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Table S1. Measurement units for model criteria. 

Criteria Measurement Units 

PHC-01—Current incidence of human cases in country 0: Nil; 1: Very Low; 2: Low; 3: Moderate; 4: High; 5: very high; 6: Unknown 
PHC-02—Severity of the disease (both physically and 
mentally) 

0: Nil; 1: Low severity; 2: Moderate severity; 3: High severity; 4: Very high severity (risk of 
mortality) 

PHC-03—Vulnerable groups 0: All are vulnerable; 1: Existence of higher risk groups (e.g., 0–5 years) 
PHC-04—Potential to increase social inequality * 0: No effect on social inequality; 1: Likely to exacerbate social inequality 
PHC-05—New disease 0: Existing disease; 1: New disease for country 
SIC-01—Risk perception of the public 1: Low perceived importance; 2: Moderate importance; 3: High importance 
SIC-02—General level of knowledge, attitude and 
behaviour of the public 

1: Little or no knowledge ; 2: Moderate knowledge (general idea of symptoms); 3: High 
knowledge (can recognize symptoms and aware of transmission and treatment) 

SIC-03—Risk perception of health workers † 1: Low perceived importance; 2: Moderate importance; 3: High importance 
SIC-04—Risk perception of decision makers † 1: Low perceived importance; 2: Moderate importance; 3: High importance 
SIC-05—International position with regards to the disease † 1: Low perceived importance; 2: Moderate importance; 3: High importance 

REC-01—Existence of favourable conditions for disease 
transmission 

1: Low risk (climate not suitable, no vector and no reservoir hosts); 2: Moderate risk (one of 
components present, either suitable climate, vector or reservoir host); 3: High risk (all 
components present—suitable climate, vector and reservoir host—or current or historic 
transmission) 

REC-02—Epidemic potential 1: Low risk; 2: high risk 

REC-03—Current global trend of disease over last 5 years 
1: Stable—little to no recent local or global change in transmission; 2: unstable—recent 
global changes in transmission; 3: very unstable—recent local changes in transmission 

REC-04—Proportion of susceptible population 1 : very low 0%–5%; 2: low 5%–10%; 3: moderate 10%–25%; 4: high 25%–50%; 5: very high 50+ 

AEC-01—Incidence of animal cases 
0: not transmissible to animals; 1 : very low (<5%); 2: low (5%–10%); 3: moderate 
(10%–25%); 4: high (25%–50%); 5: very high (50+); 6: unknown prevalence 
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Table S1. Cont. 

Criteria Measurement Units

AEC-02—Severity of disease 
0: Not applicable; 1: Low severity; 2: Moderate severity; 3: High severity; 4: Very high 
severity (risk of mortality) 

AEC-03—Can infect environment 
1: Low risk—no independent stages that can survive in environment, water or reservoir 
hosts; 2: higher risk—existence of independent stages that can survive in environment, 
water or reservoir hosts 

ECC-01—Cost to the government 1: low costs; 2: moderate costs; 3: high costs 
ECC-02—Cost to private sector (and NGOs) † 1: low costs; 2: moderate costs; 3: high costs 
ECC-03—Cost to individuals (and families) † 1: low costs; 2: moderate costs; 3: high costs 
SOC-01—Capacity to detect and diagnose 0 : no tests, symptoms difficult to recognize; 1: distinct symptoms or existence of tests 
SOC-02—Existence and effectiveness of current treatments 0: no existing treatment; 1: partially effective treatment; 2: highly effective treatment available 

SOC-03—Level of scientific knowledge of the disease 
1: low—very little knowledge; 2: moderate—partial yet incomplete knowledge of disease 
symptoms, transmission, risk factors and treatment; 3: high—symptoms, transmission, risk 
factors and treatment well known 

SOC-04—Optimization opportunities 0: no opportunities; 1: potential opportunities 
SOC-05—Reportable disease 0: not reportable; 1: nationally or internationally reportable 
SOC-06—Access to treatment † 1: little to no access to treatment; 2: treatment easily accessible 
SOC-07—Adequate conditions to treat the disease † 1: conditions lacking; 2: acceptable conditions 

* Criteria added in Quebec (Canada); † Criteria added or modified in Burkina Faso (Africa). 
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Table S2. Weight stability interval by criteria for Burkina Faso stakeholders. 

