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Letter from the CEO of Mass Mentoring Partnership

Dear Colleague,

MMPb6s former board chair, T edrtyMueuallGroup adviked that ¢radtinggama n
strategy to fulfill our mission of expanding quality youth mentoring required us to fully understand the universe ¢
structured youth mentoring in the Commonwealth. Through the Liberty Mutual Mentoring Initiative

partnership with the University of Massachusetts Donahue Institute, this effort was begun in 2005.

In 2006, we took the next step and launckieds Mentoring Counts (MMChiennial research aimed at
comprehensively capturing the landscape of stradiyouth mentoring in Massachusetts. The research is now
integrated through all of our work, informing new initiatives such as QtB#ised Membership, the Mentors of
Color Campaign, the Highland Street AmeriCorps Ambassadors of Mentoring programy sangieted efforts

in acutely underserved communities.

Todaybs economy challenges all sparty inestraent toalaliyeeqoalita | |
services while operating as smart businesses. Along with our great researcherssaDoiMdmIe Institute, we
believeMMC and its consistent implementation empower the field to make sound decisions on botfrents.
hundred respondents (58%) responding to this year
than 80% of programwho provided data in 2006 and 2008 have participated once dddnevel of

accountability is powerfully critical so we thank the 172 mentoring programs, who dedicated time and effort
ami dst enormous daily presa&adhres to participate in

Comparative data reveals developing trends, and t
increasingly reaching lovicome youth and focusing on outcomes in the realm of academic success, as well as i
the interconnected socenotional realm. We also find that 10 programs serve almost half of the youth in
structured mentoring relationships in the Commonwealth. The number of youth served by the field has grown &
16%. Although we only see a 6% increase from programs that patédiin MMC in both 2008 and 2010

indicating slowed growth, the overall picture is one of resilience in the face of such a challenging economic
climate. Finally, more than half of the programs forecast growth over the next two years, a motivatian to all
help actualize their optimism.

Mass Mentoring Counts a powerful resource in our quest to double the number of youth served in mentoring
relationships by 2013. The capacityM#MC 2010to leverage additional resources for the field will only be as
effective as our outreach with various audiences. We offer our gratitude to more than 15,000 citizens who
currently serve as mentors, as we also strive in partnership with programs around the state to reach the additiol
mentors needed to serve more yowtio are still waiting up to a year to be matched. The data inspires
continuous improvemedtnot just for Mass Mentoring and the programs we gemémately for our youth,

their future, and the social fabric of our communities.

With gratitude and best shes,
David Shapiro,
President & CEO, Mass Mentoring Partnership

!A UMass Donahue Institute
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Executive Summary

In order to assess the state of youth mentoring in Massachusetts, Mass Mentoring Partnership (MMP) launchec
important initiative entitled/lass Mentoring CountsOriginally launched in 2008Vlass Mentoring Counts 20
provides a current snapshot of the state of mentoring in Massachusetts analaaffepairative analysis of

changes in the field over the ldsur years. On a biennial basidfass Mentoring Countdepicts the landscape,
trends, and needs of youth mentoriwhjle measuing progress and promag greater strategic investment of

human and financial capital.

Mass Mentoring Coustis a powerful tool enabling MMP to effectively fulfill the followingatigic objectives:

A Offer comparative data to identify gaps, trends, and establish benchmarks for the field to best meet the
mentoring needs of youth;

A Use timely, relevant data to raise public awareness and strengthen the case for additional invigstment w
media, legislators, funders and pohmakers;

A Develop a body of knowledge to guide strategic decision making for MMP and for individual programs;

A Create a more comprehensive statewide program network for collaboration, strategic alliances, new
initiatives, and knowledge sharing; and

A Demonstrate the eel for more people to volunteer

One hundred twenty organizations, representing a 62% response rate, completasstientoring Counts
(MMC) web survey, providing information on single or multiplegnamsIn addition, sixorganizations, initially
unknown to Mass Mentoring Partnership c o mp | e t-leidn lad Tharafoweathis.report provides
information from the 172 youth mentoring programs run by these 126 organizationsStatistically
significant differences between key subgroups as well as across prior survey years are highlighted.

Comparing Current and Prior Mass Mentoring CountSamples(2006 & 2008)

A Greater Outreachi MMC continued to increase its outreach each survey implementation MMC
was distributed to 117 organizations with mentoring programs in 2006, 171 in 2008, and 194 in 2010.

A High Response Rate from Eligible 2006 and 2008 RespondénisEighty-five percent okligible 2006
respondents completddMC in 2010. Eighty-threepercent okligible 2008 respondents completed
MMC in 2010.

A Consistencyof Datd One hundred respondents (58 %)fomplaesipon
MMC in either 2006 or 2008Moreover,approximately onghird of 2010 respondents cqihetedall
three years of MMC.

! Forty-five programs that respondedtass Mentoring Count2006and 20 programs that responded to MMC 2008 did not rebéss
Mentoring Count2008due to the follaving reasons: program closures; programs never developed; organizational mergers; data capturec
elsewhere/under other programs; not a formal mentoring program.

!A UMass Donahue Institute
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A

Additional Program Information Captured 1 Seventytwo mentoringorogramscompletedMMC for
thefirst time in 2010. Twentyive of these programs weteveloped since 2009.

Snapshot ofStructured Youth Mentoring Programs in Massachusetts

A

A

The programs are primarily located in urban areas. Nearly 80% of thestructuredyouth mentoring
programs are located in urban areas with populations of 50,000 or more people; the highest concentrati
are found in Boston.

Nearly 60% of the programs are located in the Greater Boston RegionThe remainder are well
distributed across the regions of western (16%), northeastern (12%), southeastern (11%), and central (&
Massachusetts.

There is a wide di ver sftimeynoperation. hVany progoams (morestitan | e n
40%) are welestablisheghaving been in existence for 10 or more years. Of the remaining programs
approximately on¢hird have been in existence for less than 5 years and nearjuarter have been in
existence for 80 years.

The majority of youth mentoring programs are components of larger organizations. Threequarters
described their mentoring program as a component of a larger organization apchaeeas a stand
alone mentoring organizatio

Nearly two-thirds of the youth mentoring programs are sitebased with youtti mentor meetings

taking place at a designated locatidkpproximately threequarters of sitdbased programs take place at
either local schools or community centef$e remaining 37% of programs reflect the community

based modelwith youth and their adult mentors planning their activities on an individualized basis and
meeting at varied locations in the community.

One-to-one matches of a young person with an adult comprigbe largest segment of mentoring
program models. Nearly 30% of the programs reportaiiizing other mentoring models (i.e., group,
team,and crossage peer mentoringbommunitybased programs promote eoeone mentoring
services almost exclusively.it&based programs are significantly more likely to offer othentoring
models.

The Majority of Youth Mentoring Programs Serve Less than 50 YouthYouth mentoring programs
vary widelyin thenumber of youth served. Reported numbers of youth senredlly range from zer
(newly developed) to 3,20MNearly sixty percendvf programgeportedserving less than 50 youth, nearly
30% reportedserving between 3@49 youth, and only 12%eportedserving 250 or more youth.

Numbers of Youth Serve@innually Number of Mentoring
(Most Recent 12 Months of Data) Programs Responding

Frequency Percent

In development / Newly established youth served 10 6.0
Less tharb0 89 53.0
5071 249 49 29.2
25071 500 10 6.0
500 or more 10 6.0
TOTAL 168 100.0

Few Programs Serve the Majority of Youth T The ten largest programs serve more than one half (53%)
of all youth.The twenty largest programerve approximately twthirds of all youth.

!A UMass Donahue Institute
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Drivers of Quality Youth Mentoring Relationships

A

A

The vast majority (90%) of the mentoring programs reported expecting their matches to last at
least one school year, and 43% of programask for acommitment of at least 12 monthgrom
mentors.

o Programs promoting oneon-one relationships are significantly more likely to expedionger
match commitments 55% of programs promoting cwo@-one relationships repad expected
match length commitments of one year or mooenpared with 15% reported by other program
models.

o Community-based programs are significantly more likely to egect longer match commitments.
67% of community based programs reported expected match length commitments of one year or
more compared with 29% reported by diesed programs.

Consistency was al so val ued,with73% dftee mentoang prdgeamsme n
requiringat leastveekly meetings between mentors and youth, and another 19% requiring mentors and
mentees to meet 3 times a month.

o Older / more established programs are significantly more likely to require more frequent
meetings between mentors and youth.78% ofprograms at least 5 years in existence required at
least weekly meetings between mentors and yaotipared with 59% of programs in existence
for less than 5 years.

Sub-Populations Servedand Anticipated Youth Impacts

A

At-Risk Subgroups Served Massachusettstructured mentoring programs aeaching youth

populations in need of mentors. Mentoring programs were asked to report the youth subgroups (at leas
25% of their youth population) they setv The most &quently citedsubgroups includeyouth from
low-income families, from singlparent families, and those at academic risk. All of these circumstances
are correlated with risk factors for youth.

Youth Subgroups (25% + of mentees) Frequency Percentof
N=162 Programs
Serving
Youth from lowincome families 155 95.7
Youth from singleparent household 130 80.2
Youth atacademic risk 101 62.3
Youth who represent first generation of family to go to college 71 43.8
Recent immigrant / refugee populations 45 27.8
Youth in foster, residential, or kinship care 21 13.0
Children of incarcerated parents 20 12.3
Adjudicated / court involved 17 10.5
Youth who have dropped out of school 14 8.6
Youth with disabilities or special health care needs 13 8.0
Pregnant pparenting teens 11 6.8
Youth who are gay, lesbian, bisexual, transgender, questioning (GLE 9 5.6

7
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A Trend for Mentoring Programs to Increasingly Serve Youth from LowIncome Familiesi The
mentoring programs completing MMC 204&@ significantly mordikely to report that their prograsn
serve a substantive proportion of youth from-iomome familiescomparedvith programs responding in
2008. Nearly all programs (96%) responding to MMC 2010 reported that at least 25% of youth served
were from lowincome families as compared to 87% in 2008.

