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Note: School identifiers are anonymized analytical units generated for visualization purposes and do not correspond to the actual number of participating schools.
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Figure S1. Implementation fidelity across schools
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Figure S2. Heterogeneity of school-level response
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Points are school-specific statistical model estimates; horizontal bars show 95% confidence intervals.
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Figure S3. Cost-effectiveness plane
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Figure S4. Study flow diagram of the longitudinal multicomponent
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Missing longitudinal observations (<8%) were handled using
multiple imputation based on chained equations.
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