surveys, ensuring anonymity through automatic coding of
244 participants. Panellists were sent reminders to complete the survey via the survey platform,

245  and one email reminder was sent to panellists the day before the deadline for each round.

246  The Delphi voting was modified to offer five voting options: ‘ Strongly disagree’, ‘ Disagree’,
247  ‘Neither agree nor disagree’, ‘Agree’, and ‘ Strongly agree’. Votes of ‘ Neither agree nor

248  disagree’ were included in the denominator. The consensus threshold was defined a priori as
249  >80% of aminimum of 20 respondents voting ‘Agree’ or * Strongly agree’. Reaching the

250  consensus threshold was not a stopping criterion. For inclusion in the final checklist, each
251 item was required to achieve the consensus criteria following at least two rounds of voting.
252  Thisensured that all items had the opportunity for iteration between rounds (a central tenet of
253  the Delphi method) [19] and enabled panellists to reconsider their voting position in light of

254  feedback from the previous round.
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255  In Round 1, panellists had the opportunity, anonymously, to suggest new items to be voted on
256  in subsequent rounds. Panellists were also able to provide anonymous free-text comments in
257  each round to add rationale for their chosen vote or suggest alterations to the item text. After
258  each voting round, the comments were evaluated and integrated by WG, PL, PB and NH and
259  validated by the Steering Committee. If necessary, semantic changes were made to items to

260 improve clarity and concision.

261 Feedback given to participants between rounds included the anonymised total votes and the

262  percentage in each category (see example in Figure 1) to allow panellists to assess their

263  position in comparison with the rest of the group, as well as the relevant free-text comments
264  oneachitem. Items that did not achieve consensusin Rounds 1 and 2 were revised or

265  excluded based on the feedback received from the panellists. Items that were materially

266  altered (to change their original meaning) were considered a new item. All wording changes
267  wererecorded. Panellists received a table highlighting wording changes as part of the

268 feedback process so that they could see modifications to checklist items (for example

269  feedback documents, see Sl4).

270  Figure 1. Example of feedback provided to panellists. M odifications to the text are

271 underlined

Round 1 statement

M10. Describe the role of any public, lay or patient participants. Detail the stage(s) at which they
were involved, and their roles and contributions.

Summary and comments from Round 1
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211 Do you agree with the inclusion of this item in the ACCORD checklist?

Strongly disagree | 0
pisagree [ 5 (55%
Neither agree nor disagree - 2 (3.5%)
soree N 22 (55.6%)
Svonsly agrec | 26 (+:.1%)

Muiti answer: Percentage of respondents who selected each answer option (e.g. 100% would represent that all this question's respandents
chose that option)

| disagree with the wording "M10. Describe the role of any public, lay, or patient participants." Suggest

deleting "lay" and replace with: "M10. Describe the role of public and patient partners.”

| think rephrase to 'Explicitly detail the stage(s) at which they were involved, and their roles and
contributions - it isreally important that the detail is provided, thisis key to understanding how

stakeholder driven the consensusis

M210 no cohort should be singled out. Any participation should be seen as equal by the expertise they bring

to the process.

It isimportant to emphasi se the patient community voice

M 10 Describe the role of any public, lay, or patient participants. Suggest for ALL participants as

depending on your question the MDs might be the minority

Re 21 and 22. Has the tone and manner of the questions been written to match that of the respondents? (lay

language for lay, for example) Have the questions been checked and vetted by the Plain English Society

Lay panel members, with expertise anchored in their lived experience, should be accorded as similar a
status with professional experts as possible, and language in the checklist should reflect that, Also, should
be made clearer that investigators should ensure they describe involvement of lay members of steering

committee in earlier methods items

M odification made between Round 1 and Round 2

Describe the role(s) of any public, lay or patient participants in the different stages of the study. If

these groups did not participate, justify why this was the case.

272

Page 16 of 42


https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.08.22.23294261

medRXxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.08.22.23294261; this version posted August 24, 2023. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.

