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Figure S1. PRISMA flow diagram 

 

 

 

 



 
Figure S2. Weighted box plots showing the relationship between the type of chlorine product and final measured 

adoption, restricted to only groups that used free chlorine residual (FCR) or total chlorine to measure adoption. 

This excludes Opryszko et al (2010)25, Albert et al (2010)1, and Sugar et al (2017)36. Dots show each group average. 

Groups were weighted by sample size to calculate the 25th, 50th, and 75th percentiles displayed above as the 

midline and box limits. The whiskers extend to data within 1.5 times the interquartile range (IQR) above and below 

the 75th and 25th percentiles. This includes studies that report single-time-point and pooled adoption measures. 

Summary data are presented in Table S2.  

 

 

 

 



 

Figure S3. Last measured adoption over time by frequency of contact with study staff. The point sizes are scaled to 

indicate relative sample size (of the group(s) receiving chlorine only). Open circles indicate that the data point is 

reported as multiple adoption measures combined over the months of follow-up up until the time point shown. 

Closed circles are a single time-point result. This plot includes all groups listed in Table 1. Data are available in the 

Supplemental Excel File, Excel Table S1. 

 

 

 

 

 



 
Figure S4. Last measured adoption over time by type of chlorine POU product. The point sizes are scaled to 

indicate relative sample size (of the group(s) receiving chlorine only). Open circles indicate that the data point is 

reported as multiple adoption measures combined over the months of follow-up up until the time point shown. 

Closed circles are a single time-point result. This plot includes all groups listed in Table 1. Data are available in the 

Supplemental Excel File, Excel Table S1. 

 



 
Figure S5. Last measured adoption over time by study location. “Institution” includes schools and health care 

facilities; “Humanitarian” includes an internally displaced persons camp and post-disaster relief. The point sizes are 

scaled to indicate relative sample size (of the group(s) receiving chlorine only). Open circles indicate that the data 

point is reported as multiple adoption measures combined over the months of follow-up up until the time point 

shown. Closed circles are a single time-point result.  This plot includes all groups listed in Table 1. Data are 

available in the Supplemental Excel File, Excel Table S1. 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

Table S1. Summary data for Figure 3 (Weighted (by sample size) box plots showing relationship between 

contact frequency and final measured adoption) 

 

Contact 
Frequency 

25th 
percentile Median 

75th 
percentile Mean 

Standard 
deviation 

1+ per 3 months 3 11 18 14 11.6 

1+ per month 21 47 58 42.7 21.1 

1+ per week 71 84 85 76.2 21.4 

 

 

 

Table S2. Summary data for Figure S2 (Weighted (by sample size) box plots showing relationship between 

type of chlorine product and final measured adoption) 

Product Category 

25th 

percentile Median 

75th 

percentile Mean 

Standard 

deviation 

tablet 47 84 84 70.2 26.8 

liquid 21 41 58 42.3 23.9 

flocculant-

disinfectant 
3 25 44 29 27.9 

granular NA 27 NA 27 0 

multiple NA 18 NA 18 0 
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