S3 Table: Quality assessment of cost-benefit analyses using the 10-point Drummond checklist

	Article
	Q1
	Q2
	Q3
	Q4
	Q5
	Q6
	Q7
	Q8
	Q9
	Q10
	

	
	Was a well-defined question posed in answerable form?
	Was a comprehensive description of the competing alternatives given?
	Was the effectiveness of the programmes or services established?
	Were all the important and relevant costs and consequences for each alternative identified?
	Were costs and consequences measured accurately in appropriate physical units?
	Were costs and consequences valued credibly?
	Were costs and consequences adjusted for differential timing?
	Was an incremental analysis of costs and consequences of alternatives performed?
	Was allowance made for uncertainty in the estimates of costs and consequences?
	Did the presentation and discussion of study results include all issues of concern to users?
	TOTAL SCORE

	Barlow et al. (1986)* [1]
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA

	Clinton Health Access Initiative, et al. (2011) [2]
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y
	N
	N
	6

	Prakash et al. (2003) [3]
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	3

	Ramaiah (1980) [4]
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y
	N
	N
	6

	Utzinger et al. (2002) [5]
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y
	Y
	9

	Livadas et al. (1963) [6]
	N
	Y
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	1

	Mills (2008)* [7]
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA

	Niazi (1969) [8]
	Y
	Y
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	Y
	N
	N
	3

	Ortiz (1968) [9]
	N
	Y
	Y
	N
	N
	Y
	N
	N
	N
	N
	3

	Purdy et al. (2013) [10]
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	N
	7


Note: The color scheme in the table represents the focus of each study, where intensive malaria control is white and malaria elimination and eradication are in grey.  
* These articles are reviews, which could not be assessed for quality using the Drummond checklist.
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