273

274

275

276

277

278

279

280

281

282

283

284

285

All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission.
ACCORD checklist manuscript
Items reaching consensus over two rounds were removed from the Delphi for inclusion in the
checklist. Items achieving agreement in Round 1 which then fell into disagreement in Round
2 were considered to have ‘unstable’ agreement. These unstable items were revised based on

qualitative feedback from the panel and were included for re-voting in Round 3.
Steering Committee checklist finalisation process

Consistent with the protocol [18], following completion of the Delphi process, the Steering
Committee was convened for a series of three two-hour virtual workshops (7, 14 and 16
March 2023) to make decisions and finalise the checklist. For each item, WG, PL, PB and
NH presented a summary of voting, comments received and a recommended approach. The

possible recommended approaches are shown in Table 3.

Table 3. Recommended approaches to approved and rejected items used during the checklist

finalisation workshaops.

Approved items Rejected items

o Keepitem as approved (default) e Confirmitem isrejected (default)

o Keepitem with wording changes based on o Restore item:

panellist comments (requires unanimous Requirements to restore:

Steering Committee approval) 1. item already close to acceptance (70%—
o Keep item, but combine with another item or 80% agreement);

help text where contents appear to relate 2. positive comments with supporting

strongly to one another (requires unanimous rationale from panellists; and

Steering Committee approval) 3. unanimous Steering Committee approval
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286  All recommendations were followed by an explanation of why WG, PL, PB or NH felt this
287  would be the most appropriate action and a discussion between Steering Committee members

288  in which the suggested action could be challenged and changed.

289  Grammatical changes were also considered at this stage but only where they did not change
290 the meaning of an approved item. Following review of al items, the order of the checklist

291 itemswas evaluated by WG, PL, PB and NH.
292  Standardised terminology

293  After the consensus meetings, NH updated and standardised the terminology according to the
294  type of information requested in the item to ensure consistency between items, and this was
295  approved by the Steering Committee. This standardisation of terminology incorporated rules
296  established for the use of terms common in reporting guidelines, as shown in Table 4, such as
297 thedifference between using “state” or “describe’. All but two items (R5 and O1) contain a

298 verb from Table 4.
299

300 Tabled4. Criteriafor the standardisation of terms used to guide reporting in ACCORD.

Verb Type of information

Describe Processes (e.g., recruitment) or broad topics (e.g., areas of expertise)
State Factual information, e.g., conflicts of interest

Explain Methodological choicesthat may not be immediately transparent, e.g.,

criteriafor panellist inclusion

Report Reserved for (most) results items
Discuss Reserved for discussion items
301 Results
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Delphi panel demographics

The Delphi panel included a diverse group of panellists, representing a wide range of
geographical areas and professions (Table 5). Of the 72 participants who indicated their
willingness to participate in the Delphi panel, 58 (81%) completed Round 1 and were invited
to Round 2. Fifty-four participants completed Round 2 and were invited to Round 3, which

was completed by 51 participants.

Table 5. Self-identified demographics of the Delphi panellists, per voting round.

Characteristic Round 1 (n=58) | Round 2 (n=54) Round 3 (n=51)
21 October—4 21 December 10-27 Feb 2023
November 2022 2022-16 January
2023
Gender, n (%)
Female | 31 (53.4) 28 (51.9) 28 (54.9)
Male | 27 (46.6) 25 (46.3) 22 (43.1)
Non-binary | O 1(1.9) 0
Prefer nottosay | O 0 1(2.0)
Geographic location of current primary residence and work, n (%)
Africa | 3(5.2) 3(5.6) 2(3.9
Asia | 4 (6.9) 4(7.4) 4(7.8)
Europe | 31 (53.4) 28 (51.9) 26 (51.0)
North America | 16 (27.6) 15 (27.8) 15 (29.4)
Oceania | 1 (1.7) 1(1.9) 1(2.0)
South America | 3 (5.2) 3(5.6) 3(5.9)
Background*, n (%)
Clinician | 16 (27.6) 14 (25.9) 13 (25.5)
Journal editor | 8 (13.8) 6(11.1) 8 (15.7)
Patient partner’ | 6 (10.3) 6(11.1) 5(9.8)
Policymaker | 3(5.2) 3(5.6) 4(7.8)
Publications professional | 17 (29.3) 17 (31.5) 15(29.4)
Researcher | 29 (50.0) 29 (53.7) 24 (47.1)
Other* | 11 (19) 6 (11.1) 8 (15.7)

*Panellists could select more than one option.

