Supplementary table 3. Methodological quality of included studies
	Study
	Question/objective
	Population
	Perspective(s)
	Epidemiological approach
	Costing approach
	Data collection
	Identification of resource(s)
	Measurement of resource(s)
	Valuation of resource(s)
	Time horizon
	Discounting
	Sensitivity
	Cost sectors
	Generalizability
	Limitations
	Ethical and distributional issues
	Conflict of interest 
	Overall score
	Study quality

	Akksilp et al. [22]
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Partially
	Partially
	Yes
	Partially
	n/a
	Partially
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Partially
	Yes
	13.5
	High

	Allender et al. [35]
	Yes
	Partially
	Partially
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Partially
	Yes
	Partially
	n/a
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	12
	High

	Alqahtani et al. [36]
	Yes
	Partially
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Partially
	No
	Partially
	Yes
	Partially
	n/a
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	10
	Moderate

	Aneni et al. [26]
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Partially
	Partially
	Yes
	Partially
	n/a
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	12.5
	High

	Bland et al. [37]
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Partially
	Partially
	Yes
	Partially
	n/a
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	No
	10.5
	High

	Brown et al. [38]
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Partially
	Partially
	Yes
	Partially
	n/a
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	Unclear
	10.5
	High

	Buder et al. [39]
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Partially
	Partially
	Partially
	Yes
	Yes
	n/a
	No
	Yes
	Partially
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	12
	High

	Carlson et al. [40]
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Partially
	Partially
	Partially
	Yes
	Yes
	n/a
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	12.5
	High

	Chaput et al. (2022) [19]
	Yes
	Partially
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Partially
	Yes
	Partially
	Yes
	Partially
	n/a
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	11
	High

	Chaput et al. (2023) [24]
	Yes
	Partially
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Partially
	Yes
	Partially
	Yes
	Partially
	n/a
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	12
	High

	Chenoweth and Leutzinger [41]
	Yes
	Yes
	Partially
	Yes
	Yes
	Partially
	Yes
	Partially
	Yes
	Partially
	n/a
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	Unclear
	11
	High

	Chevan et al. [42]
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Partially
	Partially
	Partially
	Yes
	Partially
	n/a
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	11
	High

	Ding et al. [43]
	Yes
	Partially
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Partially
	Yes
	Partially
	Yes
	Yes
	n/a
	Yes
	Yes
	Partially
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	13
	High

	Eckermann and Willan [44]
	Yes
	Partially
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Partially
	Partially
	Partially
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Partially
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	12.5
	High

	Garrett et al. [45]
	Yes
	Yes
	Partially
	Yes
	Yes
	Partially
	Yes
	Partially
	Yes
	Partially
	n/a
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	No
	11
	High

	Gottschalk et al. [46]
	Yes
	Yes
	Partially
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Partially
	n/a
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	13
	High

	Grellier et al. [63]
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Partially
	Yes
	Partially
	Yes
	Yes
	Partially
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Partially
	Yes
	14
	High

	Janssen et al. [47]
	Yes
	Partially
	Partially
	Yes
	Yes
	Partially
	Yes
	Partially
	Yes
	Yes
	n/a
	Partially
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	Unclear
	11.5
	High

	Jasani et al. [21]
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Partially
	Partially
	Yes
	Yes
	n/a
	No
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	11
	High

	Kari et al. [59]
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	n/a
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	13
	High

	Karl et al. [48]
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Partially
	Partially
	Yes
	Partially
	n/a
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	11.5
	High

	Kolu et al. [25]
	Yes
	Partially
	Partially
	Yes
	Yes
	Partially
	Yes
	Partially
	Yes
	Partially
	n/a
	Partially
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	12
	High

	Marashi et al. [49]
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Partially
	n/a
	Partially
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	15
	High

	Maresova et al. [50]
	Yes
	Partially
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Partially
	Partially
	Partially
	Yes
	Partially
	n/a
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	Unclear
	9.5
	Moderate

	Martin et al. [51]
	Yes
	Partially
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Partially
	Partially
	Partially
	Yes
	Partially
	n/a
	Partially
	Yes
	Partially
	Yes
	No
	No
	9.5
	Moderate

	Mattli et al. [52]
	Yes
	Partially
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Partially
	Yes
	Partially
	Yes
	Partially
	Yes
	Partially
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Partially
	Yes
	14
	High

	Mizdrak et al. [53]
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Partially
	Yes
	Partially
	Yes
	Partially
	Partially
	Partially
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Partially
	Yes
	13
	High

	Peeters et al. (2014) [23]
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Partially
	Yes
	Partially
	n/a
	No
	Yes
	Partially
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	11.5
	High

	Peeters et al. (2018) [54]
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Partially
	Partially
	Yes
	Partially
	n/a
	Partially
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	12
	High

	Prodel et al. [55]
	Yes
	Partially
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Partially
	Yes
	Partially
	Yes
	Yes
	n/a
	No
	Yes
	Partially
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	11
	High

	Rezende et al. [56]
	Yes
	Partially
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Partially
	Yes
	Partially
	Yes
	Partially
	n/a
	Yes
	Yes
	Partially
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	12.5
	High

	Santos et al. [57]
	Yes
	Partially
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Partially
	Partially
	Partially
	Yes
	Partially
	n/a
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	13.5
	High

	Schaber et al. [64]
	Yes
	Partially
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Partially
	Partially
	Partially
	Yes
	Yes
	n/a
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	11
	High

	Shah et al. [58]
	Yes
	Partially
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Partially
	Partially
	Partially
	Yes
	Partially
	n/a
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	No
	No
	9.5
	Moderate

	Sliva [20]
	Yes
	Yes
	Partially
	Yes
	Yes
	Partially
	Yes
	Partially
	Yes
	Partially
	n/a
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	13
	High

	Wang et al. [60]
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Partially
	Partially
	Partially
	Yes
	Partially
	n/a
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	No
	10
	Moderate

	Xu et al. [61]
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Partially
	Partially
	Partially
	Yes
	Partially
	n/a
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	12
	High

	Yan et al. (2024) [27]
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Partially
	Partially
	Yes
	Yes
	n/a
	No
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	11
	High

	Yan et al. (2025) [65]
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Partially
	Yes
	Yes
	n/a
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	13.5
	High

	Zhang and Chaaban [62]
	Yes
	Partially
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Partially
	Yes
	Partially
	Yes
	Yes
	n/a
	No
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	10.5
	High



Note: Yes = 1, Partially = 0.5, No or unclear = 0. The overall score for methodological quality of 0–33.3%, 33.3%–66.6%, and 66.6%–100.0% was considered as “Low”, “Moderate”, and “High”, respectively.