A Intended Youth Impacts - Themost frequently citethtendedmpactsof youth mentoring programs are
educational and academic support, indrepself-esteem, antnprovingsocial competencef youth

served
Intended Youth Impacts % Reporting As % Reporting As
Intended Impact Primary Impact of
of Program Program
(n=161) (n=118)
Education / academic support 92.9% 40.P%
General education / academic supp 87.0% 19.3%
Education support for youth who are aeadcally behind 55.9% 18.8%
Entrance and retention support for youth in collg 29.8% 9.3%
Selftesteem 91.9% 37.
Social competence 82.6% 13.8%6
Promoting community / civic involvement 55.9% 5.1%
Job skills / work readiness / career exploration 41.6% 6.8%
Violence prevention 41.0% 4.2%
Substance abuse prevention 37.%% 2.5%
Youth identity / Connection to ethnic, religious, social, cultural grg 36.0% 6.0%
Avoidance of early pregnancy 32.3% 2.5%

A Trend for Mentoring Programs to Focus on Educationand Academic Supporti The mentoring
programs completing MMC 201dbe significantly more likely to report that their progrsweredesigned
to address education and academic support of mentees comjitrpcbgrams responding in 2006 and
2008. More tha®0% reportecducation/academic support as an intended impaatprogram is
designed to addressomparedwith just above 75%f programghat respondeth 2006 and 2008.
Moreover, the percentage of programs reporting education/academic suppadrt@éntiaey focus of
impacthas significantly increased from 30% in 2006 to 35% in 2008 and u¥4ar¥2010.

Education / Academic Support

2006 MMC 2008 MMC 2010 MMC

Ointended Impact DPrimary Impact

Additional analyses do not reveal significant differences by program demographic, further supporting the
overarching trend towarsleducation and academic support of youth served.

!A UMass Donahue Institute
6
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Snapshot of the Youth Served aStructured Mentoring Programs in Massachusetts

Please keep in mind these are absolute minimum numbers for youth being mentored in Massachi$ette
numbers reflect dy those relationships atructuredmentoring programs that responded to the 2a0MC
survey and provided youth counts

A Youth Served Annuallyi More than 22,800 youth, agei28!, participated in formal mentoring
relationships in 209-2010.

A Increased Youth Served Countsi Mentoring programs reported additional 3,164 youtin formal

mentoring relationshigpfor Mass Mentoring Counts 2018 16% increase between 2008 and 2010 and a

35% increassince 2006.

Annual Youth Served - TOTAL

2006 22008 02010

A Program Growth Slowing Over Last 2 Yearsi Further analysis was conducted on the 53 programs that

reported annual youtberved counts in alhreeMass Mentoring Countsurveys. Over the past four
years, approximately 4,600 additional youth have been saem@senting more thanonethird
increase in youth served by these prograbiswever it is important to not¢hatthe vast majority of this

increase ozurred between 2006 and 200Bhe percentage of increase between 2008 and 2010 was only

6% for these progranis.

Annual Youth Served-
Sample Reporting ALL years (n=53)

02006 82008 m2010

2 Similarly, examining all programs that reported 2008 and 2010 annual youth counts ddsaareeetmitional .00 youth servedor a
6% increase in 2010 by these 89 programs.

{A UMass Donahue Institute
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A Youth Served By Program Modeli 58% (13,295) of the youth served were supported iroorene
mentoring relationships. 25% (5,822) of youth participated in team mentoring and 16% (3,549) in group
mentoring programs. Themainingyouths (215)wereplaced in crossge peer mentoring relationships.

A Gender of Youth Servedi Mentoring iswell utilized as a youth development strategyoss gender.
Survey respondents reported that 55% of youth served were female and 45% male.

A Race/Ethnicity of Youth Servedi In terms of racial/cultural identity, youth of color are more likely to
be engaged in mentoring relationships. Survey respondents cited that more thgoahere of those
mentored are youth of color, with the majority being Hispanic/L&in(29%) and African American
(27%).

A Age of Youth Servedi Youth of all ages participate in mentoring programs, with taprity being 10
14 years old. Reported age breakdowns of youth served are as followsi @22%), 1014 (51%),
1519 (26%), ad 20 24 (2%).

A Where Youth Residei Forty-five percenpf the mentored youtfiom the Commonwealth reside in
Boston, primarily in the neighborhoods of Dorchester and Roxbury. When exploring by region, the
number of mentored youth in the Greater Bostgioreexpands to more than 60%. Beyond Greater
Boston, youth in formal mentoring relationships aiely equally divided by regiah Central (15%),
Southeast and Islands @), West (8%), Northeast (6%)with a concentration in large urban areas

Cities & Towns Where the Largest Reported # of Youth in Mentoring Relationships Reside

Bostoni 7,133 youth Newton1 374 youth
Worcesteri 994 youth Framingham 1 358 youth
Cambridge i 819 youth New Bedfordi 275 youth
Springfield i 725 youth Waltham i 243 youth
Reverei 631 youth Fall River 1 242 youth

Lawrencei 519 youth

Snapshot of Youth Currently on Waiting Lists at Structured Mentoring Programs in MA

A Programs with Waiting Lists i Sixty-sevenprogram$ approximately40% of mentoring progrards
reported Aving youth currently on their wait lists.

A Youth on Waiting Lists i More than 2,700 youth are currently waiting to be matched with a mentor in
MassachusettsFor every eight youth benefiting from a formal mentoring relationship, there igoaitie
onthe waiting list. Male and female youthre equally represented wouit lists.

!A UMass Donahue Institute
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A Decreased Youth Counts on Wait List Mentoring programs reporte& 9 feweryouthon the wait lists
over the last two years. This represent®% Hecrease in the numabof youth reported on wdists
between 208 and 2010 and a 36% decreas® 1,588 less youth since 2006. As highlighted below,
the decrease largely took place between 2006 and 2008. Similar findings are found when examining w
list counts for thos programs that responded to all three years of MMC.

i
(: ‘
i
| -

Current Number of Youth on Wait List - TOTAL

02006 02008 02010

A Average Length of Time Spent on Waiting Listd Of those programs with waiting lists, tviifths
reported average waig timesof 1-3 monthsand approximately orifth each reporte@dverage waihg
timesof 4-6 months6-12 months, and one year or more.

A Male Youth Spend Longer on Program WaitingLists i While both sexes are equally represented on
waiting lists, male youth spend a significantly longer amount of time on the witisg

Average Length of Time for Average Length of Time for
Males on Wait List Females on Wait List

1-3 1 yearor

months, more,
18.2%

1 year or

more,
30.8% 23.1%

1-3

months,
43.2%

6-12
months, 4-6

25.6% months,
20.5%

!A UMass Donahue Institute
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Snapshot of the Adults Serving as Mentorat Structured Mentoring Programs in Massachusetts

A

Mentors Matched Annually i More than 15,000 individualaigesl4+) served as mentors in formal
mentoring relationsipis in 2Q.0.

Increased Mentor Countsi Mentoring programs reported additional2,015individuals serving as
mentorsover the last two yeara 15% increase between 2008 and 2010 arfi% increas& or an

additional 6,547 mentors reportedince 2006. The sizeable increase between 2006 and 2010 is largely
due to the increased number of programs reporting data in 2010.

Number of Mentors Annually - TOTAL

02006 02008 m2010

Age andGender of Mentors i Mentors are well represented by both gendenrd across broad age
ranges. Program respomte cited that 59% of mentors are female and 41% are male. Reported age
breakdowns of mentors are as follows:i 22 (20%), 2835 (43%), 3649 (20%), 5064 (12%), and 65
years or more (4%).

Race/Ethnicity of Mentors i Nearly threequarters of individuia serving as mentors are Caucasian. In
addition, 9% of mentors are Black/African American, 6% are Hispanic/Latino(a) and 5% are Asian.

Mentor Recruitment Strategiesi The most common strategies for mentor recruitment are word of
mouth and use of cient mentors.

Challenges to Mentor Recruitmenti The most frequently cited challenges for recruiting mentors are
recruiting mentors of color (56%), recruiting male mentors (53%), and lack of available time for staff to
devote to recruitment and voluntdellow-up (40%).

{A UMass Donahue Institute
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Mapping Risk Factors and Correlation with Program Availability

A Mentoring Programs are SuccessfulljReachingHigh-Risk Youth T The full report providemaps to
illustrate the current needs and gaps in the mentoring field. Mdpsannual number of youth served
are based on the following risk factors by place of residence:

o Single-Parent Families in Povery i More than oneuarter (28%) of all singlparent families with
children agesiGl7 are living in poverty in the state fassachusettsTowns with aboveaverage
percentages of singkparent families in poverty are significantly more likely to have multiple
youth engaged in formal mentoring relationships.Multiple youth residents are engaged in formal
mentoring relationsipis in64% of towns withlthe percentage of singfrent families in poverty
abovethe state averagas compared with7% of towns with the percentage of singlarent families
in poverty equalo or less than the average.

o Disconnected Youth (Youth, aged 16 19, who are Unemployed and Not Attending Schooi)
5.5% of all youth, aged 189, living in Massachusetts are both not working (unemployed or not in
the labor force) and not attending schodlowns with aboveaverage percentages of disconnected
youth are significantly more likely to have any youth engaged in formal mentoring
relationships. Youth residents are engaged in formal mentoring relationships in 70% of towns with
the percentage of disconnected yoalovethe state averagas compared wh 58% of towns with
the percentage of disconnected youth equal to or less than the state average.

A Unmet Need is Still Very High, Especially Outside of Boston While mentoring programs across the
state are successfully targeting specific higk youth subgroups, including youth from lemcome and
singleparent families, there is still an extremely high need to be met.

Cities with the Highest Numbers of Youth from SingRarent Families in Poverty

# of Youth in SingleParent Families % of Need

in Powerty? Being Mef
Boston 16,631 42.9%
Worcester 5,057 19.7%
Lawrence 4,446 11.7%
Fall River 2,868 8.4%
Springfield 8,913 8.1%
New Bedford 3,748 7.3%
Holyoke 2,194 5.2%
Brockton 2,004 4.1%
Lynn 2,705 3.5%
Lowell 3,479 2.1%

3 The numbers of children (age 6.7) from singleparent families in poverty are estimates based on thei22089 American

Community Survey.

* The percentage of meeed is based on the numbers of youth in mentoring relationships reported in MMC 2010. It is important to note
that MMC 2010 youth residence data does not specify if youth are from single parent families in poverty. Response dbanttiea

vast maprity of mentoring programs serve substantive proportions of youth from low income, single parent families.

