Table S1 - search strategies (primary literature review)
	MEDLINE 

	#1 economic evaluation[Title/Abstract] OR economic analys*[Title/Abstract] OR cost analys*[Title/Abstract] OR cost effective* analys*[Title/Abstract] OR cost-effective* analys*[Title/Abstract] OR cost benefit* analys*[Title/Abstract] OR cost utility* analys*[Title/Abstract] OR cost-benefit* analys*[Title/Abstract] OR cost-utility* analys*[Title/Abstract]

#2 breastfeeding OR breast feeding OR breastfed OR breastfeed OR bottle feeding OR bottle fed OR bottle feed OR infant feeding OR human milk OR formula milk OR formula feed OR formula fed)  AND (promote OR promotion OR initiation OR initiate OR support OR sustain

#3 #1 AND #2

Limit #3 to "2000/01/01"[Date - Publication] : "3000"[Date - Publication]

	Scopus
	economic evaluation OR economic analys* OR cost analys* OR cost effective* analys* OR cost-effective* analys* OR cost benefit* analys* OR cost utility* analys* OR cost-benefit* analys* OR cost-utility* analys*

AND

breastfeeding OR breast feeding OR breastfed OR breastfeed OR bottle feeding OR bottle fed OR bottle feed OR infant feeding OR human milk OR formula milk OR formula feed OR formula fed

AND  

PUBYEAR  >  1999

	NHS EED/HTA
	*Title search*
breastfeeding OR breast feeding OR breastfed OR breastfeed OR bottle feeding OR bottle fed OR bottle feed OR infant feeding OR human milk OR formula milk OR formula feed OR formula fed

*HTA: published from 1 January 2000 to 31 March 2018
*EED: published from 1 January 2000 to 31 March 2015






Table S2 - reasons for exclusion of full texts screened
	Title
	Year
	Lead author
	Reason

	Breastfeeding Duration, Costs, and Benefits of a Support Program for Low-Income Breastfeeding Women
	2002
	Pugh [5]
	Costs and outcomes reported separately but no incremental analysis 


	A Randomized Trial of Two Public Health Nurse Follow-up Programs after Early Obstetrical Discharge
	2003
	Steel O’Connor [6]
	Costs and outcomes reported separately but no incremental analysis 


	The cost-effectiveness of a child nutrition education programme in Peru
	2006
	Waters [7]
	Intervention did not aim to promote/support breastfeeding

	Effectiveness of policy to provide breastfeeding groups (BIG) for pregnant and breastfeeding others in primary care: cluster randomised controlled trial
	2009
	Hoddinott [8]
	Costs and outcomes reported separately but no incremental analysis 


	Breastfeeding promotion for infants in neonatal units: a systematic review and economic analysis
	2009
	Renfrew [9]
	Duplicates analysis reported in a study included in the review (Rice et al [2])

	Costs Related to Promoting Breastfeeding Among Urban Low-Income Women
	2012
	Frick [10]
	Costs and outcomes reported separately but no incremental analysis 

	Healthy Beginnings Trial Phase 2 study: Follow-up and cost-effectiveness analysis
	2012
	Wen [11]
	Protocol

	Effect of breastfeeding promotion interventions on cost-effectiveness of rotavirus immunization in Indonesia
	2013
	Suwantika [12]
	Although intervention aimed to promote breastfeeding, the economic evaluation focuses on the cost-effectiveness of rota-virus vaccination rather than breastfeeding outcomes 

	South-Africa (Goodstart III) trial: community based maternal and newborn care economic analysis
	2017
	Daviaud [13]
	Costs and outcomes reported separately but no incremental analysis





Table S3 - Data extraction and quality assessment form
	Subject of the study
	

	Intervention(s)
	

	Comparator(s)
	

	Key elements of the study
	

	Type of economic analysis
	

	Study population
	

	Details of model (if applicable) 
	

	Setting
	

	Country
	

	Clinical evidence
	

	Data sources
	

	Measures of health benefit
	

	Summary measure of health benefit
	

	Method of utility valuation
	

	Time horizon
	

	Discount rate for health benefit
	

	Costs
	

	Costs included
	

	Source of resource use data
	

	Resource use reported separately from costs 
	

	Sources of unit prices
	

	Currency and price year
	

	Adjustment for inflation; other adjustments
	

	Costs excluded
	

	Time horizon
	

	Discount rate for costs
	

	Analysis of uncertainty
	

	If model:  exploration of parameter uncertainty
	

	If model: exploration of structural uncertainty 
	

	All studies: exploration of alternative subgroups / settings
	

	Estimated benefits
	

	Total benefit: intervention arm(s)
	

