Quality Coding Methods
To index study quality, we adapted quality criteria for experimental/quasi-experimental (Gersten et al. 2005) and correlational (Thompson et al. 2005) methodologies. For experimental/quasi-experimental studies, we examined four key quality indicators: a) participants/sampling; b) implementation of the intervention and the nature of comparison condition(s); c) outcome measures; and d) data analysis. We examined three key quality indicators for correlational studies: a) measurement; b) practical significance; and c) avoiding common macro-analytic mistakes. Table 1 outlines specific questions asked to assess each quality indicator.
	Table 1

	Quality Indicators Assessed 

	Experimental and Quasi-Experimental Studies

	[bookmark: _heading=h.gjdgxs]Participants/Setting

	1. Were appropriate procedures used to increase the likelihood that relevant characteristics of participants in the sample were comparable across conditions?

	2. Was sufficient information given to characterize interventionists or teachers, particularly whether they were comparable across conditions? 

	Implementation of the Intervention and the Nature of Comparison Condition(s)

	1. Was the intervention clearly described and assessed?	

	2. Was the fidelity of implementation clearly described and assessed?	

	3. Was the nature of services provided in the comparison conditions described?

	Outcome Measures

	1. Were multiple measures used to provide a balance between measures closely aligned with intervention and measures of generalized performance (e.g., GPA)?	

	2. Were outcome measures reliable and valid?

	Data Analysis	

	1. Were data analysis techniques appropriately linked to key research questions and hypotheses?	

	2. Were both inferential statistics and effect size calculations included?

	Correlational Studies

	Measurement

	1. Were score reliability coefficients reported and interpreted for all measured variables?

	2. Was evidence inducted, with explicit rationale, from a prior study or test manual that suggests scores are valid for the inferences being used in the study?

	Practical Significance

	1. Were one or more effect size statistics reported for each study primary outcome? 

	2. Did authors interpret study effect sizes by directly and explicitly comparing study effects with those reported in related prior studies? 

	Avoiding Common Macro-Analytic Mistakes

	1. Did authors avoid converting interval data to nominal scale data (unless justified by distribution shapes)?