Criteria S1 S2 S3 S4 S5 S6 S7 S8 S9 S10
PHC-01 20 (16–100) 16 (1–100) 2 (0–2) 8 (0–100) 3 (0–21) 6 (5–100) 7 (0–11) 4 (0–12) 14 (8–100) 11 (7–100) 
PHC-02 12 (5.5–100) 12 (5–100) 1 (0.5–100) 4 (1–100) 14 (0–100) 5 (0–5) 10 (0–100) 2 (0–100) 0 (0–100) 12 (0–100) 
PHC-03 4 (0–8.5) 8 (0–20) 1 (0.5–100) 3 (0–11.5) 2 (0–100) 3 (0–3) 4 (0–100) 1 (0–100) 0 (0–100) 6 (0–10) 
PHC-05 4 (0–100) 4 (0–100) 1 (0–100) 7 (0–100) 1 (0–100) 6 (0–100) 1 (0–100) 1 (0–100) 1 (0–100) 1 (0–100) 
SIC-01 1 (0–8.5) 2 (0–21.5) 1 (0.5–100) 3 (0–16.5) 6 (0–100) 3 (0–3.5) 5 (0–100) 5 (0–100) 7 (0–8.5) 6 (0–12) 
SIC-02 1 (0–10) 3 (0–12.5) 2 (0–2) 1 (0–5.5) 1 (0–18) 4 (3.5–100) 0 (0–100) 1 (0–9) 1 (0–100) 1 (0–17) 
SIC-03 1 (0–100) 2 (0–100) 3 (2.5–100) 4 (0–100) 1 (0–100) 4 (0–4) 0 (0–100) 1(0–100) 1 (0–2) 1 (0–100) 
SIC-04 5 (0–9.5) 2 (0–15) 2 (1.5–100) 3 (0–11) 3 (0–100) 3 (0–3) 3 (0–100) 2 (0–100) 3 (0–9) 0 (0–100) 
SIC-05 2 (0–6.5) 1 (0–9) 2 (0–100) 1 (0–5) 14 (0–100) 4 (3.5–100) 2 (0–100) 2 (0–100) 5 (3.5–100) 6 (0–10) 
REC-01 8 (0–100) 8 (0–100) 2 (0–100) 4 (0–100) 8 (0–100) 4 (0–100) 6 (0–100) 5 (0–100) 7 (0–100) 2 (0–100) 
REC-02 6 (0–100) 4 (0–100) 2 (0–100) 3 (0–100) 2 (0–100) 3 (0–100) 0 (0–100) 4 (0–100) 1 (0–100) 2 (0–100) 
REC-03 4 (0–20.5) 6 (0–23) 3 (0–3) 1 (0–9.5) 1 (0–20.50) 4 (3.5–100) 0 (0–100) 2 (0–12) 1 (0–100) 2 (0–29) 
REC-04 2 (0–100) 2 (0–100) 3 (0–100) 5 (0–100) 6 (0–100) 4 (0–100) 7 (0–100) 6 (0–100) 7 (0–100) 4 (0–100) 
AEC-01 0.5 (0–100) 2 (0–100) 2 (0–2) 6 (0–100) 2 (0–18) 4 (4–100) 2 (0–5) 1 (0–8) 2 (0–100) 2 (0–100) 
AEC-02 0.5 (0–17.5) 4 (0–21) 1 (0–1) 4 (0–12) 2 (0–24) 3 (2.5–45) 2 (0–8) 1 (0–13) 2 (0–39) 2 (0–29) 
