SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIAL
A.  Water, Sanitation, and Hygiene for Everyone process evaluation framework
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B. Demographic Characteristics of Intervention Implementers 
	Variable
	CLTS 
	CLTS+CG
	Total

	Community Health Workers
	

	
	n= 8
	n= 7
	n= 15

	Age
	
	
	

	18–39 years
	2 (25.0%)
	1 (14.0%)
	3 (20.0%)

	40–59 years
	6 (75.0%)
	6 (86.0%)
	12 (80.0%)

	60+ years
	-
	-
	-

	Education Level

	None
	-
	-
	-

	Primary
	-
	-
	-

	Secondary
	4 (50.0%)
	7 (100%)
	11(73.0%)

	Technical training
	4 (50.0%)
	-
	4 (27.0%)

	Care Group volunteers
	

	
	
	n= 12
	n= 12

	Age

	18–39 years
	
	8 (67.0%)
	8 (67.0%)

	40–59 years
	-
	4 (33.0%)
	4 (33.0%)

	60+ years
	-
	-
	-

	Education Level

	None
	-
	-
	-

	Primary
	-
	5 (42.0%)
	5 (42%)

	Secondary
	-
	7 (58.0%)
	7 (58.0%)

	Technical training
	-
	-
	-


Note: Data unavailable (no participants in this category or not applicable



C. Unadjusted logistic regression estimates of sanitation and hygiene outcomes by participation in CLTS triggering and hygiene campaigns in CLTS and CLTS+CG intervention groups
	Respondent participation 
	Sanitation
	Hygiene

	
	CLTS (n= 384)
	CLTS+CG (n= 388)
	CLTS (n=386)
	CLTS+CG (n=392)

	
	uOR
	95% CI
	p-value
	uOR
	95% CI
	p-value
	uOR
	95% CI
	p-value
	uOR
	95% CI
	p-value

	CLTS Participation (ref = No)

	Partial participation
	5.27
	[1.50, 18.44]
	0.009
	2.28
	[0.91, 5.71]
	0.078
	0.51
	[0.15, 1.76]
	0.284
	1.85
	[0.73, 4.69]
	0.194

	Full participation
	14.07
	[3.98, 49.80]
	<.001
	3.39
	[1.38, 8.34]
	0.008
	0.47
	[0.14, 1.61]
	0.228
	1.3
	[0.52, 3.21]
	0.576

	
	CLTS (n=396)
	CLTS+CG (n=398)
	CLTS (n=396)
	CLTS+CG (n=398)

	Hygiene campaigns participation (ref = No)

	Participation
	1
	[0.99, 1.00]
	0.954
	1
	[0.99, 1.00]
	0.856
	1
	[0.99, 1.00]
	0.712
	1
	[0.99, 1.00]
	0.813
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Process evaluation components

Dose

Reach

Trainings

Triggering

Trainings offered to CHWs and CG
members (n=2)

- Training on CLTS

- Training on soap making
Duration of each training session

- 5 full days for CLTS

-3 full days for soap making

- Number of participants (CHWs and CG
members) who attended the the CLTS and/or
soap making trainings (Unspecified number)
- Demographic characteristics of attendees
(e.g., gender)

Fidelity

- Trainer adherence to the training protocol,
i.e., demonstrations conducted, number of
days

- The training uses interactive method

- Care group volunteers lean about CLTS
- Care Group volunteers learn how to make
soap

Mechanism of
impact

- CHWs and CG members
feedback on CLTS and soap
making training cffectivenes (e.g.,
did they find the training relevant
and actionable?)

A 4

sessions

- Number of villages triggered
(unspecified number)

- Number of topics covered at cach
triggering scssion

- Total number of community members per
session (compared to village population)

- Demographic characteristics of attendees (e.g.,
age, gender)

- Participation rates by key subgroups

- Barriers to participation (e.g., acce:
competing priorities)

- Number of CG volunteers involved during
triggering

Y,

- Facilitator adherence to the planned session
structure (e.g., filling triggering forms,
selection of natural leaders)

- Use of participatory approaches (e.g., food
faeces demonstrations, community mapping)
- Community feedback on triggering session
effectiveness (e.g., did they find the messages
relevant and actionable?)

- CG volunteers taking part during triggering
session

- Community feedback on the
impact of triggering sessions on
behaviour change (c.g., did they
find the messages relevant and
actionable?)

Household

iene campaigns

Hyg

> follow-up
visits

- Rounds of household visits delivered
compared to the planned (n=4)

- Number of houschold visits delivered
by CHWs

- Number of household visits delivered
by natural leaders

- Number of visits delivered by CG
volunteers

- Percentage of households reached with
houschold visits conducted by CHWs

- Percentage of households reached with
houschold visits conducted by natural leaders
- Percentage of households reached with
houschold visits conducted by CG volunteers
- Number of houschold visits reccived per
houschold ( once, twice, ctc)

- Adherence to houschold visit structure (i.c
checking presence of latrine, drop hole
cover, handwashing facility , soap and water
at handwashing facility)

- Filling of monitoring forms

- Consistency of messaging (c.g., promoting
presence of both latrine and handwashing
facility)

- CG volunteers report back on progress and
challenges through reports and mectings.

- Community feedback on the
impact of household visits on
behaviour change (e.g., did they
find the messages relcvant and
actionable?)

- Rounds of hygiene campaigns
delivered compared to the planned

»| number (1=4)

- Number of campaign materials
distributed (c.g., flyers)

- Types of communication channels
used (c.g.,mobile vans, songs, dramas)

- Percentage of the target community engaged
(e.g., proportion of households attending at least
one campaign activity)

- Breakdown of reach by channel (e.g., how
many were reached via mobile van activities or
flyers?)

- Barriers to participation (e.g., time constraints,
distance, audibility constraints)

- Adherence to the campaign plan (e.g.,
were all planned activities carried out?)

- Consistency of messaging across different
events/media (e.g., did all materials align
with key hygiene messages?)

- Audience comprehension and engagement
(e.g., were participants able to recall and
understand hygiene messages?)

- Community feedback on the
impact of hygiene campaigns on
behaviour change (.g., did they
find the messages relevant and
actionable?)





