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Recruitment and Consent Procedures
Each CBMH center that met the inclusion and exclusion criteria received an email invitation to participate, along with an information sheet, from their policy administrator (e.g., Clinical Director). If there was no response within two weeks, the primary investigator followed up with a phone call. Administrators were able to review the information sheet before expressing interest in participating. Once a potential participant indicated their interest via phone or email, the primary researcher sent the consent letter via email and scheduled a call to explain the study requirements and participation plan. Administrators were required to complete the consent form before starting participation. Once consent was provided, administrators emailed policies to the primary researcher. To schedule interviews, researchers accommodated the policy administrators’ schedules and privacy preferences by mutually deciding on a private interview location.
Data Security Procedures
Research activities, including the coordination of policy and guidance document submissions, were conducted via email. Administrators indicated on a checklist, sent to the primary investigator, if the center did not have a requested document. CBMH center names were redacted once policy documents were received.
All documents were saved in a secure, password-protected Auburn Box, accessible only to IRB-approved coders, the primary investigator and the secondary coder. During the coding process, full data sets were uploaded to password-protected files via Dedoose, a qualitative data analysis program, to facilitate coding. Upon completion of coding and data analysis, data sets were removed, retaining only selected textual sections to assist in writing the findings. All data were deleted from Dedoose at the end of the project.
Method
In content analysis, manifest content data and latent content data (referred to as manifest content and latent content, respectively) are used to complete the analysis, with the flexibility to use one or both types of data. Manifest content are the “elements that are physically present and countable” (Gray & Densten, 1998, p. 420). For example, as manifest content are direct words and phrases in the data set, coders will be coding words associated with aspects of the family resilience theory. Examples of this coding include coding the words and phrases of “social supports” and “flexibility” when CBMH centers describe offering resources or a “sliding scale” in the billing process. 
Latent content consist of unobserved concepts that “cannot be represented or measured by one or more” direct words or phrases (Hair et al., 2013, p. 614). In other words, coding latent content focuses on analyzing text with a level of interpretation to include the content of how the words are used. Analyzing latent content examines how topics are defined and the connections between topics (Gaber, 2020). As an example, the policy may provide, in multiple areas, negative consequences for families that are unable to meet expectations. A latent content finding based on those cumulative consequences, if no other accommodation is provided, could be an acknowledgement that there is a lack of flexibility for families.
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Using the family resilience framework (Walsh, 2016), coders employed categories and definitions (Mayring, 2022) to develop themes.
Coding Training. Prior to coding the policy documents, both coders underwent a comprehensive training process. The primary researcher, a doctoral student with a background in qualitative research methods, led the training sessions.
First, the coders familiarized themselves with the study's objectives, research questions, and the family resilience framework (Walsh, 2016) that guided the theory-informed content analysis. They also reviewed the codebook developed by the primary researcher, which included detailed descriptions and examples of possible codes.
Next, the coders practiced coding on a range of policy documents found online which were unrelated to community based mental health centers. Training continued with coders working together, developing shared language of the framework. After two collaborative coding sessions, they coded policies unrelated to the study independently and then conferenced to compare results, discuss discrepancies, and refine their understanding of the codes and the coding process. These practice sessions helped consistency and reliability in the coding process.
Coding Procedure. Using a pre-established coding system, the coders coded the documents manually and independently using general codes and categories based on the family resilience framework developed a priori (Walsh, 2016; Mayring, 2022). After documents were coded based on the a priori coding scheme focused on manifest content (i.e., surface structure of the written policy addressing key concepts and categories), another pass of the information was conducted to code the latent content (see Figure 1). 


Figure 1
Process of Coder Training, Weekly Conferences, and Reliability Checks
First
Coder Training: 
Coders coded a small portion of the data together to ensure coders were using the codebook procedures appropriately.





Second
Independent Coding: 
Coders coded policy documents independently.




Third (and ongoing until coding is complete)
Coders Held Weekly Coding Conferences:
1. Established reliability check. (Data was tracked through the coding process to provide the reliability data.)
2. Resolved discrepancies for any coding disagreements and to address Coder drift.
3. Updated the Codebook to improve clarity with coding procedure.
Repeated the weekly coding conferences until the coding was complete.