AEC-03 4 (0–100) 4 (0–100) 2 (0–100) 5 (0–100) 4 (0–100) 3 (0–100) 6 (0–100) 6 (0–100) 8 (0–100) 4 (0–100) 
ECC-01 5 (0–11) 1 (0–17) 10 (9.5–100) 1 (0–11) 11 (0–100) 7 (0–7) 7 (1.5–100) 13 (2–100) 2 (0–9) 0 (0–100) 
ECC-02 5 (0–11) 1 (0–17) 5 (4.5–100) 1 (0–11) 2 (0–100) 4 (0–4) 1 (0–100) 2 (0–100) 3 (0–10) 0 (0–100) 
ECC-03 4 (0–100) 3 (0–100) 10 (0–100) 9 (0–100) 7 (0–100) 7 (0–100) 7 (0–100) 12 (0–100) 11 (0–100) 14 (0–100) 
SOC-01 0.5 (0–100) 6 (0–100) 13 (0–100) 11 (0–100) 3 (0–100) 3 (0–100) 10 (0–100) 4 (0–100) 8 (0–100) 0 (0–100) 
SOC-02 0.5 (0–12.5) 3 (0–15) 7 (0–7) 3 (0–9) 2 (0–21.5) 4 (3.5–100) 6 (0–12) 5 (0–15) 4 (1.5–100) 5 (0–24) 
SOC-03 4 (0–11) 1 (0–9.5) 7 (0–7) 3 (0–7) 0 (0–23) 4 (3.5–100) 2 (0–16) 5 (0–16) 3 (1–100) 3 (0–15.5) 
SOC-04 3 (0–100) 1 (0–100) 5 (0–100) 2 (0–100) 0 (0–100) 3 (0–100) 2 (0–100) 5 (0–100) 3 (0–100) 3 (0–100) 
SOC-05 1 (0–100) 1 (0–100) 7 (6.5–100) 2 (0–100) 1 (0–100) 4 (0–4) 5 (0–100) 9 (0–100) 4 (0–5) 9 (0–100) 
SOC-06 0.5 (0–24) 0 (0–100) 4 (0–14) 2 (0–15) 0 (0–26) 2 (0–15) 0 (0–100) 0 (0–100) 1 (0–15) 0 (0–100) 
SOC-07 0.5 (0–24) 1 (0–26) 2 (0–12) 2 (0–15) 3 (0–28.5) 2 (0–15) 5 (0–19) 3 (0–17) 3 (0–16.5) 5 (0–20.5) 
S1–S10—denotes stakeholders 1 through 10. Stakeholder assigned weights are given for all criteria followed by the stability interval in parentheses over which the 
ranking order for the 1st position items is maintained. PHC—Public Health criteria; SIC—Social impact criteria; REC—Risk and epidemiology criteria; 
AEC—Animal and environmental health criteria; ECC - Economic criteria; SOC—Strategic and operational criteria. 
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Table S3. Weight stability interval by criteria for Quebec stakeholders. 

