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Supplementary file 2. SMART Criteria

Each abstract was reviewed for the following three criteria:

A. Description of decision-making process: Does the abstract include an explanation of the process
used to determine how decisions were made based on different resource allocation criteria,
including if possible, an explicit process for prioritizing different decision criteria?

B. Focus on hospital decision-making: Does the abstract focus on decision-making regarding
clinical treatments, drugs, therapeutics, or technologies that are applicable at the hospital level?

C. Description of values in decision-making: Does the abstract include an explanation of what

value drivers are used to make policy / treatment decision with a preferable emphasis on social
values, ethics, and fairness in addition to purely clinical, medical or economic analyses?

Each criterion was assessed according to a 3-point scale:

e Yes=3
e Probably =2
e Doubtful=1
e No=0

The total score for each abstract was the simple addition of the score from each criterion. A maximum
score was 9 points per abstract (the sum of 3 points if answered “yes” to each of criteria A, B, and C) and
a minimum score was 0 points (the sum of O points if answered “no” to each of the criteria A, B, and C)
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