!A UMass Donahue Institute
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Program Challenges

A Program Needsi Mentoring programs identified the need to build their financial resource development
infrastructure as the number one challenge that confronts Massachusetts mentoring programs. In additic
mentoring programs frequently cited ttieallenges of identification and the diversification of funding
opportunities, mentor recruitment, and mentor retention.

Growth Forecast for Participant Services

A Approximately One-Half of Programs Predict Growth in Participant Servicesi 53% of prograns
predict growth in the number of youth served within two years. Nearbjitthe predict participant
services to remain stable, and less than 10% forecast a reduction in number of youth served in the next
two years. Approximately twthirds of progams located in northeast and southeast Massachusetts and
approximately ondalf of programs located in greater Boston, central, and western Massachusetts
forecast growth in participant services.
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Introduction

In 201Q Mass Mentoring Partnership (MMPhetumbrella organization for youth mentoring in the state of
Massachusetts, engaged the University of Massachusetts Donahue Irstiteddt¢r referred to as the Instijute
to conduct the biennidllass Mentoring Countsurvey. Originally launched in 26 and repeated in 200Blass
Mentoring Counts 200 provides a current snapshot of the state of mentdamifpssachusetts and offers
comparative analysis of changes in the freldr the last four yearsThe primary goals dflass Mentoring
Countsare to:

A
A

A

Map and report ostructured youth mentoring programs serving youtfoirmal mentoring relationships
in Massachusetts;

Document and analyze key trends; and

Identify unmet needs.

This research is conducted in direct response to funders, policysnakdryouttserving organizationsBy
surveying staff at youth mentoring programs, Meess Mentoring Counisitiative will depict the landscape and
needs of youth mentoringromoting greater and more strategic investmeritile also measuring progress
Additionally, Mass Mentoring Countsill be an essential vehicle to:

A

A

Offer comparative data to identify gaps, trends, and establish benchmarks for the field to best meet the
mentoring needs of youth;

Use timely, relevant data to raise public awareaesksstrengthen the case for additional investment with
media, legislators, funders, and policymakers;

Develop a body of knowledge to guide strategic decision making for MMP and for individual programs;

Create a more comprehensive statewide program riefaocollaboration, strategic alliances, new
initiatives, and knowledgsharing; and

Demonstrate the need for more people to volunteers as mentors.

This report is organized into the following sections:

A

Methodologyi Provides a narrative descriptiontb® report, including a description of the development
of the questionnaire, target populations, survey distribution, response rates, and analyses of the survey.

Results of the WebBased Surveyt Provides a summary of the survey findings. This sectidivided
into the following: Program OverviewRecruitment, Screening & Training, Program Expectations,
Sulpopulations Served and Anticipated Youth Impadtaith ParticipantsMapping Youth Risk Factors,
Youth orWaiting Liss, Mentors,Program Sustainahbty and Program Needs.

Appendicesi Appendix A provides a copy of the web survey. Appendix B provides a listing of
mentoring programs that responded to the web survey.

!A UMass Donahue Institute
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Methodology

In order to learn more about the program characteristics of yeenioring programs operating in Massachusetts,
Mass Mentoring Partnership and Institute staff worked together to develop a web survey to be completed by all
structuredyouth mentoring programs in the state.

Questionnaire Development

The data gathereddm Mass Mentoring Counsas been critical to MMP6és str
processes. With lessons learned fronfitis¢ two Mass Mentoring Countstudies a number of key
improvements to the forménstrumens were made. Areas of impravent included, buverenot limited to:

A More Standardized DefinitionsT Reviseddefinitions of key terms (e.g., unduplicated youth counts, average
cost per match) to ensure standardized responses across programs.

A Additional Recruitment Measuresi Included additional survey questions on strategies for and challenges to
recruiting mentors.

A Additional Waiting List Measures i Included additional survey questions on average length of time spent
on wait list and demographics of those currently on wait list

Survey questions and scales were reviewed addsigned, where necessary, by the Institutehdivid® staff
members. In addition, the questionnaire was piloted with a diverse sample of youth mentoring programs.
Necessary modifications were made tlgloan iterative process of drafts and feedback.

TheMass Mentoring Counts 20 survey was designed to gather data about general program charactesstics
well as information othe population servedSee Appendix A for a copy of the final survey.

Web-Based Survey

The evaluators used a wbhsed questionnaire in order to reach respondents in an efficient aleffectsie
manner. The survey instrument consisted primarily of cleseltd response items. Clogedponse items were
allowed for eitker yes/no or Likertype scale responses. The survey also included a limited number of open
response items.

Institute staff contracted with Survéfonkeye t o di st r i b u tServeyMorkeyiw eibs sai r-fvielyl
hosted survey software application developed for researchers, evaluators, and performance improvement
specialists. This webased survey software enabled Institute staff to create the waldy sund distributé in the
following two formats:

A ClosedLink i Email invitations and survey web links each matched with a specific user password were
distributed to the key contacts identified at known youth mentoring programs operating in the state of
Massachusetts.

!A UMass Donahue Institute
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A OpenlLink i In addition, MMP conducted outreach to statewide youth assmtsagind umbrella
organizationgo circulate information abotass Mentoring Countsincluding a URL for an opehnk
surveyi to those programsot previouly known to MMP. The opedink survey allowed anyone with the
Mass Mentoring Counts 20Burvey URL to complete the survey. The ofiek survey was accessible at
www.surveymonkey.com/s/MMC2010.

Target Respondents, Survey Distribution, and Responseaes

Mass Mentoring Counts 20targeted alktructuredyouth mentoring programs operating in the state of
Massachusetts. MMP6s Youth Mentoring Program Database ser
and contact information. In addition, MMstaff conducted extensive outreach efforts to the field prior to survey
distribution. Outreach efforts includedlls to the field to update and identify new mentoring programs and
correct contact informatigms well as marketing and promotion effaltsough MMP EBulletins, and relevant
workshops and trainings. As highlighted above Miass Mentoring Countwebsurvey was distributed both in
closedlink (for known programs) and opéimk (for unknown programs) formats.

MMP identified 194 organiations running youth mentoring programs for inclusioMass Mentoring Counts

2010. In late Augustrelevant program staff at each of the identified youth mentoring organizations received an
email that included the link to the web survey and their iddaiized password. In addition, two reminder

emails and multiple follovwup phone calls were made to increase the response rate. The survey was closed in
December 2010n order to proceed with data cleaning and analysis.

Mass Mentoring Count3010 Respose Rats

A Response Rate of Youth Mentoring Organizatiorfs One hundred twentyf the 194 (62%) identified
mentoring organizations completed the web or paper version of the suBesgnteeinf these organizations
run multiple youth mentoring programs.

In addition,6 organizations, initially unknown to MMP, completed the cfiek survey

Therefore, this report provides information on172youth mentoring programs run by 126 organizations.

5In 2008 and 201GViass Mentoring Countsicluded crossge peer mentoring programs in their target population. In 2006;agess
Eeer mentorig programs were excluded.

This response rate includes data from 24 mentoring programs that did not complete the MMC 2010 survey but had receetly comple
MMP6s Quality Based Membership program. itable infarhaton fom thMMiles ts t a f
be included in the survey results.
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Comparing Current and Prior Mass MentoringCounts(MMC) Samples

1 Greater Outreach in 20107 MMC has continued to increase its outreach each survey
implementation year. MMC was distributed to 117 organizations with mentoring programs in 2006
171 in 2008, and 194 in 2010.

1 High ResponseRate from Eligible 2006 and2008Respondent$i Eighty-five percent of
eligible 2006 respondenend eightythree percent aligible 2008 respondentompletedVass
Mentoring Countsn 2010.

1 Consistencyof Datai One hundred respondents (58%greondi ng t o t hi|s
completed MMC in either 2006 or 2008Vioreover,approximatelyone-third of 2010 respondents
completedall three years of MMC

i Additional Program Information Captured 1 Seventytwo mentoring programs complete
Mass Mentoring Count®r the first time in 200. Twenty-five of these programs wedeveloped sinceg
2009.

\174

Quantitative Analysis of Valid Responses

The foundations of the report are simple frequencies based @i2hesponses. The total numbéalid
responses for any ganular question may vary from 1tecause some individuals, either intentionally or
inadvertently, failed to answer one or more of the questions. -@Gogkations of the data were analyzed to
identify any statistically sigficant differences between key subgroups of the respondents:

A Age of Program/Years in Existencé Describes how long the program has been in existence.

A Program Model i Describes whether program is a stahohe program or a componentadfirger youth
program.

A Mentoring Model i Mentoring model has five categories: em@one, group, team-mentoring, and cross
age peer mentoring. Comparative analysis explores differences betwemmareand other models.

A Meeting Locationi Describes whether ¢hprogram is a sitbased or communitgased mentoring program.
Site-based programs/meetings primarily take place in a designated location. Cordpaseity
programs/meetings are not based at a specifi¢re@etings take place at different locationotighout the
community, as determined by the mentor/mentee).

A Program Sizei Comparisons based on number of youth served.

" Forty-five programs that respondedNtass Mentoring Count006and 20 programs that responded to MMC 2008 did not retiéiss
Mentoring Count2008due to the following reassn program closures; programs never developed; organizational mergers; data captured
elsewhere/under other programs; not a formal mentoring program.
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In addition, comparisonaf Mass Mentoring Count2006and2008data were conducted to explore changes in
key findings and illusate relevant trends in the field ovecentyears. Depending on the particular analysis,
comparisons were based on 1) all respondents that cethp®C surveys regardless of consistency across
years and 2) all respondents that completadtiple yeas of the MMCsurveys. Fifty-sevenrespondents
completedall three MMC survey$ 2006 2008 and 2010 andan additional 43 respondents completed either
2006 or 2008. As such, 100 responddiatge completed multiple years of MMC. It is importantdterthat he
total number of valid responses for anytjalar question or comparison may vérgcause somespondents,
either intentionally or inadvertently, failed to answer one or more of the questions.