"In Rounds 2 and 3, this category was changed to: Patient, Patient Partner, Family Member or

Carer.

*Other occupation categories included:

In Round 1: Patient & Research Community: Pharmaceutical Physician; Research Funder;
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Academician (Professor); Guideline Developer; Medical Communications Services; Data
manager; Research in Medical Education; Healthcare Consultant; Patient Advocacy Leader;
Physician; Health and Care Guideline Developer.

In Round 2: Data Manager; Medical Education Research and Clinician; Guideline Developer;
Administrator; Professor.

In Round 3: Data Manager; Consensus Development Facilitator; Professor; Patient

Organisation; Guideline Developer.

Delphi results

The updated preliminary draft checklist presented to the Delphi panel for voting contained 41
items. The changes in the number of checklist items over the Delphi voting rounds are
illustrated in Figure 2. After Round 1, seven new items were added, and one item was lost by
combining with another item, resulting in 47 items being included in Round 2. Only items
that were unstable (n=4) or were modified sufficiently to be considered new (n=6) were voted
on in Round 3. After Round 2, 33 items achieved consensus, and a further three items
achieved consensus after all three rounds of voting. Therefore, at the end of the Delphi
process, consensus was reached on 36 items. The results of the Delphi process, showing the

iteration of items and level of agreement at each round, are summarised in SI5.
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Figure 2. A flow diagram to show the development of checklist items.
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36
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[=]

*Potential items from relevant information beyond the predefined data extraction form
[8l.

"New item (T1) proposed at checklist review meeting.

Finalisation by Steering Committee

One item rejected by the Delphi panel was restored to the checklist (M 10, becoming item
M5), and three highly approved (>90%) items were modified by combining with other items

during the Steering Committee finalisation workshops.
Restored item (Delphi M10 > Final M5)

Delphi item M 10 (patient and public involvement) failed to achieve stable consensus during
the voting process (Round 1, 87.5%; Round 2, 73.1%; Round 3, 76%). The comments from
the panel led the Steering Committee to conclude that panellists had not reached agreement

on reporting patient and public involvement due to the item being essential in some—but not
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all—consensus processes (“ Depends on the topic of Delphi consensus, should be optional”;
“For me this rests on the topic of the exercise”), and because of disagreements about
preferred terminology (“ The difference between lay and patient and public partnersis

{11 (R1]

potentially confusing”; “DO NOT change ‘participants’ to ‘partners’”). However, the
Steering Committee identified many situations where the inclusion of patients would be
considered essential. Priority-setting and core outcome identification are just two areas where
patient participation in consensus exercises is becoming standard [28-30]. Based on
unanimous agreement (11/11), the Steering Committee decided to reinstate M 10 as reporting

item M5, while taking into account the most consistent comments regarding wording

(notably, that “lay” should not be used).
[temswith high level of agreement that were modified

Three original items, R3, R6 and R7, overlapped by all covering aspects of which data were
reported from the Delphi voting rounds. During the checklist finalisation workshops, the
Steering Committee discussed these three items and combined them to create two final items,
R3 (quantitative data) and R4 (qualitative data). In addition, the Steering Committee noted an
overlap between original items M22 and R8 related to modifications made to items or topics
during the consensus process. These two items were combined to create the final item R5.
Finally, M 13 was revised to remove a conceptual overlap with M 12 and to use clearer

language.
Final checklist

The final ACCORD checklist comprised 35 items that were identified as essential to ensure
clear and transparent reporting of consensus studies. The finalised ACCORD checklist is

presented in Table 6.
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Table 6. The final ACCORD checklist for the reporting of consensus methods.

