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	Editor suggestion 
	Author response 

	1) Based on my own read through and the comments from the reviewers, I encourage some minor revisions the literature review to have more effective transitioning and flow. A few sections (i.e., when reciting the policies affecting ratios) may benefit from more transitional phrases or sentences that make a logical connection between the points. We can also provide some suggestions during our proof reading stage of the publication process if that helps.

	we added two transitional sentences to the section “Recent State Policies to Reduce  School Counselor Ratios.”  Track changes highlight these additions. We would welcome the copy editor’s suggestions for how we can improve our transitional phrases and sentences, 


	
    2) * I echo a reviewer who commented that including some tables to display key findings would be useful. I encourage the authors to consider adding a table or two that helps the reader make sense of the most important study results. This is particularly helpful for cases where the Fischer test is used.

	We moved the demographics into a table. We also added a table for non-counseling duties (table 2) and school/district response to policy (table 3).

	    3)  I applaud the authors for the amount of detail in this manuscript’s method section. However, this section could benefit from a bit more structure and organization. This could include separating sections using appropriate headers, such as unique sections for Participants Characteristics, Sampling Procedures, and Measures (or Data Sources).The authors can consult the APA manual or the following site for structure and information to include: https://nam04.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fapastyle.apa.org%2Fjars%2Fquant-table-1.pdf&amp;data=04%7C01%7Cclancaster2%40usf.edu%7C08d6cf925014422016f408d95d10013d%7C741bf7dee2e546df8d6782607df9deaa%7C0%7C0%7C637643146331346402%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C2000&amp;sdata=Gr9eUzTojLPQQtHrFRiFSY6VmfJGI2Z4pWTCW7Aizc4%3D&amp;reserved=0
	We have added headers. In repones to this change we moved a few sentences to ensure flow.

	
    4) The authors use the term “completion rate”. I am unclear if this is the response rate (percentage of invited participants that completed the study) or the rate by which those who started also completed the survey. It seems like the latter but more clarity would be helpful. It would also be useful to include the response rate if this is missing. I also recognize that a response rate may not be possible based on the sampling methods used in this study; if this is the case, a statement noting this would be useful.
	To clarify we added the following two sentences: “The response rate could not be established as we could not determine the total number of school counselors attending the conference.” and “Again, the response rate could not be determined due to the sampling procedure.”

	
    5) I do not see where the authors discuss power analysis and/or the suitability of the sample size for the planned analyses. If possible, the authors may want to provide information about the suitability of the sample size for the analyses in this study.
	We added the following sentences to the Analyses sub-section : 
we completed a post hoc power analysis using the G*Power 3.1.9.7 statistical software program to determine if our sample size had sufficient power at the .80 level with α = .05. The results of the analysis indicated that a minimum sample size of 108 was required for our primary analyses, the contingency tables. Given our sample size of 143, this analysis indicates our study has sufficient power to allow for statistical inferences related to the change post policy implementation (Faul et al., 2007).”


	    6) In the section on statistical analyses, the sentence describing the approached used is a bit long. It would be useful to break this up and provided a complete sentence describing each approach. Many readers will not be familiar with these analytic approaches, so more space for this section would help. Also, a supporting reference would help here so readers know your sources.
	We changed this to four sentences and added supportive references.

	    7) It might be useful to note why the Fischer’s test was use over a chi square – this could be stated in a separate sentence. This may help readers understand your decision-making here.
	We noted the reason and added a reference. “Fisher’s exact test, used for two dichotomous variables with random samples and independent observation, was selected instead of Chi-square due to the small sample size (Frey, 2018).”


	    8)  The effect size phi appears to be unnamed in the manuscript. It would be useful to name it and show the symbol in parenthesis so that readers know the meaning of the symbol.
	I added a sentence. “In the results, phi (ϕ) signifies the effect size for Fisher’s exact test.”

	 9) In Q3, you appear to run eight fisher’s test. Given the number of analyses, have the authors thought about applying a correction to prevent type 1 error (i.e. bonferroni correction)?
	We did not apply a bonferroni correction as it would result in a significance value to .00625, and greatly increase the chance of type 2 error. We can add a sentence to the analysis section that indicates this as well as a justification for exploratory correlational analysis (e.g. Limberg, D., Gnilka, P. B., & Broda, M. (2021). Advancing the counseling profession by examining relationships between variables. Journal of Counseling & Development, 99(2), 145-155.)


	    10)  It would be useful to note the subsample size for each group in RQ1. You do this in other result sections but not the RQ1.
	We added the sample size. 


	11) One of the editors noticed that we had overlooked including the Garcia (2018) citation the reference list 
	We added the following reference to the reference list: 
Garcia, D. R. (2018). Bridging the research and politics gap to set the policy agenda. In R. Papa & S.W. Amfield (Eds.). The Wiley Handbook of Educational Policy (pp. 73-96).  John Wiley & Sons.	