Comparative data are shown for those casegavh statistically significant difference was found. Subgroup
differences were tested for statistical significance usingthe chu ar e and Fi sher 6s exac
Fisherés exact test was used i rquenayofdiwe onesse Foeall testsea o
95% confidence interval (p<.05) is an acceptable standard for determining statistical signiéindriseéhe basis

for all claims of significance (or lack thereof) within this report. In other words, findvwegsconsidered to be
statistically significant if there was less than a 5% chance (p<.08jh#fatdings would be the result of

sampling error rather than actual differences between the subgroups being prepared.

Quialitative Analysis of OperEnded Responses

Openended responses to the wedsed survey were entered into a database and analyzed using a standard
gualitative technique to analyze the content of the responses. The approach involved multiple readings of the ¢
set and the assignmenttbEmes around recurring ideas. Once themes were identified, each response was code
by its appropriate theme. The coded responses were then reaeread iretheir thematic grouping to further
identify patterns. The findings of the qualitative analysie referred to in the body of the report.
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Resultsi Program Overview and Description

This report provides information diy2 structuredyouth mentoring progranrsin by 126 organizatiorgperating
in the state of Massachusett$his chapter highlightsformation on program characteristicscruitment
screeningand trainingprogramexpectations, subpopulations served and anticipated youth imyauatis,
participantsmapping youth risk factors, youth @raiting lists, mentorgprogram sustainabilityand program
challenges.

Program Overview / Characteristics

Onehundred twentysix organizations responded to the Mass Mentoring Counts survey. The vast majority (87%)
of these organizations run a single mentoring program under their purviewrermai@der run multiple
mentoring programs.

Table 1: Number of Mentoring Programs Per Organization

Frequency Percent

1 Mentoring Program 109 86.5
2 Mentoring Programs 10 7.9
3 Mentoring Programs 1 0.8
4 Mentoring Programs 2 1.6
5 Mentoring Programs 2 1.6
6 Mentoring Programs 1 0.8
16 Mentoring Programs 1 0.8
TOTAL 126 100.0

This report provides information on th&?2 structuredyouth mentoring programs run byesel26 organizations
operating in the state of Massachtse

The vast majority otructuredyouth mentoring programs are located in urban areas with populations of 50,000
or more. Approximately60% of the youth mentoring programs are located (e.g., central mailing address) in the
Greater Boston region. h€ remaining programs are distributed relatively evenly across the regions of western,
northeastern, and southeastern Massachusetts. Less than 5% of the mentoring programs are located in centra
Massachusetfs. There has not been a significant chang@geographidocaleof mentoring programs over the

last four years.

Table 2: Geographic Overview of Youth Mentoring Programs

Urban- Rural Frequency Percent

Urban (50,000+ residents) 136 79.1
Large Town (10,000 49,999 re&lents) 29 16.9
Small Town (2,500 9,999 residents) 5 2.9
Rural (< 2,500 residents) 2 1.2
TOTAL 172 100.0

8 While less than 5% of the programs are located in Central Massachusetts, one organization (rupnéwgamws) serves a substantial

numberof youth.
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Region Frequency Percent

Greater Boston 99 57.6
Central Massachusetts 8 4.7
Northeastern Massachusetts 20 116
Southeastern Massachusettap€ & The Islands 18 105
Western Massachusetts 27 15.7
TOTAL 172 100.0
County Frequency Percent

Barnstable 2 1.2
Berkshire 3 1.7
Bristol 6 3.5
Essex 14 8.1
Franklin 3 1.7
Hampden 17 9.9
Hampshire 4 2.3
Middlesex 37 21.5
Norfolk 9 5.2
Plymouth 2 1.2
Suffolk 69 401
Worcester 6 3.5
TOTAL 172 100.0

Mentoring programs were asked to provide their central mailing addseg®ll as additional site locationghis
is especially important for schebhsed programdn the majority of caseshe address reflects the actual

location of the (sitdbased) youth mentoring program. However, commtiétyed programs by definition do not

take place in a designated locatibat instead occur throughout the community.

Maps 1 and 2, on the followirgpgespresenthe location ofll structuredyouth mentoring progranmend
distinguish between siieased and commun#yased programs. It is important to note that these maps highlight

all program location$ both primary and satellie so that if asingle program serves youth in 10 locations

throughout the state, each one of these site locations is listed.

programs operate at the same site location (primarily schools or community centers)

In add@ioraps also distinguishmultiple

Map 1displays the locationsf youth mentoring prograsiocated acrosthe state of Massachusdbtg city/town.

As depicted, there is a large cluster of youth mentoring programs located around the Greater Boston region,
Worcester, and Springfield.

Map 2 displays the locations of youth mentoring programs located in the city of Boston by neighbdshood.
depicted, youth mentoring programs are widely dispersed throughout theittita concentrationf
programmindocatedin Chinatown / Downtown, Dofester, Mission Hill, Roxbury, and the South End.
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Map 2: Location of Boston Neighborhood Youth Mentoring Programs
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There is a wide diversity in the length of time programs have been in operation. Approxonatiblyd of the
reporting pograms have been in operation for less than five years. Nearbyuanterhave been in operation
between five and 10 years, amdre than twdifths have been in operation for at least 10 years.

Threequartersdescribed their mentoring program asomponent of a larger organization, awequarter
described their program as a statdne mentoring organizatiomMearlytwo-thirds of programs are siteased

(with youthrmentor meetings taking place at a designated location), and the rendaiféingke place in the
community at large, as determined by the mentor and mehteeequarters of sitdbased programs take place at
t he ment e B%) eratagerntiesorhmulit centers30%). Additional site locations listed include
college campusefaith-based organizationbusinesses and corporate sitesjdential facilities, and

incarceration facilities

Table 3: Program Characteristics of Youth Mentoring Programs

Number of Yearsin Operaton Frequency  Percent
Currently in development 10 6.2
Less than 2 years 16 9.9
Between 2 and 5 years 29 180
Between 5 and 10 years 37 23.0
10 or more years 69 42.9
TOTAL 161 100.0
Program Model Frequency Percent
Standalone mentoring organization 42 24.4
Component of largesrganization 130 75.6
TOTAL 172 100.0
Meeting Location Frequency Percent
Site-basedi Program/meetings primarily take place in 108
designated location
Community-basedi Program/meetings are not based at 64 37.2

specific site. Meetings take place in difént locations
throughout the community, determined by mentor/menteg

TOTAL 100.0
Ment eeds School 45.4
Agency Based/Community Center 32 29.6
College/University 13 12.0
Faith-Based Organization 6 56
Business/Cgor at e Site/ Ment or s @ 4 37
Residential Facility 2 1.9
Incarceration Facility 1 0.9
Other 1 0.9
TOTAL 108 100.0

Comparisons between the current and pxaiss Mentoring Countsurveys were conducted to determine
differences in program chantristics(e.g., number of years in operation, program model, meeting location)
responding to the biennial survey. There were no significant differences in the profile of resp@spemiding
to MMC 2010 and prior MMC surveys (2006 or 2008)
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Seventy percenbf the youth mentoring programs promote -@meone mentoring relationships. Furthermore,

nearly ondfifth describe their relationship model as group mentoring. Smaller percentages describe their
relationships as team mentoring (10%) or si@ge peer mentorin@%). None of the programs responding to
the survey provide-eentoring as the primary relationship model.

Table 4: Mentoring Model

Mentoring Model Frequency Percent
One-on-One’ 1 adult mentor with one ymg person 12 709
Group 1 1 adult mentor with more than one young perso 30 17.4
Teami More than one adult mentor with more than one 17 99
youngperson

CrossAge PeerMentoring i Structured relationship 3 1.7
between an older youth (mentor) and a yourygetth

(mentee)

E-Mentoring 7 1 adult mentor with one young person 0 0.0
meeting via email/Internet

TOTAL 172 100.0

Programs reporting group, team, or peemtoring models also reported on their average ratio of mentors to
mentees. As highlightkin Tableb, there is a wide rangsd mentorto-mentee ratioamong these program3he
three crossge peer mentoring programs described tineintoringratio as oneto-ong and one of the team
programs reported a mentarenteeratio of 8 to 7; thus catgorized as 1 to 1 for reporting purposes beldwe
remainder of these programs are equally distributed between those with largertoremtatee ratios of 1 to 2, 1
to3,1to4,1to5, and 1 to 6 or higher.

Table 5: Average Ratio of Mentors to Mentees for Group, Team, and Cross-Age Peer Programs

Average Ratio of Mentors to Mentées Frequency Percent

1:1 4 9.3
1:2 8 186
1:3 8 186
1:4 8 186
1:5 8 186
1: 6 or higher'® 7 16.3
TOTAL 43 100.0

Crosstabuldions of the data were analyzed to identify any statistically significant differences between key
subgroups of the respondents based on their overarching program charactetigtigzarative analysis reveals
the following significant difference

A Whil e the majority of programs promote oneon-one mentoring relationships,mentoring programs
created in the last five yearsare significantly more likely to offer a group mentoring model
Twenty-seven percent of programs in existence for less than five peamote a group mentoring model
compared with 14% of programs in existence for at least five years.

® Team program ratios were reduced to lowest common ratio. For example, programs reporting 2 mentors for every 10 youth were
reported as a 1 to 5 average ratio.

19 Two programs reported an average rafid @ 6 and two programs reported an average ratio of 1 to 10. The remaining three programs
reported ratios of 1to 7, 1 to 8, and 1 to 12.
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Figure 1: Years in Existence by Program Model

Less than 5 Years 5 Years or More

B0One-to-One DOGroup HBTeam O Peer

A While the majority of all programs promote one-on-one mentaing relationships, site-based
programs are significantly more likely to offer other mentoring models. Communitybased
programs promote oneon-one mentoring services almost exclusivelyWVhile the majority of site
based programs offer ommg-one mentorig servicestwo-fifths offer group (23%), team &%) and

crossage peerd%) mentoring modelsNearly all 89%) of communitybased programs promote eoe
one mentoring relationships.

Figure 2: Program Location by Program Model

Site-Based Community-Based

OOne-to-One DOGroup DOTeam BEPeer
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Recruitment, Screening and Training

For the first time, MMC 2010 included questions on mentor recruitmérable 6 displays the mentor
recruitment strategies employed by mentoring organizations. The vast majority repodesf mouth and use
of current mentors as their most common strategies.

