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Supplementary Figure 2 Overview of the Target Actionability Review (TAR) methodology, adapted from Schubert et al. [6]. Before proceeding with
Step 2, we suggest a ‘pilot adjudication’, in which 10 papers are critically read, scored and discussed by the two reviewers. This will help to identify
pitfalls and different visions, and will ultimately help to reduce the number of discrepancies. Subsequently, the reviewers can continue with the initial
Step 2 for all remaining publications.