	Total benefit: comparator arm(s)
	

	Net (incremental) benefit
	

	Estimated costs
	

	Total cost: intervention arm(s)
	

	Total cost: comparator arm(s)
	

	Net (incremental) cost (intervention versus comparator)
	

	Synthesis of benefits & costs, and conclusions
	

	Synthesis of benefits and costs conducted (e.g. ICER)
	

	ICER value
	

	Probability cost-effective
	

	Important differences in results for subgroups or sensitivity analyses
	

	Summary of authors' conclusions
	

	Critical review
	

	Is the choice of comparator suitably justified?
	

	If model: was the model structure suitable?
	

	If model: was a model schematic presented?
	

	If model: was the model adequately reported?
	

	Validity of effectiveness data/estimated health benefit
	

	Validity of estimated costs
	

	Do the authors discuss the generalisability of their findings?
	

	Do the authors compare their findings to previous studies?
	

	Are the authors' conclusions justified?
	

	Implications
	

	Do the authors describe policy implications of their findings? Are they appropriate?
	





Table S4 - Currency conversion and inflation rates applied
	
	Price year  in study
	Original currency
	Exchange rate
	HCHS year
	HCHS index
(1987/88 = 100.0)
	HCHS inflation factor to 2016/17*
	HS index 2016/17 to 2017/18**

	Desmond (2008) [1]
	2007
	US dollar
	0.50
	2006/07
	249.8
	1.21
	1.69

	Rice (2010) [2]
	2006
	GBP
	n/a
	2005/06
	240.9
	1.25
	1.76

	Rubio-Rodríguez (2012) [3]
	2011
	Euros
	0.87
	2010/11
	276.7
	1.09
	1.53

	Chola (2015) [4]
	2007
	US dollar
	0.50
	2006/07
	249.8
	1.21
	1.69

	GBP = Great British Pound; United Kingdom pound sterling  (£); US = United States
#per 1GBP; *HCHS index 2016/17 = 302.3 **HS index 2016/17 to 2017/18 factor = 1.4
https://www.ofx.com/en-gb/forex-news/historical-exchange-rates/yearly-average-rates/



Table S5 - Criteria list for assessment of methodological quality of economic evaluations: Consensus on Health Economic Criteria [14]
	[bookmark: _Hlk504376036]
	Desmond (2008) [1]
	Rice (2010) [2]
	Rubio-Rodriguez (2012) [3]
	Chola (2015) [4]

	1. Is the study population clearly described? 
	
	
	
	

	2. Are competing alternatives clearly described? 
	
	
	
	

	3. Is the economic study design appropriate to the stated objective? 
	
	
	
	

	4. Is the chosen time horizon appropriate to include relevant costs and consequences? 
	
	
	
	

	5. Is the actual perspective chosen appropriate? 
	
	
	
	

	6. Are all important and relevant costs for each alternative identified? 
	
	
	
	

	7. Are all costs measured appropriately in physical units? 
	
	
	
	

	8. Are costs valued appropriately? 
	
	
	
	

	9. Are all important and relevant outcomes for each alternative identified? 
	
	
	
	

	10. Are all outcomes measured appropriately? 
	
	
	
	

	11. Are outcomes valued appropriately? 
	
	
	
	

	12. Is an incremental analysis of costs and outcomes of alternatives performed? 
	
	
	
	

	13. Are all future costs and outcomes discounted appropriately? 
	
	
	
	

	14. Are all important variables, whose values are uncertain, appropriately subjected to sensitivity analysis? 
	
	
	
	




	
	Desmond (2008)
	Rice (2010)
	Rubio-Rodriguez (2012)
	Chola (2015)

	15. Do the conclusions follow from the data reported? 
	
	
	
	

	16. Does the study discuss the generalizability of the results to other settings and patient/client groups? 
	
	
	
	

	17. Does the article indicate that there is no potential conflict of interest of study researcher(s) and funder(s)? 
	
	
	
	

	18. Are ethical and distributional issues discussed appropriately?
	
	
	
	

	TOTAL SCORE
	17
	16
	17
	17

	Each criteria met is awarded one point: 15 or greater = high quality, 8-14 = average quality, less than 8 = poor quality.
Item 13 – studies where discounting is not applicable (i.e. time horizon less than one year) have been assumed to meet criteria.
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