Table 6: Mentor Recruitment Strategies

Frequency Percent

Word of mouth 121 86.4
Use current mentors 116 82.9
Volunteer fairs 96 68.6
Tabling events 92 65.7
Social media 86 61.4
Partnerships with corporations, affinity groups, and nonprofitg 86 61.4
Information sessions and open houses 84 60.0
Media outreach 79 56.4
Attend community meetings or networking opportunities 78 55.7
Distributing marketing raterials to local organizations 77 55.0
Mentor referrals from Mass Mentoring Partnership 62 44.3
Online volunteer databases 57 40.7
Donated advertising 24 17.1
Paid advertising 7 5.0
Other™ 23 16.4
TOTAL 140 100.0

Programs were also asked to setheir top challenges for recruiting mentors. The most conyreported
challenges are recruiting mentors of color, recruiting male mentors, and lack of staff time to devote to recruitme
and followup.

Table 7: Challenges for Mentor Recruitment

Frequency Percent

Recruiting mentors of color 64 56.1
Recruiting male mentors 60 52.6
Do not have staff time to devote to recruitment and volunteer 45 39.5
follow-up

Current efforts generate sufficient interest, but inquiries do ng 27 23.7
follow through

Current efforts do not generate sufficient interest 24 21.1
Creating an effective mentor recruitment strategy 19 16.7
Creating effective mentor recruitment materials 14 12.3
Recruiting college students 8 7.0
Recruiting baby bomers 5 4.4
Other? 25

TOTAL 114 100.0

1 Other mentor recruitment strategies include: alumni/program graduates, current employees, universiyipsrerem high schools
and community colleges, churches and religious groups, libraries, farmers markets, parent newsletters, and internal marketing
12 Other mentor recruitment challenges includeographic challenges, recruiting female mentors, rizmgupaniskspeaking mentors,
creating general program awareness, finding appropriate matches, and finding common time to meet.
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Crosstabulations of the data were analyzed to identify any statistically significant differences between key
subgroups of the respondents based on their overarching program characteCistigzarative analysigveals
the following significant difference

A Programs with shorter expected duration, serving fewer matches, or that are siteased are
significantly more likely to report creating an effective mentor recruitment strategy as a key
challenge.

o Twentyfour percent of programs expectimgtches to last under a ydiated creating an
effective mentor recruitment strategy as a key challeagyeompared with 10% of programs with
match expectations of at least one year.

0 Twentyfour percent of programs sémg fewernumbers of youth (less than 50) listed creating an
effective mentor recruitment strategy as a key challeaageompared with 10% of programs
serving larger numbers gbuth.

o0 Twentyfour percent of sitdbased programs listed creating an effectiventor recruitment
strategy as a key challen@es compared with 6% abmmunitybased programs.

A Programs with longer expected durations are significantly more likely to report recruiting mentors
of color as a key recruitment challenge. Sixty-eight p&cent of programs with at least a eygar match
expectation cited recruiting mentors of color as a key challenge compared with 43% of programs with
shorter match expectations.

A Programs with longer expected durations, that promote onéo-one matches, orhat are sitebased
are significantly more likely to report recruiting male mentors as a key recruitment challenge.

0 Sixty-four percent of programs expecting at least ay@ma match cited recruiting male mentors
as a key challengas compared with 41%f programs with shorter match expectations.

0 Sixty-four percent of communitpased programsited recruiting male mentoes a key
challengeas compared with5% of sitebased programs.

o Fifty-eightpercent of programgromoting ondéo-one matches cited ¢ruiting male mentoras a
key challengeas compared witB6% of programgpromoting other mentoring models.

In addition, programs reported on their mentor screening requiremintighlighted belowmore than 80% of
programs reported the followingentor screening requirementaritten applicationpersonal interview,
Massachusetts CORANnd reference checks.

Table 8: Prospective Mentor Screening Requirements

Frequency Percent

Written application 131 92.3
Personal intefiew 131 92.3
Massachusetts CORI 127 89.4
Reference check 114 80.3
Child abuse/sexual offender registry 49 34.5
Federal criminal history check/Fingerprinting/SafetyNet 26 18.3
Driver record check 23 16.2
Home visit 16 11.3
Massachusetts DepartmeiitSpcial Services Background Cheqg 15 10.6
TOTAL 142 100.0
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Crosstabulations of the data were analyzed to identify statistically significant differboteacross timend
between key subgroups of the responddrgsed on their overarching prograharacteristics. Comparative
analysis reveals thelfowing significant difference

A Over the last two years, an increased number of youth mentoring programs included written
applications and reference checks iremertsoThishei r p
increase suggests growth in quality practicesNinety-two percenbf programs responding to the
current MMC survey reported written apphs cati o
compared with 84% of programs respondioyitMC 2008. Similarly, 80% oprograms required
reference checks as part of their mentor screening pr@sessmpared with 61% of programs
responding to MMC 2008.

A Community-based programsare significantly more likely than site-based programs tarequire more
extensive screening of theiprospective mentors Ninety-onepercent of community based programs
reported using four or more of the above listed screening requirements, compa@vithsitebased
programs.

A Programs with longer expected math durations are significantly more likely to require more
extensivescreening of their prospective mentors Eightynine percent of programs with expected
match lengths of one year or more reported using four or more of the above listed screenimgeastyjire
compared witt69% of programs with expected match duration of less than one year.

A One-on-one mentoring models are significantly more likely toequire more extensivescreening of
their prospective mentors Eighty-four percent of on@n-one mentang programs reported using four
or more of the above listed scresgmirequirements, compared with% bf programsising other
mentoring models.

When asked specifically about ptiges of crosgyender matching, more than ttlurds of programs reported

they do not conduct croggender matching as a standard practice. The remainder (31%) reported matching
female mentors with male mentees with approximatelyraieof these programs also allowing matches of male
mentors with female mentees.

Table 9: Cross-gender Matching Practices

Frequency Percent

Do not conduct crosgender matching as a standard practice 95 68.8
Allow female mentors to be matched with male mentees 20 14.5
Allow both female mentors to be matched with matntees and 23 16.7
male mentors to be matched with female mentees

TOTAL 138 100.0

Analysis reveals:

A Over the last two years, a decreasenumber of youth mentoring programsconducted crossgender
matching practices Thirty-onepercent of programs sponding to the current MMC survey reported
theyallow crossgender matchingracticesas compared with6% of programs responding to MMC
2008.
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A Programs servingboth male and female youth aresignificantly more likely to conduct crossgender
matching compared with programs one gender exclusively Thirty-five percenfprograms serving both
male and female youth all@s crossgender matchingcompared witlzeroprograms servingne gender
exclusively

A Programs requiring more extensive mentor screening proedures are significantly more likely to
allow crossgender matching Forty-one percent of programs that reported using four or more of the
previously listed mentor screening requirements allowed -g@sder matchingcompared with 25% of
programs withifewer screening requirements.

A Programs serving larger numbers of youthare significantly more likely to allow crossgender
matching. Forty-four percent of programserving at least 50 youth pgearallowed crosgyender
matching,compared witi19% of programsserving fewer youth

A Group mentoring models are significantly more likely toallow crossgender matching. Fifty-two
percent ofgroupmentoring programallowed crosggender matchingcompared witty 1% of oneto-one
mentoring programs and 91% e&im mentoring programs.

The survey also asked respondents to describe whether or not their program required youth mentees and/or
mentors to attend a program orientation or a separat@gieh training prior to being mateth. As highlighted

in Figure 3 below, these program requirements are conducted more extensively for prospective mentors.
Approximately 60% oprograms reported that they require youth mentees to attend a program orientation,
whereasearly 85%required prospective mentors to atle Similarly, approximately onguarter of programs
reported requiring youth to attend a separatenmtch training, compared with neatlyo-thirds of programs
requiring their prospective mentors to attend arpatch training.

Figure 3: Required Attendance at Program Orientation and Pre-Match Training
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Comparative analysis reveals the following:
A Mentor Program Orientation

o Programs serving fewer youth (less than 50) are significantly more likelyequire mentors to
attend a program orientation 90%of programs serving less than 50 yoatpearequired
mentors to attend a program orientatioompared to 75% of programs serving 50 or more youth
annually.

A Mentor Pre-Match Training

0 Programspromoting oneto-one mentoring relationshipgare significantly more likely to
require mentors to attend pre-match training.  70% of programs promoting orA®-one
relationships required mentors to attend arpagch trainingcompared to 47% of programs
promoting other mentoring models.

A Youth Orientation

o Programs serving fewer youth (less than 50) are significantly more likely to reqymgh to
attend a program orientation 78% of programs serving less than 50 yoatpearequired
youth to attench program orientatigrcompared to 38% of programs serving 50 or more youth
annually.

0 More recently establishedrpgrams are significantly more likely to requirgouthto attend a
program orientation 71% of programghat have been existence for |#san 5 yearsequired
youthto attend a program orientation compare82% of programghat have been in existence
for 5 years or longer.

o Communitybased pograms are significantly more likely to requirgouthto attend a program
orientation. 76% of communitybased programs required youth to attend a program orientation
compared to 51% of siieased programs.

A Youth Pre-Match Training

o0 Programspromoting oneto-one mentoring relationshipare significantly more likely to
require youthto attend apre-match training.  30% of programs promoting oA®-one
relationships required youth to attend a-pratch trainingcompared to 8% of programs
promoting other mentoring models.

o0 Programswith longer match commitmentare significantly more likely to reque youthto
attend apre-match training.  42% of programs with match commitments of at least one year
required youth to attend a pneatch trainingcompared td 1% of programswith shorter match
commitments
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Program Expectations

Research indicatesdhpositive youth outcomes are dependent on the formation of close, enduring connections
between mentors and youthFor this type of bond tiorm, mentors and youtmost likelyneedto spend time
together on a consistent basis over some significantdpefitime* More specifically, in a r@nalysis of the

large, randorassignment evaluation of Big Brother Big Sister Association program, positive effects on youth
outcomes became progressively stronger as relationships persisted for longer pericgjanéitimere greatest
when relationships lasted at leaseyear™

In order to learn more about these critical program quality meaddiass, Mentoring Counigsked respondents
to describe the expected length of match commitment and frequency ofmesthgs for their programs. As
described in Tabl&0, the vast majority90%) of programs reported expected match duration to besitdea
school year or longer. More thamo-fifths reportedexpectednatch duration of ontill year ordonger.