The following describes, in general, the process of reviewing the data by breaking it into passes. Each pass is intended to describe the type of analysis which will be used. Data were viewed more than once to determine if a pass is complete.
Pass 1: For first round coding, both coders reviewed the documents, reading them thoroughly and repeatedly, immersing themselves in the data. Additionally, based on recommendations from Elo & Kyngäs (2008). Coders addressed, through an analytical memo, the following to get a sense of the whole: Who is telling, where is this happening, when did it happen, what is happening, and why. 
Pass 2 (manifest content) and Pass 3 (latent content): Next, in the initial a priori coding process, coders used a deductive coding approach. This coding process first coded manifest content and then latent content.
Pass 4: Coders used an inductive coding approach in the final coding pass. Because no other publication had coded policy documents with this theory, once the a priori coding scheme had been sufficiently used, another round of coding, with an inductive method, was used to capture any meaningful patterns not included in the theory-informed deductive coding (Mayring, 2015). This inductive coding pass reduced categories based on similarities to establish meaningful themes (Krippendorff, 2019) and also allowed additional themes to emerge from the data (Hsieh & Shannon, 2005).
Throughout the coding process, the coders attended weekly meetings with the primary researcher to discuss progress, address any questions or concerns, and further calibrate their coding. These regular check-ins helped maintain coding reliability and minimize coder drift. By the end of the training process, both coders had a deep understanding of the study's objectives, the coding framework, and the practical application of the codes to the policy documents and interview transcripts. This comprehensive training approach implemented at the beginning of the project aided the quality and consistency of the coding process and, ultimately, the trustworthiness of the study's findings.
Phase 2: Method
A thematic coding system relied on the patterns in the data rather than a preselected theoretical framework and allowed coders to gather patterns and themes related to improving policies that might not be easily captured via theory-driven analysis. Whereas the content analysis of policy documents provided a current status of how CBMH center policies improve family resilience, the administrator interviews expanded and clarified findings from the content analysis and captured expert perspectives on how policies operate or could be revised to involve families in child treatment. 
Coding Training. The primary researcher trained the secondary coder on thematic analysis by utilizing short children’s stories. Through the process coding within and across the stories, the secondary coder learned how to code using a systematic, thematic coding system that developed through the coding process. This training also allowed the coders to work in concert in identifying key concepts, building categories, and then deriving themes. While the children’s stories were not interviews, they provided data to train the secondary code to build thematic coding skills.
Coding Procedure. After training, coders independently reviewed transcripts of the interviews and analyzed textual data to identify key concepts which informed data reduction and subsequent analysis. Open coding was used to start data reduction followed by identified emerging concepts. Conferences between coders were held weekly to establish coding reliability, and coders clarified the codebook when discrepancies occurred. Similar to the theory-driven coding in Phase 1, coding in Phase 2 was structured by several sets of passes.
Pass 1: For first round coding, coders reviewed the documents and read them thoroughly and repeatedly, becoming immersed in the data. Additionally, based on recommendations from Elo & Kyngäs (2008), coders addressed, through an analytical memo, the following to get a sense of the whole: Who is telling, where is this happening, when did it happen, what is happening, and why.
Pass 2 (latent content): Next, coders used an inductive coding approach to the transcribed interviews. This inductive coding pass will then be used to reduce text data to categories based on similarities to establish meaningful themes (Krippendorff, 2019) and also allow additional themes to emerge from the data (Hsieh & Shannon, 2005).
Additional passes were conducted, similar to Pass 2, until coders acknowledged no new key concepts or categories could be identified.
Interrater Information for Phase 1 and Phase 2
The following section provides comprehensive details about the interrater reliability procedures implemented throughout this study. Establishing robust interrater reliability was essential to ensure the trustworthiness and credibility of the findings. This process involved systematic assessment of coding consistency across both phases of the study: the theory-informed content analysis of policy documents (Phase 1) and the thematic analysis of administrator interviews (Phase 2). The detailed reliability metrics presented here ( see Tables 1 and 2) supplement the summary information provided in the main manuscript and offer transparency regarding the analytical procedures and quality control measures employed throughout the research process.


