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1. This paper examines the cost-efficiency of a rural sanitation promotion campaign in Tanzania.
2. The study uses a randomised-controlled trial design to estimate costs and increased access to sanitation from samples of beneficiary and control populations.
3. Results show that the cost-per-person effectively gaining access to sanitation is substantially higher than the cost-per-person targeted or at-reach of the campaign, and that universal coverage can be obtained for 4% of Tanzania’s national GDP (2013).
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May be slightly imbalanced: The article presents the information in a generally reliable way, but there are minor points of consideration that could be explored further or claims that are not fully backed by appropriate evidence. Some perspectives may also be omitted, and you are encouraged to use the research topics section to explore the topic further.
[bookmark: _Toc4]Article analysis:
The article is generally reliable and trustworthy, as it provides evidence from a randomized controlled trial design to support its claims. The authors also acknowledge potential biases in their study, such as the fact that take-up of improved sanitation by the target population was unknown in advance. Furthermore, they provide simulations based on parameters estimated from their study to demonstrate how cost efficiency could increase with higher take up rates. 
However, there are some areas where the article could be improved upon. For example, while the authors acknowledge potential biases in their study, they do not explore any counterarguments or alternative explanations for their findings. Additionally, while they provide simulations based on parameters estimated from their study, they do not provide any evidence for these parameters or discuss any potential risks associated with them. Finally, while they acknowledge generous funding provided by the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation, they do not discuss any potential conflicts of interest this may have caused or how it may have impacted their results.
[bookmark: _Toc5]Topics for further research:
· Randomized controlled trial design bias
· Sanitation take-up rate
· Cost efficiency of sanitation interventions
· Counterarguments to sanitation interventions
· Risks associated with sanitation interventions
· Conflicts of interest in sanitation interventions
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