Consst ency was al so val ued bwthneailethreefuatérsedbdhe memtering or i ng

programs requiringt leastwveekly meetings between mentors and youth,resaatlyonefifth requiring mentors
and mentees to meet32times a month.

Table 10: Expected Length and Frequency of Mentori Mentee Match

Expected Length of Match Frequency Percent

No service commitment specified 2 1.2
Six months or less 14 8.5
School year 77 46.7
One year 49 29.7
Greater than one ge 23 13.9
TOTAL 165 100.0
Expected Frequency of Meetings Frequency Percent

No expectation / requirement 2 1.3
Monthly 11 6.9
2i 3 times per month 29 18.2
Weekly 102 64.2
More than once a week 15 9.4
TOTAL 159 100.0

Comparative analysis revealsetfollowing:
A Match Duration

o0 Programs promoting oneon-one relationships are significantly more likely to expect longer
match commitments Fifty-five percenof programs promoting oren-one relationships report
expected match length commitments négear or morecompared with 15% reported by other
program models.

¥ Rhodes, B.,&D.DuBois.( 2008) . fiMentoring Rel at i@umenttDireptions m PsychdlogicabBoeems  f
17, no. 4 , 254 258.

0

“Spencer, R. (2007). Altds not what | expectdanraof Adolescana |l i t at |

Research22, 331 354.

15 Grossman, J.B., & Rhodes, J.E. (2002). The test of tinegti€tors andffects of duration in youth mentoring relationshigmerican
Journal of Community Psycholaog0, 199219.

!A UMass Donahue Institute

UMASS Research and Evaluation Group 30




Final Report:
Mass Mentoring Counts 2010 Results

o Community-based programs are significantly more likely to expect longer match
commitments. Sixty-seven percergf communitybased programs report expected match length
commitments of oa year or morecompared with 29% reported by stiased programs.

o0 Stand-alone mentoringprograms are significanly more likely to expect longer match
commitments. Sixty-three percendf standalone mentoring programs report expected match
length comntiments of one year or mqreompared with 37% reported by shiased programs.

A Frequency of Interaction

o0 Older/more established programs are significantly more likely to require more frequent
meetings between mentors and youth Seventyeight percenof programs at least 5 years in
existence require at least weekly meetings between mentors andogmpared with 59% of
programs in existence for less than 5 years.

0 Site-based programs are significantly more likely to require more frequent meetings
between mentors and youth. Eighty-five percenbpf sitebased programs require at least weekly
meetings between mentors and yoethmpared with 56% of communityased programs.

Based on the30 programs reporting, youth are meetingpgrson with theimentors for an average of5 hours
per month. There is a wide variety of average hpergnonth reported by programs, ranging from an average
of 1 to36 hours.

Table 11: Average Number of Hours Per Month Matches are Meeting In-Person

| Average HoursPerMonth ~~ Frequency Percent
4 or less hours 44 33.8
51 8 hours 54 41.5
9i 12 hours 19 14.6
13 or more hours 13 10.0
TOTAL 130 100.0

Crosstabulations of the data were analyzed to identify statistically significant diffesbothacrosgime and
between key subgroups of the responddrased on their overarching program characteristi€emparative
analysis reveals thelfowing significant differences

A Older/more established programs are significantly more likely taeport their matches spenihg
greater amounts of time togethemper month. Seventythree percentf programsreated five or more
years agageportedthat matches aren averagemeetingin-personfor greater than 4 hours per moydis
compared witlb3% of more recently establishguogramgcreatedess than 5 years).

A Progr ams s up pnentdringmgdeléacetsipndicaritly more likely to report their
matches spenthg greater amounts of time togetheiper month than programs promoting oneon-
onerelationships. Eighty-one percendf programgpromotiy 6 ot her 6 me ngroup,i ng m
team and crosage peerjeported that matches amn averagemeetingin-persornfor greater than 4 hours
per monthas compared wit61% of more recently editished programsc(eatedess than 5 years).
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More than 70%of the survey respondents reported that their matches are encouraged to meet beyond the
expected/designated terr@f those programs respondingpre than halfeported that at least 50% of thei
matches continued meeting beyond the expected/designated term.

Table 12: Matches Extending Beyond Expected or Designated Term

Are your matches encouraged to meet beyc Frequency Percent
__expected/designated commitment term?
Yes 84 71.8
No 33 28.2
TOTAL 117 100.0
If yes, what percentage of matches extend Frequency Percent
_beyond expected commitment term?
Less than 25% 14 21.5
251 49% 15 23.1
5071 74% 15 23.1
751 100% 21 32.3
TOTAL 65 100.0

Comparative analysis reveahe following:

A Community-based programs are significantly more likely than sitdbased programs to encourage
matches to meet beyond the designated commitment ternNinety-two percent of communitpased
programs reported encouraging matches to meetoethe designated term, compared \Bi®o of site
based programs.

A One-on-one mentoring programs are significantly more likely to encourage matches to meet beyond
the designated commitment term.Seventyeightpercent oibneon-one mentoringgrograms repaed
encouraging matches to meet beyond the designated term, comparg2withother mentoring models
(group, team, and peer).

A Older/more established pograms are significantly more likely to encourage matches to meet
beyond the designated commitmenterm. Seventynine percent oprogramscreated at least 5 years
prior reported encouraging matches to meet beyond the designated term, compar8éovafhr®re
recently establishegrograms.

A Programs with longer expected match commitments are significahyt more likely to encourage
matches to meet beyond the designated commitment ternkighty-one percent of programs with
match commitments of one year or longer reported encouraging matches to meet beyond the designate
term, compared with 61% of programgtwshorter match commitments.

In addition, programs were asked what percentage of their matches terminated prior to their expected/designate
term. More than halbf programs responding reported that less @@ of their matches terminated prior het
designated terpapproximately thregjuarters of programs reported that less than 20% of their matches
terminated prior to the designated term.
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Table 13: Percentage of Matches Terminate Prior to Expected or Designated Term

Frequency Percent

Less tharb% 31 35.2
51 9% 16 18.2
107 19% 19 21.6
207 29% 16 18.2
307 100% 6 6.8
TOTAL 88 100.0

There were no significant differences in termination rates based on program characteristics.

Finally, programs were asked tientify the top three reasons for early termination of matciAggproximately
70% of programs cited changes indi€ircumstances of the mentor or the mentee as the primary reason for early

termination. In addition, approximately orguarter of programeeported unfulfilled and/or unrealistic

expectations of the mentoring experienceditinerthe mentoior the mentee, and offith identified lack of
family support as a key factor associated with early termination. Other reasons cited in@nti‘mentee
scheduling conflicts, lack of interest or folletwough, communication challenges, health issues, and geography.

Table 14: Primary Reasons Associated with Early Termination of Matches

Frequency Percent

(n=98)

Mentor had change in life circumstances (e.g., marriage, divorce, 69 70.4
change or loss, moved out of town, etc.)

Youth mentee had change in life circumstances (e.g., moved out 68 69.4
town, changed schools, left school, etc.)

Family interference/ldcof support 26 26.5
Mentor had unfulfilled and/or unrealistic expectations of the 23 235
mentoring experience

Youth mentee had unfulfilled and/or unrealistic expectations of th 20 20.4
mentoring experience

Limited resources to provide adequate matgbport 4 4.1
Unknowni program does not track early termination 8 8.2
Other 16 163
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Subpopulations Served

Thevastmajority of programs repagtiserving both male and female youthift &en programs9so) repored
serving female youth exclusly and five programs (3%) reperdserving male youth exclusively

Figure 4. Gender of Youth Served by Mentoring Programs

Both
Males &
Females,

88.3%

Comparative analysis reveals that programs serving one gender exclusively are signifidg more likely to
utilize group or team mentoring models. Fifty-six percent of programs serving one gender exclusively offered
eitheragroup or team mentoring approaels compared with 26% of programs serving both male and female
youth.

Massachsetts structured mentoring programs are reaching youth populations in need of mentors. Mentoring
programs were asked to report the youth subgroups (at least 25% of their youth population) they serve. The m
frequently cited subgroups include: yoirtbm low-income families, from singlparent families, and those at
academic risk. All of these circumstances are correlated with risk factors for youth.

Table 15: Youth Subpopulations Served
Youth Sulpopulations Frequency Percent of

(25% + of merges) N=162 Programs Serving
Youth from lowincome families 155 95.7
Youth from singleparent household 130 80.2
Youth at academic risk 101 62.3
Youth who represent first generation of family to go to colle 71 43.8
Recent immigrat/refugee populations 45 27.8
Youth in foster, residential, or kinship care 21 13.0
Children of incarcerated parents 20 12.3
Adjudicated/court involved 17 10.5
Youth who have dropped out of school 14 8.6
Youth with disabilities or special health eameeds 13 8.0
Pregnant or parenting teens 11 6.8
Youth who are gay, lesbian, bisexual, transgender, questiol 9 5.6
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Other identified subpopulations served include: youth involved with the Department of Children and Families
(DCF), gangnvolved youh, youth in public housindgyomeless youth, youth who are incarcerated-osktof
incarceration, youth at risk of dropping out of seh&nglish language learneemnd youth fronfamilies with
history of domestic violence and/or substance abuse.

Conparisons between trf#08 and 2018ass Mentoring Countsurveys reveal the following significant
finding™®:

A Mentoring Programs Increasingly Report Serving Youth from Low -Income Familiesi The
mentoring programs completing MMC 2010 are significantly migedyl to report that their programs
serve a substantive proportiohyouth from lowincome familiescompared with programs responding
in 2008. Nearly all programs (96%) responding to MMC 2010 reported that at least 25% of youth servec
were from lowincome families as compared to 87% in 2008.

Figure 5: Trend to Serve Youth from Low-Income Families

Programs Serving Substantive Proportion
of Youth from Low-Income Families

95.7%

2008 MMC 2010 MMC

Thisis an interesting findingvhichwarrants further investigation to determine the reabehindthechang*’

For example, this trend cousignify (a)changing characteristics of the youth being serge(b) that programs

are being more intentional in wimthey are targetingr (c) that programs more aware about the circumstances
faced by the youth theyeaserving What is clear is that mentoring programs are reaching families who have
economic stress in their lives.

18 Comparisons to 2006 data were not conducted. In 2006, the survey question asked about subgroups targeted. The question was
modified to report on subgroups served in the 2008 and 2010 surveys.