[tem number Manuscript section Item wording Help text
Tl Title Identify the article as reporting a consensus exercise | For example, Delphi or nominal group technique.
and state the consensus methods used in thetitle.
11 I ntroduction Explain why a consensus exercise was chosen over n‘a
other approaches.
12 Introduction State the aim of the consensus exercise, including its | n/a
intended audience and geographical scope (national,
regional, global).
13 I ntroduction If the consensus exercise is an update of an existing | n/a
document, state why an update is needed, and
provide the citation for the original document.
M1 Methods > If the study or study protocol was prospectively Recommended to include the date of regigration.
Registration registered, state the registration platform and provide
alink. If the exercise was not registered, this should
be stated.
M2 Methods > Selection of | Describe the role(s) and areas of expertise or For example, whether the project was led by a chair,
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SC and/or panellists

experience of those directing the consensus exercise.

co-chairs or a steering committee, and, if so, how they
were chosen. List their names if appropriate, and

whether there were any subgroups for individual steps

in the process.
M3 Methods > Selection of | Explain the criteriafor panellist inclusion and the n‘a
SC and/or panellists rationale for panellist numbers. State who was
responsible for panellist selection.
M4 Methods > Selection of | Describe the recruitment process (how panellists I nclude communication/advertisement method(s) and
SC and/or panellists were invited to participate). locations, numbers of invitations sent, and whether
there was centralised oversight of invitations or if
panellists were asked/allowed to suggest other
members of the panel.
M5 Methods > Selection of | Describe the role of any members of the public, n‘a
SC and/or panellists patientsor carers in the different steps of the study.
M6 Methods > Preparatory | Describe how information was obtained prior to This might include a literature review, interviews,
research generating items or other materials used during the surveys, or another process.
CONSEensus exercise.
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M7 Methods > Preparatory | Describe any systematic literature search in detail, Provide the details suggested by the reporting
research including the search strategy and dates of search or guideline PRISMA and the related PRISMA-Search
the citation if published already. extension.
M8 Methods > Preparatory | Describe how any existing scientific evidence was n‘a
research summarised and if this evidence was provided to the
panellists.
M9 Methods > Assessing Describe the methods used and steps taken to gather | If modifications were made to the method in its
consensus panellist input and reach consensus (for example, original form, provide a detailed explanation of how
Delphi, RAND-UCLA, nominal group technique). the method was adjusted and why this was necessary
for the purpose of your consensus-based study.
M10 Methods > Assessing Describe how each question or statement was Where possible, present the questionnaire or list of
consensus presented and the response options. State whether statements as supplementary material.
panellists were able to or required to explain their
responses, and whether they could propose new
items.
M1l Methods > Assessing State the objective of each consensus step. A step could be a consensus meeting, a discussion or
consensus interview session, or a Delphi round.
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M12 Methods > Assessing State the definition of consensus (for example, n‘a
consensus number, percentage, or categorical rating, such as
‘agree’ or ‘strongly agree’) and explain the rationale
for that definition.
M13 Methods > Assessing State whether items that met the prespecified n‘a
consensus definition of consensus were included in any
subsequent voting rounds.
M14 Methods > Assessing For each step, describe how responses were n‘a
coNnsensus collected, and whether responses were collected in a
group setting or individually.
M15 Methods > Assessing Describe how responses were processed and/or Include qualitative analyses of free-text responses (for
consensus synthesised. example, thematic, content or cluster analysis) and/or
guantitative analytical methods, if used.
M16 Methods > Assessing Describe any piloting of the sudy materials and/or Include how many individual s piloted the study
consensus survey instruments. materials, the rationale for the selection of those
individuals, any changes made as a result and whether
their responses were used in the calculation of the final
Page 26 of 42
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consensus. If no pilot was conducted, this should be