Table 1
Interrater Reliability for Qualitative Content Analysis of Policy Documents
	Content Category
	Cohen's Kappa
	Percent Agreement
	Agreement/Disagreement Notes

	Family Resilience Framework Categories

	
	
	

	Belief Systems
	NA
	NA
	Not identified in policies

	
Organizational Processes
	
.94
	
95.3%
	
High agreement on flexibility codes; occasional disagreement on mobilizing resources

	
Communication
	
.93
	
94.2%
	
Initial disagreement on categorizing collaborative problem-solving vs. clarity; resolved through codebook refinement

	Context Focus
	
	
	

	Organization-focused content
	.95
	96.2%
	Consistent agreement on org procedures and protocols

	
Child-focused content
	
.91
	
92.8%
	
Some disagreement on implicit vs. explicit child focus in general policies

	
Family-focused content
	
.90
	
91.5%
	
Initial disagreement on coding indirect family supports; resolved through discussions

	Content Type
	
	
	

	Manifest content
	.94
	95.0%
	High agreement on explicit terminology

	
Latent content
	
.88
	
90.3%
	
Greater variability in coding implied meanings; resolved through theoretical framework discussions

	
Overall Reliability
	
.92
	
94.1%
	
Average across all coding categories



To ensure coding consistency and reliability, a systematic process was implemented. The primary researcher coded 100% of policy documents, while a second trained coder independently coded 90% of the material to establish reliability. Formal reliability assessments were conducted at the mid-point of coding and upon completion. As shown in Table 1, intercoder reliability was consistently high across coding categories, with Cohen's kappa values ranging from .88 to .96 (M = .92) and percent agreement ranging from 90.3% to 97.1% (M = 94.1%). Reliability was slightly lower for latent content (K = .88) compared to manifest content (K = .94), reflecting the greater interpretive judgment required for coding implied meanings. When disagreements occurred, coders met to discuss divergent interpretations, referring to the theoretical framework and codebook definitions to reach consensus. These discussions occasionally led to refinement of code definitions to improve clarity. The high reliability values across categories demonstrate strong consistency in the application of the coding framework to the policy documents.
Table 2
Interrater Reliability for Thematic Analysis of Administrator Interviews
	Theme
	Cohen's Kappa
	Percent Agreement
	Agreement/Disagreement Notes

	
Barriers to Family-Centered Care
	
.91
	
92.5%
	
Initial disagreement on categorizing structural vs. procedural barriers

	
Policy Creation and Redesign
	
.90
	
91.8%
	
Some disagreement on categorizing external vs. internal drivers

	
Recommendations
	
.94
	
95.6%
	
High initial agreement

	
Overall Reliability
	
.92
	
93.8%
	
Average across all coding categories



To ensure coding consistency and reliability in the thematic analysis of administrator interviews, a systematic process was implemented. Both the primary researcher and secondary coder independently coded 100% of interview transcripts. Formal reliability assessments were conducted at the mid-point of coding and upon completion. As shown in Table 2, intercoder reliability was consistently high across thematic categories, with Cohen's kappa values ranging from .90 to .94 (M = .92) and percent agreement ranging from 91.8% to 95.6% (M = 93.3%). Reliability was slightly lower for themes related to policy creation and redesign (K = .90) compared to recommendations (K = .94), reflecting the greater complexity in categorizing organizational policy dynamics. When disagreements occurred, coders met to discuss divergent interpretations, referring to interview content and emergent thematic definitions to reach consensus. These discussions occasionally led to refinement of thematic categories to better capture the nuances in administrator perspectives. The high reliability values across categories demonstrate strong consistency in the identification and application of themes across the interview data.
The strong interrater reliability demonstrated across both phases of this study underscores the methodological rigor employed in the qualitative analysis. The high Cohen's kappa values and agreement percentages reflect the effectiveness of the coder training protocol, regular coordination meetings, and systematic approach to resolving discrepancies. While some variation in reliability was observed across different content categories and themes, the overall consistency remained high, enhancing confidence in the findings presented in the main manuscript. This thorough reliability assessment process contributes to the overall trustworthiness of the study by demonstrating consistency in interpretation and application of the analytical framework to both policy documents and administrator interview data.
Triangulation
Coders coded independently and then compared results via conference to establish consensus. For qualitative work, validity included triangulation, using two or more sources and processes to identify patterns (Stahl & King, 2020) and determining if the data converged or were dissimilar (Yin, 2016). Triangulation was used to address bias within the work, particularly as more than one data source was used to establish findings.
Member cross-checks occurred when the research team shared findings, or preliminary findings, to validate and verify that the findings align with their perspective and lived experience. Member checks were solicited at the beginning of the administrator interviews and via email at the end of the study.
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