1 Further analysis on the subgroup who responded to this question in both 2008 and 2010 does not reveal a significanindifferenc
populations served.

!A UMass Donahue Institute

UMASS Research and Evaluation Group 35




Final Report:
Mass Mentoring Counts 2010 Results

To learn more about the programs serving these various subgroups, a r@gatysibvas conducted.The table
belowdisplaysthe number and percentagiementoring programaithin each region serving varioysuth
subpopulation$25% or more)While the majority of programs are located in the greater Boston metro, this
analysis allows us to look more closely at who is beingesewithin each region. It is important to note the
small number of programs by region, specifically in Central Massachusetts, and to exercise caution in making
generalizations.

Exploring Table 16, we see thaentoringprograms serve substantial poofions of youth from lowincome
familiesregardless of regional locationrSomefindings ofinterestinclude:

A A largerproportion of programs in the northeast reperving youth who have dropped out of school and
pregnant and parenting teens.

A A larger proportion of programs located in the northeast, Boston metro, and central Massachusetts repo
serving youth who represent recent immigrant/refugee populations and youth who represent the first
generation of their family to go to college.

A A largerproportion of programs located in the northeast, southeast, and western part of the state report
serving youth at academic risk.

A A larger proportion of programs located in central Massachusetts report serving youth who are children
incarcerated parents

Table 16: Regional Distribution of Programs and Subpopulations Served

Youth Subpopulations Boston Northeast = Southeast  Central Western
(25% + of mentees) Metro (n=19) (n=17) (n=7) (n=24)
(n=95)
Youth from lowincome families 92 19 15 7 22
96.8% 100% 88.2% 100% 91.7%
Youth from singleparent household 76 18 9 7 20
80.0% 94.7% 52.9% 100% 83.3%
Youth at academic risk 48 16 13 4 20
50.5% 84.2% 76.5% 57.1% 83.3%
Youth who represent first generation of family tg 51 9 2 3 5
go to college 53.7% 47.4% 11.8% 42.9% 20.8%
Recent immigrant/refugee populations 35 5 2 2 1
36.8% 26.3% 11.8% 28.6% 4.2%
Youth in foster, residential, or kinship care 9 4 2 2 4
9.5% 21.1% 11.8% 28.6% 16.7%
Children of incarcerated parents 8 3 2 3 4
8.4% 15.8% 11.8% 42.9% 16.7%
Adjudicated/court involved 12 3 0 0 2
12.6% 15.8% 0.0% 0.0% 8.3%
Youth who have dropped out of school 9 4 0 0 1
9.5% 21.1% 0.0% 0.0% 4.2%
Youth with disabilities or special health care nes 7 2 2 1 1
7.4% 10.5% 11.8% 14.3% 4.2%
Pregnant or parenting teens 7 3 0 0 1
7.4% 15.8% 0.0% 0.0% 4.2%
Youth who are gay, lesbian, bisexual, transgen 3 2 2 1 1
questioning 3.2% 10.5% 11.8% 14.3% 4.2%
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In addition,comparative analysis reveals the following about programs servirdptive sufpopulations:

A More recently established pograms and programs promoting group mentoring modelsare
significantly more likely to serve substantial proportions of adjudicated / court involved youth and
youth who have dropped out of school

(0]

Adjudicated / Court Involved Youth Eighteen percent of programs developed in the last 5 years
reported serving substantial proportions (25% +) of adjudicated/court involved youth, compared
with 8% of more established programs. Similarly, 21% of prograoragiing group mentoring
model reported serving substantial proportions of adjudicated/court involved youth, compared
with 8% of programs using other mentoring models.

Youth who Dropped Out of SchoelTwenty percent of programs developed in the Sagtars
reported serving substantial proportions (25% +) of youth who dropped out of school, compared
with 4% of more established programs. Similarly, 21% of programs promoting group mentoring
model reported serving substantial proportions of youth wbhpped out of school, compared

with 6% of programs using other mentoring models.

A Programs with longer expected match duration e significantly more likely to serve substantial
proportions of youth from single-parent households, youth in foster/reislential/ kinship care,
adjudicated/court involved youth, children of incarcerated parents, and youth who have dropped
out of school

(0]

Youth from SingleParent Households Ninety percent of programs with expected match
commitments of one year or longeported serving substantial proportions (25% +) of youth
from singleparent households, compared with 75% of programs with shorter expected match
duration.

Youthin Foster, Residential, or Kinship Care Twentyfive percent of programs with expected
match commitments of one year or longer reported serving substantial proportions (25% +) of
youth in foster, residential or kinship care, compared with 5% of programs witkerséxpected
match duration.

Adjudicated / Court Involved Youth Sixteen perent of programs with expected match
commitments of one year or longer reported serving substantial proportions (25% +) of
adjudicated/court involved youth, compared with 5% of programs with shorter expected match
duration.

Children of Incarcerated Parets - Twentyfive percent of programs with expected match
commitments of one year or longer reported serving substantial proportions (25% +) of children
of incarcerated parents, compared with 3% of programs with shorter expected match duration.

Youthwho Dropped Out of SchoolFifteenpercent of programsith expected match
commitments of one year or longeported serving substantial proportions (25% +) of youth
who dropped out of school, compared vi#h of programs with shorter expected match tlara
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A Stand-alone mentoring programs ae significantly more likely to serve substantial proportions of
youth at academic risk Eighty-three percent of starlone mentoring programs reportsgtving
substantial proportions (25% +) of youth at acaidaisk, compared with 55% of mentoring programs
that are components of larger organizations.

A Programs serving fewer youth ae significantly more likely to serve substantial proportions of
recent immigrant/refugee population and youth who represent theifst generation of their family to
go to college.

o0 Recent Immigrant / Refugee PopulatidnThirty-seven percent of programs serving less than 50
youth per year reported serving substantial proportions (25% +) of recent immigrant / refugee
populations, ompared with 18% of programs serving larger numbers of youth.

0 Youth who Represent the First Generation of their Family to Go to Collédefty-three
percent of programs serving less than 50 youth per year reported serving substantial proportions
(25%+) of youth who represent the first generation of their family to go to college, compared
with 30% of programs serving larger numbers of youth.

A Programs serving larger numbers of youth g significantly more likely to serve substantial
proportions of youth at academic risk.

0 Youth at Academic Risk Seventythree percent of programs serving at least 50 youth per year
reported serving substantial proportions (25% +) of youth at academic risk, compared with 53%
of programs serving fewer numbers of ffau
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Anticipated Youth Impacts

Respondents were provided with a list 8fpbtential youth impact§ i ncl udi ng Aot her 60) an
intended impacts that their mentoring program is designed to addxesd, respondents ranked the apatile
impacts(i.e., 1 for primaryimpact 2 for secondary).lt is important to note that education and academic support
impacts were broken down into three categdrigeneral education/academic support, education/academic
support for youth who are acaically behind, and entrance and retention support for youth in coliegz010.

Tablel7 details the intended youth impacts as well as the primary intended impact selected by these programs.
At least threegquarters of programs selected the follogvas one of theintendedprogramimpacs:

A Providing education and academic suppaB®4D
A Increasing setesteem (92%)
A Improving social competenc83%)

The most frequently selected primanyended impactaereproviding education and academic supé#2o)
and increasing se#steem (42%).

Table 17: Intended Youth Impacts of Mentoring Programs

% Reporting As % Reporting As
Intended Youth Impacts Intended Impact Primary Intended

of Program Impact of Program

(n=161) (n=118)

Education/academic support 92.9% 40.P%
- General education/academic support 87.0% 19.5%
- Education support for youth who are academically behind 55.9% 18.6%
- Entrance and retention support for youth in college 29.8% 9.3%
Selfesteem 91.9% 37.3%
Social competence 82.6% 13.6%
Promoting community/civic involvement 55.9% 5.1%
Job skills/work readiness/career exploration 41.6% 6.8%
Violence prevention 41.0% 4.2%
Substance abuse prevention 37. %% 2.5%
Youth identity/Connection to ethnic, religigusocial, cultural group 36.0% 6.0
Avoidance of early pregnancy 32.% 2.5%
Other 92.9% 40.P%

Further analyses reveal:

A Mentoring programs serving greater numbers of youth aresignificantly more likely to cite social
competence as the primary intendedmpact of their program. Twenty-one percent of mentoring
programs serving at least 50 youth per year reported social compasatheg primary intended program
impact,compared with 5% of programs that serve fewer youth.

A One-to-one mentoring programsare significantly more likely to cite social competence as the
primary intended impact of their program. Seventeen percent of ci@one mentoring programs
reported social competenas their primary intended program impamimpared with 3% of programs
that utilize other mentoring models.
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A Programs promoting a team mentoring model g significantly more likely to cite job skills / work
readiness as the primary intended impact of their program.Forty-three percent of mentoring
programs using a team merihg model reported job skills, work readiness, and career exploeation
their primary intended program impacgmpared with 5% of programs that utilize other mentoring
models.

A Stand-alone mentoring programs ae significantly more likely to cite eduation support for youth
who are academically behind as the primary intended impact of their program.Thirty percent of
standalone mentoring programs reporedlication support for youth who are academically behind as
their primary intended program impacbmpared with 14% of mentoring programs that are components
of larger organizations.

A Schootbased mentoring programs & significantly more likely to cite education support for youth
who are academically behind as the primary intended impact of their grgram. Thirty-three percent
of schootbased mentoring programs reporéstiication support for youth who are academically behind
as their primary intended program impaximpared with 14% of mentoring programs that are not
schootbased.

Education / Academic Support

As highlighted above, the vast majority of programs cited that education and academic support is an intended
impact of their prgram, with 4% reporting it as their primary intended impadthe vast majority of youth

served 94%repreenting 21,59 youthi were served by programs reporting that education and academic
support was one of the intended impaifttheir program Approximately onehird of youth served

representing B33youthi were served in programs where educationaatiemic support was the primary
intended impact.

Further analysis reveals:

A Programs reporting education as their primary intended program impact are significantly more
likely to serve older youthi More than onéalf (54%) of programs reporting eduicat as their primary
program impact served primarily older youth (aged 15 or older), compared with 30% of programs servin
primarily younger youth (14 years and younger).

