	Supplementary Table 1.
Pattern Coefficients for the COSS-P Bifactor Model Derived from Exploratory Factor Analysis in Study 1


	COSS-P Items
	General
	Subfactor 1
	Subfactor 2
	Subfactor 3

	2. Has trouble knowing how to start schoolwork. 
	.802
	-.104
	.415
	-.022

	3. My child is organized.
	-.815
	.152
	.025
	.045

	4. Runs out of time for schoolwork.
	.710
	-.043
	.390
	-.016

	6. Does not know how to begin a big project.
	.771
	-.053
	.408
	.019

	8. Gets stressed trying to keep work organized.
	.625
	.102
	.489
	-.022

	9. Puts his/her things in order.
	-.796
	.285
	.109
	.156

	10. Makes lists, reminders to stay organized.
	-.648
	.553
	.049
	.009

	13. Does not understand directions for assignments.
	.727
	-.001
	.414
	.025

	15. Forgets tests.
	.776
	.129
	.158
	-.100

	16. Checks schoolwork carefully when finished.
	-.786
	.312
	-.024
	-.056

	17. Homework assignments are neat.
	-.769
	.232
	.031
	.014

	18. Finishes one subject before beginning another.
	-.583
	.020
	.022
	.159

	20. Forgets to bring items to school.
	.826
	.231
	.059
	-.072

	21. Loses papers may need.
	.902
	.123
	.049
	-.102

	23. Forgets to return items borrowed.
	.709
	.339
	-.072
	.114

	24. Does things without thinking about the consequences.
	.711
	.003
	-.017
	.599

	26. Loses items at school.
	.787
	.223
	-.061
	.019

	28. Says things without thinking about the consequences.
	.632
	-.018
	.011
	.591

	29. Writes down steps before beginning project.
	-.634
	.577
	-.018
	-.075

	30. Forgets to return items to school or library.
	.755
	.321
	      -.173
	.030

	34. Uses a calendar to know when things are due.
	-.477
	.350
	.001
	-.020

	36. Makes draft or outline before completing work.
	-.523
	.379
	.026
	-.017

	40.  Uses different notebooks for each subject.
	-.481
	.189
	.112
	.029

	44. Stressed trying to get work done on time.
	.559
	.051
	.550
	.109

	50. Other kids do not like to work with child due to disorganization.
	.787
	.130
	.120
	-.024

	53. Has trouble finding school supplies when needed.
	.865
	.117
	.052
	-.024

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	













	Supplementary Table 2.
Pattern Coefficients for the COSS-T Bifactor Model Derived from Exploratory Factor Analysis in Study 1


	COSS-T Items
	General
	Subfactor 1
	Subfactor 2
	Subfactor 3

	2. Has trouble knowing how to start schoolwork. 
	.803
	.520
	-.063
	-.026

	3. This student is organized.
	-.902.
	.088
	.004
	.201

	4. Runs out of time before assignments are finished.
	.735
	.367
	.024
	-.052

	5. Does not know how to begin a big project.
	.780
	.480
	-.051
	-.054

	6. Gets stressed trying to keep work organized.
	.612
	.438
	.420
	-.001

	7. Puts his/her things in order.
	-.895
	.119
	.030
	.316

	8. Makes lists, reminders and schedules to stay organized.
	-.796
	-.021
	.464
	.051

	9. Has trouble finding school supplies when needed. 
	.891
	-.002
	.094
	-.121

	11. Does not understand directions for assignments.
	.730
	.430
	-.032
	-.066

	12. Comes to school and finds out there is a test unaware of.
	.828
	.240
	.009
	-.035

	13. Checks schoolwork carefully
	-.834
	.056
	.151
	-.025

	14. Homework is neat.
	-.849
	.242
	.070
	-.020

	15. During homework, finishes one subject before starting another.
	-.765
	.131
	-.055
	.030

	16. Forgets to bring items to school that he/she needs. 
	.918
	.042
	.125
	.053

	17. Hard to find the papers may need.
	.952
	.006
	.088
	-.022

	18. Forgets to return items borrowed from other students.
	.877
	.016
	.215
	.090

	19. Writes down steps before beginning project.
	-.711
	-.017
	.430
	-.088

	20. Does things without thinking about the consequences.
	.806
	-.027
	-.010
	.542

	21. Forgets to return things borrowed from the library.
	.855
	-.029
	.269
	.129

	22. Loses items at school.
	.892
	-.057
	.097
	.009

	23. Says things without thinking of the consequences.
	.771
	-.038
	-.001
	.567

	24. Keeps a neat desk.
	.863
	.227
	-.001
	.109

	25. Uses a calendar.
	.675
	-.018
	.543
	-.057

	26. Makes rough draft or outline before completing written work.
	.710
	-.089
	.375
	-.099

	27. Completes homework but can’t find homework.
	.905
	.042
	.115
	.027

	29. Uses separate folders for each subject 
	-.513
	.164
	.241
	.035

	31. Gets stressed or overwhelmed trying to get work done on time.
	.455
	.430
	.435
	.046

	33. Other students do not like to have him/her as a partner because he gets too disorganized.
	.826
	.000
	.059
	.128

	





Supplemental Material 3
Sex and Grade Level Differences on the COSS for the Organized Actions and Memory and Materials Management Subfactors

COSS-P, On the Organized Actions subfactor, there were differences as a function of sex (F[1, 722] = 66.87 p < .001, partial eta2 = .085) and grade level (F[1, 722] = 20.08, p < .001, partial eta2 = .027), but not the interaction of sex and grade level. The magnitude of the difference was medium for sex (females M = 2.38 [SD = 0.68], males M = 2.80 [SD = 0.69] and small for grade level (Grades 2-5 M=2.71 [SD=0.68], Grades 6-8 M = 2.48 [SD = 0.68]). In the clinical sample, there were differences on Organized Actions as a function of sex (p < .001) but not grade level or the interaction of sex and grade level. On the Memory and Materials Management subfactor, there were differences as a function of sex (F[1, 722] = 40.14, p < .001, partial eta2 = .053), but not grade level or the interaction of sex and grade level. The magnitude of the difference was medium for sex (females M = 1.45 [SD = 0.51], males M = 1.69 [SD = 0.52]). In the clinical sample, there were also differences on Organized Actions as a function of sex (p < .05) but not grade level or the interaction of sex and grade level.  
COSS-T. On the Organized Actions subfactor, there were differences as a function of sex (F[1, 784] = 107.48 p < .001, partial eta2 = .121), but not grade level or the interaction of sex and grade level. The magnitude of the difference was medium to large for sex (females M = 2.15 [SD = 0.71], males M = 2.68 [SD = 0.71]). In the clinical sample, there were differences on Organized Actions as a function of sex (p < .001) and grade level (p < .001) but not the interaction of sex and grade level. On the Memory and Materials Management subfactor, there were differences as a function of sex (F[1, 784] = 82.67, p < .001, partial eta2 = .095), but not grade level or the interaction of sex and grade level. The magnitude of the difference was medium for sex (females M = 1.29 [SD = 0.51], males M = 1.61 [SD = 0.50]). In the clinical sample, there were also differences on Memory and Materials Management as a function of sex (p < .001) but not grade level or the interaction of sex and grade level.  



