Appendix/Supplement
Supplemental Table 1: Summary of the distribution of types of Gatekeeper Training Laws across all 50 states and D.C. as of December 31, 2022
	
	Strict Mandate1
	Conditional Mandate1
	Encouraged1
	


No Law1

	# of states/D.C. (%)
	31 (61%)
	9 (18%)
	10 (20%)
	1 (2%)

	 
	 
	 
	 
	



Source: This table summarizes data from previous research [10].

1Strict mandates were defined as laws that required some or all school staff to be trained or included mechanisms to require training. Conditional mandates were defined as laws that appeared to mandate training but with conditions such that real world implementation may not mandate training (e.g., mandatory training conditional on availability of funding). Encouraged laws were defined as laws that explicitly encouraged trainings or included mechanisms through which training would be expected to be encouraged.

Supplemental Table 2: Overview of first effective year of gatekeeper training mandates by US State as of December 31, 2022
	 
	Effective Year of conditional or strict GTL mandate1
	Effective Year of strict GTL mandate1

	State/Jurisdiction
	
	

	Alabama
	2010
	-

	Alaska
	2012
	2012

	Arizona
	2020
	2020

	Arkansas
	2012
	2012

	California
	2017
	-

	Connecticut
	1990
	2011

	Delaware
	2015
	2015

	Georgia
	2015
	2015

	Hawaii
	2019
	-

	Illinois
	2007
	2007

	Indiana
	2013
	2013

	Iowa
	2019
	2019

	Kansas
	2017
	-

	Kentucky
	2010
	2010

	Louisiana
	2008
	2008

	Maine
	2014
	2014

	Maryland
	2016
	2016

	Massachusetts
	2014
	-

	Minnesota
	2017
	2017

	Mississippi
	2009
	-

	Nebraska
	2015
	2015

	Nevada
	2013
	2013

	New Hampshire
	2020
	2020

	New Jersey
	2006
	2006

	North Carolina
	2021
	2021

	Ohio
	2013
	2013

	Oklahoma
	2021
	-

	Oregon
	2022
	2022

	Pennsylvania3
	2015
	-

	Rhode Island
	2021
	2021

	South Carolina
	2013
	2013

	South Dakota
	2017
	2017

	Tennessee
	2007
	2016

	Texas
	2013
	2013

	Utah
	2012
	2012

	Virginia
	2017
	2017

	Washington
	2014
	2014

	Wyoming
	2014
	2014


 Definitions for strict and conditional mandatory laws were taken from previous research [10]. Strict mandates were defined as laws that required some or all school staff to be trained or included mechanisms to require training. Conditional mandates were defined as laws that appeared to mandate training but with conditions such that real world implementation may not mandate training (e.g., mandatory training conditional on availability of funding).
2 CO, FL, ID, MI, MO, MT, NM, NY, and WI had laws in place that encourage gatekeeper trainings over the study period. VT did not pass any form of a GTL over the study period. ND had a conditional mandate in effect in 2013 but later updated their law to encourage training in 2017 and was thus excluded from the analysis. WV was the only state to repeal their GTL during the study period and was thus excluded from the analyses.
3After instituting a conditional mandate in 2014, PA instituted a strict mandate in 2018 for just a year, when in 2019 an amendment to the law re-classified it as a conditional mandate. Given this, we define PA as only having a conditional mandate in place over the study period.
Supplemental Figure 1: Association between strict GTL mandates and percent of public secondary schools in a state where the lead health education teacher received professional development in suicide prevention in the previous two years, Callaway and Sant’Anna Event Study results (n=260 state-years), 2010-2022
[image: ]
Data Source: Legal data were collected from previous research [10]. Strict mandates were defined as laws that required some or all school staff to be trained or included mechanisms to require training. Data on the % of public secondary schools in a state where the lead health education teacher received suicide prevention training in the previous two years were collected from the School Health Profiles data. 
The figure reports coefficient estimates (and confidence intervals) from the event study specification. Coefficient estimates are interpreted as the percentage point change in the % of public secondary schools in a state where the lead health teacher received suicide prevention training in the previous two years attributed to the listed GTL. All models controlled for whether a state was funded through the Garrett Lee Smith program, state fixed effects, and year fixed effects. Standard errors were clustered at the state level.



Technical Appendix

Difference-in-difference model specification: Let i denote state and t denote survey-year (note: surveys were biennial).


Where,
 is the percent of schools in state i where the lead health teacher reported at survey-year t having received suicide prevention training in the past two years.
 is equal to 1 if state i had a gatekeeper training mandate in place at survey-year t, and equal to 0 otherwise.
 is equal to 1 if state i was receiving funding through the Garrett Lee Smith program at survey-year t, and equal to 0 otherwise. (note: a state was defined as receiving funding anytime after the first GLS award year).
 are state fixed effects.
 are survey-year fixed effects.
 is the idiosyncratic error term.

Note: Additionally, the above specification was estimated using the approach outlined in Callaway & Sant’Anna (2021) to correct for potential bias arising from heterogeneous treatment effects.



Event study model specification: Let i denote state and t denote year.


Where,
 is the percent of schools in state i where the lead health teacher reported at survey-year t having received suicide prevention training in the past two years.
 is equal to 1 if t is k surveys (biennial) before/after state i implemented a gatekeeper training mandate, and equal to 0 otherwise.
 is equal to 1 if state i was receiving funding through the Garrett Lee Smith program at survey-year t, and equal to 0 otherwise. (note: a state was defined as receiving funding anytime after the first GLS award year).
 are state fixed effects.
 are survey-year fixed effects.
 is the idiosyncratic error term.

Note: The above specification was estimated using the approach outlined in Callaway & Sant’Anna (2021) to correct for potential bias arising from heterogeneous treatment effects. The control group consists of states that never instituted GTL mandates and states that instituted laws encouraging gatekeeper trainings at schools. Furthermore, the Callaway and Sant’Anna specification excludes states from the analysis that instituted a GTL mandate prior to 2011 to ensure both pre and post periods are included in the sample for states that instituted the policy.
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