Comparisons between the current and forMass Mentoring Countsurveys reveal thiollowing significant
differences

A Trend to Focus on Education and Academic Suppoit The mentoring programs completifass
Mentoring Countsn 2010are significantly more likely to report that their progameredesigned to
address education and acadesupport of mentegsomparedvith programs responding in 2006 and
2008. More than 90% reported education/academic support as an intended impact their program is
designed to address, compared with thearters of programs responding in 2006 and 200&eover,
the percentage of programs reporting education/academic support as the primary focus of impact has
significantly increased, from 30% in 2006 to 35% in 2008, and uf%oid 2010.
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Figure 6: Trend for Mentoring Programs to Impact Education and Academic Support

Education / Academic Support

2006 MMC 2008 MMC 2010 MMC

O|ntended Impact @OPrimary Impact

Furtheranalyses do not reveal significant differences by program demographic, further supporting the overarchil
trend towards education and academic support of youth served.

Given the ovenahing trend for mentoring prograntsreport that their progresras designed to address
education and academic support of menteegpping othese program locationgas also conductedThe maps
present the location of all structured youth mentorimymamsthat reporintended educational impacts and
distinguish between education as a primary intended impact and one of many intendedfamfrect®ograms
It is important to note that these maps highlight all program locaitibsh primary andatellite.

Maps 3 and 4display the locations of youth mentoring programs that report intended educational impacts locatec
across the state of Massachusattd the city of Boston, respectivebased on the percentage of adults (25 years

or older) with less than a high school educatioAnalysis reveals that programs reporting education as their
primary program impact are significantly more likely to be located in areas ohigh educationalneed.

A Approximately 12% of Massachusetts residents (25 y@askler) have less than a high school education.
Towns with a higher percentage of adults with low educational attainmenare significantly more
likely to have youth mentoring programs reporting education as their primary intended impact
currently located in their towns. Thirty percent otownswith a higher than average percentage of
adults (25 years or older) without a high school diploma or equivalent have at least one formal youth
mentoring programeporting education as their primary intended iotjpacated intheir town compared
with 7% of towns with lower than state average percentage of adults without a high school diploma.
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Location of Boston Neighborhood Youth Mentoring Programs
Intending to Impact Education

Map 4:
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Youth Participants

Program staff were asked to provide their best estgradthe number of youth served annuaillg.( based on
most recent 12 months of data Please keep in mind these are absolute minimum numbers for youth being
mentored in MassachusettsThese numbers reflect only those relationships at structuredmmgnprograms
that responded to the 20MMMC survey and provided youth counts.

Based on th&68programs (8%) responding to this question, we |lezgithat:

A Youth Served Annuallyi More than 22,800 youth, age28, participated in formal mentoring
relaionships in 2002010.

Comparisons to prior MMC surveys reveal:

A Increased Youth Served Count§ Mentoring programs reported additional 3,164 youtin formal
mentoring relationshigpfor Mass Mentoring Counts 2018 16% increase between 2008 andRamhd a
35% increasé since 2006.

Figure 7: Comparisons of Annual Number of Youth Served For All Programs Reporting

Annual Youth Served - TOTAL

02006 m2008 D@2010

A Program Growth Slowing Over Last Two Years - Further analysis was conducted on the S8ym@ms
that reported annual youtierved counts in all pridvlass Mentoring Countsurveys. Over the past four
years, approximately 4,600 additional youth have been sep@@senting more than a etierd
increase in youth served by these programst itBs important to notéhatthe vast majority of this
increase occurred between 2006 and 2008. The percentage of increase between 2008 and 2010 was ¢
for these programs.

18 Similarly, examining all programthat reported 2008 and 2010 annual youth counts data reveals an additional 1100 youttpserved
6% increase in 2010 by these 89 programs.
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Figure 8: Comparisons of Annual Number of Youth Served For Sample Responding to All MMC Surveys

Annual Youth Served -
Sample Reporting ALL years (n=53)

02006 @2008 2010

Youth mentoring programs vary widely in terms of number of youth sprgpdrted numbers of youth served
annually range from zero (newly developed) to 3,20Most of the programs suryed worked with small
numbers of youth, while a few programs accounted for the great majority of all youth sdrvéatt, the 10
largest programs serve more than-ba# of all youth and the 20 largest programs serve approximately two
thirds of all youth.

Table 18: Mentoring Programs by Numbers of Youth Served Annually
Programs Reporting
Numbers of Youth Serve@innually

Frequency Percent

In development/Newly establishéd youth served 10 6.0
Less than20 46 27.4
201 49 43 25.6
501 99 27 16.1
100/ 249 22 13.1
2501499 10 6.0
500 or more 10 6.0
TOTAL 168 100.0

Comparative analysis reveals the following:

A The number of years a program has been in operation is significantly related the number of
youth served Younger, more recently developed programs are significantly more likely to serve smaller
numbers of youth annuallyThe more established the program, the more likely they are to serve larger
numbers of youth.
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Figure 9: Number of Years in Operation By Program Size
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OLess than 50 youth @50+ youth

In addition, program staff were asked to provide demographic information on thetlyauthey served.Key
findings include:

A Both male and female youth aravell represented in formal menbring relationships.

Figure 10: Gender of Youth Participants

According toprogramscompleting this
demographic informatior§5% of youth
participants are female an8% are malé?®

Female

55.4%

19115 out of the 162 (71%) programs currently serving youth reported data on gender of youth participanisledt giata on the gender
of 14,874 out of the 22,881 (65%) reported youth served annually.
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A Youth of color are more ikely to be engaged in mentoring relationships.

Figure 11: Race/Ethnicity of Youth Participants

Other,
According to thgorograms completing this 6.2%
demographic informatigrapproximately Hispanic/
threequarters of youth in formal mésring Latino(a),
relationships are youth of color, with the 29.4%
majority beingHispanic/Latino(a) and

African American?’

African
American,
26.8%

A Youth mentoring programs serve a wide range of ages, with the majority being 1@ 14-year olds.

Figure 12: Age of Youth Participants

According to theprograms completing this
demographic informatiomearly onequarter of
participants aréi 9 years old, onéalf

are 10 14 years old, anchore than onguarter
are 15years or oldef*

20115 of 162 (71%) programs currently serving youth reported data on race/ethnicity of youth participants. It proviégsmiaaitifa on
14,874 out of the 2881 (65%) reported youth served annually.

21136 of 162 (84%) programs currently serving youth reported data on age of youth participants. It provides data ontB@ageot
of the 22,881 (87%) reported youth served annually.
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Table 19: Demographics of Youth Served Annually

Gender (1% programs)

Frequency Percent

Female 8246 55.4
Male 6628 44.6
TOTAL 14,874 100.0
Race / Ethnicity (14 programs) Frequency Percent

Hispanic/Latino(a) 4599 294
Black/African American 4190 268
White 3605 23.0
Asian 966 6.2
American Indian/Alaskan Native 49 03
Native Hawaiian/Other Pacific Islander 9 0.1
Two or more races 1312 8.4
Other 911 58
TOTAL 15,641 100.0
Age of Youth Served @6 programs) Frequency Percat
61 9 years old 4397 221
107 14 years old 10064 50.5
157 19 years old 5086 255
2071 24 years old 366 1.8
TOTAL 19,913 100.0

In addition, program staff were asked to provide informatiothegities and townsvheretheir youth

participantgeside.l nf or mat i on

o n spofrasitence mas provieled $od mote tfigHO00 youth,

representind9% of the reported total of annual youth servéa illustrated in Table 2Below, nearly 70%of
youth participants reside in Suffolk and Midsex County.

Table 20: Youth Served Annually by County of Residence

Counties (125 programs)

Youth Served

Frequency Percent

Barnstable 197 1.2
Berkshire 18 0.1
Bristol 714 4.5
Dukes 50 0.3
Essex 867 55
Franklin 220 14
Hampden 904 5.7
Hampshire 161 1.0
Middlesex 2963 18.7
Nantucket 20 0.1
Norfolk 556 35
Plymouth 112 0.7
Suffolk 7916 50.1
Worcester 1112 7.0
TOTAL 15810 100.0
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Map 3, on the following page, further illustrates gf@@graphic breakdowsf youth served based on their town of

residence.

of youth engaged in formal mentoring relationships include:

Cities and Town®Vherethe LargesReportedNumber of Youth in Mentoring Relationshipseside

Bostoni 7,133 youth
Worcesteri 994 youth
Cambridge i 819 youth
Springfield T 725 youth
Reverei 631 youth

Lawrencei 519 youth

Newtoni 374 youth
Framingham 1 358 youth
New Bedfordi 275 youth
Waltham i 243 youth
Fall River 1 242 youth

According to responses fromMiass Mentoring Countsurvey, the towns with the largest number

Forty-five percent of the mentored youth from the Commonwealth reside in Boston. tfisdigh percentage
program staferving the Boston araeere asked tprovide additional breakdowns to the neighborhoodlleve
Sixty-nine programs reported serving 7,133 youth who reside in Boston. Of thpssgbams, 4184%)
provided information on the specific neighborhood where youth résidle.such neighborhood data is available

on 78% of the Boston youth participgs. As highlighted in Map 4 and Tablel®elow, the majority of youth
participants living in Boston are from either Dorchester (28%) or Roxbdfg)2

Table 21: Boston Youth Served by Neighborhood

Boston Frequency Percent
BOSTON TOTAL 7,133 100.0
(69 programsserving Boston youth residents)

Boston Neighborhoods Frequency Percent
(58 programs serving Boston youth residents)

Allston/Brighton 341 6.2
Back Bay/Beacon Hill 43 0.8
Central Boston 335 6.1
(e.g., Chinatown, Downtown, Nih End)

Charlestown 155 2.8
Dorchester 1553 28.1
East Boston 286 5.2
Fenway/Kenmore 94 1.7
Hyde Park 209 3.8
Jamaica Plain 241 4.4
Mattapan 267 4.8
Roslindale 136 2.5
Roxbury 1178 21.3
South Boston 326 5.9
South End 328 5.9
West Roxbuy 35 0.6
TOTAL BY NEIGHBORHOOD 5537 100.0

22 0f the58 programs mviding information on Boston neighborhoods of residence, 47 provided neighborhood information for all
participants and 11 provided a mixture of

neighborhood

dat a
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