stated.
M17 Methods > Assessing If applicable, describe how feedback was provided to | State whether feedback was quantitative (for example,
consensus panellists at the end of each consensus step or approval rates per topic/item) and/or qualitative (for
meeting. example, comments, or lists of approved items), and
whether it was anonymised.
M18 Methods > Assessing State whether anonymity was planned in the study n‘a
consensus design. Explain where and to whom it was applied
and what methods were used to guarantee
anonymity.
M19 Methods > Assessing Stateif the steering committee wasinvolved in the For example, whether the steering committee or those
consensus decisions made by the consensus panel. managing consensus also had vating rights.
M20 Methods > Describe any incentives used to encourage responses | For example, were invitations to participate reiterated,
Participation or participation in the consensus process. or were participants reimbursed for their time.
M21 Methods > Describe any adaptations to make the For example, the languages in which the
Participation surveys/meetings more accessible. surveys/meetings were conducted and whether
trandations or plain language summaries were
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available.
R1 Results State when the consensus exercise was conducted. n/a
List the date of initiation and the time taken to
complete each consensus step, analysis, and any
extensions or delays in the analysis.
R2 Results Explain any deviations from the study protocol, and | For example, addition of panel members during the
why these were necessary. exercise, number of consensus steps, stopping criteria;
report the step(s) in which this occurred.
R3 Results For each step, report quantitative (number of n‘a
panellists, response rate) and qualitative (relevant
socio-demographics) data to describe the
participating panellists.
R4 Results Report the final outcome of the consensus processas | n/a
qualitative (for example, aggregated themes from
comments) and/or quantitetive (for example,
summary statistics, score means, medians and/or
ranges) data.
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R5 Results List any items or topicsthat were modified or n‘a
removed during the consensus process. Include why
and when in the process they were modified or
removed.
D1 Discussion Discussthe methodological strengths and limitations | Include factors that may have impacted the decisions
of the consensus exercise. (for example, response rates, representativeness of the
panel, potential for feedback during consensusto bias
responses, potential impact of any non-anonymised
interactions).
D2 Discussion Discuss whether the recommendations are consistent | n/a
with any pre-existing literature and, if not, propose
reasons why this process may have arrived at
alternative conclusions.
o1 Other information List any endorsing organisations involved and their n‘a
role.
02 Other information State any potential conflicts of interests, including n‘a
among those directing the consensus study and
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panellists. Describe how conflicts of interest were

managed.

03

Other information

State any funding received and the role of the funder.

Specify, for example, any funder involvement in the
study concept/design, participation in the steering
committee, conducting the consensus process, funding
of any medical writing support. This could be
disclosed in the methods or in the relevant
trangparency section of the manuscript. Where a funder
did not play arole in the process or influence the

decisions reached, this should be specified.

n/a, not applicable.
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Discussion

The ACCORD checklist has been developed using arobust and systematic approach, with
input from participants with a variety of areas of expertise, and it is now available for any
health researcher to use to report studies that use consensus methods. The process of
developing ACCORD itself used consensus methods which are reported here according to the

checklist developed.

Why ACCORD was needed

The need for optimal reporting of consensus methods has been documented for decades [8,
14]. Generic problemsidentified include inconsistency and lack of transparency in reporting,
as well as more specific criticisms such as lack of detail regarding how participants or
steering committee members were selected, missing panellist background information, no
definition of consensus, missing response rates after each consensus round, no description of
level of anonymity or how anonymity was maintained, and alack of clarity over what
feedback was provided between rounds [8]. The absence of a reporting guideline that
encompasses the range of consensus methods may contribute to poor reporting quality [13],

and this prompted the development of the ACCORD checklist.

Two EQUATOR-listed checklists are available that include consensus or support clinical
practice guideline reporting, which often includes a consensus exercise. CREDES [16] isa
method- and speciality-specific guideline aimed at supporting the conduct and reporting of
Delphi studiesin palliative care. AGREE-II is focused on appropriate reporting and
evaluation of clinical practice guidelines; it has only one item, ‘ Formulation of

Recommendations’, relating to the method used to obtain consensus [17]. ACCORD
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addresses the breadth of methods used to attain consensus (including the Delphi method) and
should be complementary to AGREE-I1 where aclinical practice guideline also includes a
formal consensus development process. Another reporting guideline currently under
development, DELPHISTAR [15], is Delphi specific and covers medical and social sciences.
ACCORD extends beyond Delphi methods and encompasses a wide range of consensus

methods in various health-related fields.

Although familiarity with ACCORD is likely to be useful to ensure relevant elements are
considered when designing a consensus study, it is a reporting guideline and not a mandate
for study conduct. The methodological background to the items and published examples of
what we consider to be good reporting will be discussed in the ACCORD Explanation and

Elaboration document (manuscript in preparation).

