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Screening & Selection Process 

1. Initial screening of identified titles, abstracts, and certain full texts took place during the 

searching process to identify texts that potentially used a lifecycle model or lifecycle 

approach and to exclude irrelevant texts. Documents (including webpages) that appeared 

relevant were downloaded and saved in a Dropbox folder, which served as a Document 

Archive for further screening. 

2. Archived documents were screened against the PICOTS inclusion and exclusion criteria 

(Supplemental-3). Data from selected texts were extracted into tables in Word and into an 

Excel Database. Data extraction and analysis were concurrent with screening and selection.  

3. A selection decision algorithm was devised (inset in the Screening & Selection Process 

Map) to identify the most relevant, and to choose (as far as possible) a single document to 

represent each model. This algorithm served as a guide rather than as a strict set of rules. 

4. The final selection involved choosing between the originator article and others that extended 

its description, depicted or demonstrated it, described its use, or otherwise added to the 

analysis in order to select one text as the representative reference text. The others, though ‘not 

selected’ were not excluded, instead they served as additional reference materials. 

5. Searching, screening, sampling of documents from the archive, and selection for inclusion in 

the excel database continued until data saturation was reached.  

Saturation was reached before the entire Document Archive had been screened, nevertheless, 

the remainder of the documents in the archive were also screened. On completion of 

screening any additional models that were found to meet the inclusion criteria were retained 

for triangulation of the study’s findings. 
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Figure S4-1: Screening & Selection Process Map 
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Figure S4-2: Model Screening & Selection Flowchart 
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Texts included in 

Document Archive 

(n = 343) 

+ Books not in archive 

(n = 2) 

Texts excluded 

(n = 164) 
Duplicate model = 73 

Off topic = 15 

Background = 4 

Not P = 34 

Not I = 10 

Not O = 5 

Not S = 1 (book of abstracts) 
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