Criteria S1 S2 S3 S4 S5 S6 S7 S8 S9 S10
PHC-01 5 (0–100) 6 (0–100) 5 (0–100) 5 (0–100) 8 (0–100) 5 (0–100) 11 (0–100) 6 (1.5–100) 5 (0–100) 14 (0–100) 
PHC-02 4 (3–8) 12 (7–25) 10 (4–15) 13 (11.5–23) 2 (0–13) 5 (0.5–18) 12 (3.5–16) 6 (2.5–9) 4 (1.5–14) 5 (0–7) 
PHC-03 8 (7–100) 9 (8–100) 5 (4.5–100) 5 (3–11.5) 5 (0–100) 5 (4.5–100) 5 (3–100) 6 (1.5–10) 6 (0–100) 12 (0–100) 
PHC-04 2 (0–100) 3 (0–100) 5 (0–100) 2 (0–100) 3 (0–100) 4 (0–100) 3 (0–100) 2 (0–100) 5 (0–100) 4 (0–100) 
SIC-01 3 (2–23.5) 5 (3.5–22) 9 (8.5–15.5) 1 (0–8) 8 (0–20) 4 (3.5–20) 5 (3–16) 10 (5–14) 4 (0–16) 2 (0–20) 
SIC-02 3 (0–23.5) 0 (0–100) 6 (0–13) 4 (0–17) 8 (0–20) 4 (0–19) 5 (0–16) 10 (0–14) 5 (0–17) 3 (0–20) 
REC-01 9 (8–19) 8 (7–21.5) 3 (2.5–15) 5 (3–10.5) 10 (3.5–25) 5 (4.5–18) 6 (4.5–11) 5 (1.5–8.5) 6 (0–17) 9 (0–11) 
REC-02 8 (0–14) 8 (0–16.5) 10 (1.5–17) 10 (0–17) 1 (0–12) 5 (0–13) 9 (0–12) 5 (0.5–16) 5 (0–12) 4 (0–5) 
REC-03 8 (1–8) 8 (0–9) 10 (2.5–10) 5 (0–6.5) 2 (0–8) 5 (0–5) 5 (2–6) 5 (1–8) 4 (0–9) 2 (0.5–13) 
REC-04 6 (0–100) 3 (0–100) 3 (0–100) 10 (0–100) 2 (0–100) 5 (0–100) 5 (0–100) 5 (0–100) 5 (0–100) 5 (0–100) 
AEC-01 4 (0–100) 3 (0–100) 3 (0–100) 2 (0–100) 5 (0–100) 6 (0–100) 2 (0–100) 2 (0–100) 4 (0–100) 3 (0–100) 
AEC-02 4 (0–4) 3 (0–5) 3 (0–3) 4 (0–5) 5 (0–11) 6 (0–6.5) 2 (0–4) 4 (0–7) 4 (0–7) 1 (0–14) 
AEC-03 3 (0–100) 3 (0–100) 5 (0–100) 4 (0–100) 5 (0–100) 6 (0–100) 2 (0–100) 4 (0–100) 5 (0–100) 1 (0–100) 
ECC-01 2 (1–7) 2 (0–100) 4 (0–100) 6 (4–100) 8 (2.5–100) 6 (0.5–100) 2 (0–100) 1 (0–100) 4 (1–100) 9 (0–100) 
ECC-02 2 (1–7) 2 (0–100) 2 (0–100) 2 (0–100) 5 (0–100) 5 (0–100) 2 (0–100) 1 (0–100) 4 (0–100) 5 (0–100) 
ECC-03 2 (0–100) 2 (0–100) 4 (0–100) 2 (0–100) 2 (0–100) 6 (0–100) 2 (0–100) 1 (0–100) 5 (0–100) 2 (0–100) 
SOC-01 10 (0–100) 3 (0–4) 2 (0–2) 2 (0–15) 7 (1.5–13) 5 (0–5) 6 (0–7) 12 (7.5–15.5) 5 (2.5–11) 4 (0–16) 
SOC-02 9 (0–9) 13 (4–15) 6 (0–6) 15 (8.5–16) 10 (0–17) 5 (0–5.5) 9 (6–11) 12 (5–15) 5 (0–9) 8 (6.5–23.5) 
SOC-03 6 (0–6) 3 (0–8.5) 5 (0–11) 2 (0–4) 2 (0–7) 4 (0–9) 5 (1–13.5) 1 (0–5) 5 (0–7) 1 (0–12) 
SOC-04 3 (0–100) 6 (0–100) 2 (0–100) 1 (0–100) 2 (0–100) 3 (0–100) 3 (0–100) 1 (0–100) 5 (0–100) 5 (0–100) 
SOC-05 2 (1–100) 0 (0–100) 2 (1.5–100) 0 (0–100) 1 (0–100) 3 (2.5–100) 3 (1–100) 1 (0–5) 5 (0–100) 2 (0–100) 

S1–S10—denotes stakeholders 1 through 10. Stakeholder assigned weights are given for all criteria followed by the stability interval in parentheses over which the 
ranking order for the 1st position items is maintained. PHC—Public Health criteria; SIC—Social impact criteria; REC—Risk and epidemiology criteria; 
AEC—Animal and environmental health criteria; ECC - Economic criteria; SOC—Strategic and operational criteria. 
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