Strengths and limitations

ACCORD was conducted through an open, collaborative process with a predefined,
published protocol [18]. It started with a systematic review [8] using robust methods of
searching, screening and extraction, which led to the identification of common gapsin
reporting consensus methods. Only 18 studies were eligible for inclusion in the systematic
review, and data extraction generated 30 potential checklist items. An additional 26 items
were identified that were not covered by the data extraction list. Following this thorough
process, these 56 potential items were supplemented by a further 9 proposed by the Steering

Committee, with an additional 7 proposed by Delphi panellists.

The ACCORD checklist involved input from participants with awide range of expertise,
including methodol ogists, patient advocates, healthcare professionals, journal editors,

publication professionals, and representatives from the pharmaceutical industry and bodies
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421  such as NICE and the Scottish Intercollegiate Guidelines Network. With afew exceptions
422  reported here, their recommendations were fully adopted and integrated into the final

423  checklist. ACCORD was developed to assist everyone involved in consensus-based activities
424 or research. It will assure participants that methods will be accurately reported; guide authors
425  when writing up a publication; help journal editors and peer reviewers when assessing a

426  manuscript for publication; and enhance trust in the recommendations made by consensus
427  panels. Our hopeisthat ACCORD will ultimately benefit patients by improving the

428  transparency and robustness of consensus studies in healthcare.

429 A limitation of the ACCORD initiative is that the panel was largely drawn from Europe and
430 North America. Although invitations were sent to potential panellistsin South America, Asia,
431  Africaand Oceania, few responses were obtained, leading to limited participation from these
432  continents. In future updates or extensions, the project would benefit from recruiting

433  panellists with experience in consensus from other regions and countries with different

434  cultures and health systems.

435  Members of the ACCORD Steering Committee did not vote in the Delphi surveys. In our
436  process, the virtual workshops held to finalise the ACCORD checklist did not include the
437  Delphi panel. This might be seen as alimitation by some, especially those involved in

438  reporting guidelines devel opment, as a consensus meeting including some expert members of
439 the Delphi panel is usually conducted according to the guidance issued by the EQUATOR
440  Network [25]. However, our process held the Steering Committee and Delphi panel separate:
441  the Steering Committee did not participate in the Delphi panel, and the Delphi panellists did
442  not participate in the final consensus discussions. One item was included in the checklist

443  without full approval of the Delphi panel (see results and commentary for item M5).
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444  Stability of agreement indicates when consensus is present among agroup. There are severd
445  methods to assess for stability, but ACCORD adhered to a simple definition of achieving the

446  apriori agreed threshold for agreement over a minimum of two voting rounds [31].

447  Another limitation which consensus and survey specialists may note is that the itemsin our

448  Delphi survey were not presented to panellistsin arandom order. Since ACCORD was

449  proposing content items for the sections of a scientific manuscript (title, introduction,

450 methods, results and discussion), we preferred to present items in these sections in the order
451  that they usually appear to enhance comprehension and avoid confusion. This is something

452  that may affect all reporting guidelines development. In fact, several panellists provided

453  feedback on how to order theitems.

454
455 Theimplementation of the ACCORD reporting guideline

456  Many reporting guidelines are published without initiatives to facilitate implementation. Only
457  15.7% of guidelines on the EQUATOR Network website mentioned an implementation plan
458 [26]. Piloting is planned to inform an Explanation & Elaboration document, and a full

459  implementation plan for ACCORD is being developed.

460

461 Thefutureof ACCORD

462  Robust reporting is particularly important for studies using consensus methods given that so
463 many methods exist and researchers frequently make modifications to ‘ standard’ methods.
464  We anticipate that updates of the ACCORD checklist will be necessary, as technology and

465  consensus methods continue to evolve.
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466  Besides updates, ACCORD could have extensions developed in areas such as non-clinical
467  biomedical studies, health economics, or health informatics and artificial intelligence, and
468  even beyond healthcare, with input from appropriate experts. The Steering Committee

469  welcomes feedback and interest from other researchers in these aress.

470

471 Conclusion

472  The ACCORD reporting guideline provides the scientific community with an important tool
473  toimprove the completeness and transparency of reporting of studies that use consensus
474  methods. The ACCORD checklist supports authors in writing manuscripts with sufficient
475  information to enable readers to understand the study’ s methods, the study’ s results, and the
476  interpretation of those results so that they can draw their own conclusions about the

477  robustness and credibility of the recommendations.
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