SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION
Supplemental Methods
We developed two sets of codes. We labeled comments as either positive or negative for both coding approaches. 
· Program design. The first set of codes was based on the satisfaction data and the responses of faculty that indicated that they seemed not to meet the highest satisfaction. The codes for the first set of themes are:
· Communication. We used this to code anything that mentions or discusses communication between the student and the mentor, impacting the program experience. 
· Virtual Experience. This code was used when a response mentions issues related to the experience between virtual or remote or predicting an in-person experience. 
· Program organization and implementation. We expanded this code to include responsiveness and communication with program organizers and all aspects of program organization, including goals, objectives, emails, approach, etc. 
· Time. This code was used when a response talks about the time required to complete the project, either relating to having enough time or not enough time to complete the project as intended. 
· Program outcomes. The second code set specifically exampled the program's benefits for both faculty and students. The codes of this set include: 
· Way of thinking. We used this code to tag any response related to how the experience led to a positive change in the student or faculty members' way of thinking, either related to science, art, or general. 
· Mentoring. We used this code to tag any response related to how the experience led to a positive or negative mentoring opportunity either as a student or a faculty member. 
· Communicating. We used this code to tag any response related to the program's impact on student or faculty members' ability to communicate or understand science. 
· New Things. We used this code to tag any response where the individual indicated that they had learned or experienced something new or unique related to either art or science from the program. 
Coding of open-ended responses. Three coders were used, and each coder was asked to examine the open-ended, de-identified survey response answers independently. The principal investigator provided coders with a coding guide. Coders were asked to read through the open-ended responses and code both sets of thematic categories corresponding to that response, if appropriate. A comment could be coded for no theme or multiple themes. Finally, the coders were asked to indicate whether the response was positive or negative. The results were compiled and reviewed by the principal investigator directing the project. 
To measure the agreement between coders, we used the NVivo coding comparison Query Criteria for each pair of coders that reports both a weighted and unweighted Kappa score. A Kappa measurement accounts for the chance-adjusted measure of agreement for any number of cases, categories, or raters [1–3]. Kappa values can range from -1.0 to 1.0. The lower end of the scale, -1.0, indicates perfect disagreement below chance. 0.0 indicates agreement equal to chance. The higher end of the scale, 1.0, indicates excellent agreement above chance. Typically, kappa values less than .40 are "poor," values from .40 to .75 are "intermediate to good," and values above .95 are "excellent." For all coding, the Kappa scores were 0.42, 0.46, and 0.46 indicating acceptable agreement of coders to continue with the analysis. The supplemental table shows the number of responses that were coded as being related to each theme and if they were positive or negative for students and faculty. The relative frequency (percentage of all codes) of comments and if they were positive or negative for each theme is provided. We migrated data from NVivo[4] to GraphPad Prism[5] for graphical representations. 

Supplementary Document 1. Coding guide. 
Available on Qualitative Data Repository (https://data.qdr.syr.edu/dataset.xhtml?persistentId=doi:10.5064/F6SUSRIC). 
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