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Prevalence of Mentoring Report - 2007

Background

The Mentoring Partnership of Minnesota (MPM) is pleased to share with you the 2007 annual report summarizing data from the Prevalence of Mentoring Survey, administered at the end of 2008. This survey reflects data from the solely from calendar year 2007 and was distributed via email only. A total of 94 mentoring organizations across the state completed the Prevalence Survey, which represents 21.7% of the 433 programs that were sent electronic survey links. This total is down from 121 organizations returning 2005 Prevalence Surveys, which represented a 30.8% response rate for the 508 surveys sent to programs for that year. 

It is important to point out that most findings presented here are reported at the program level and not the organizational level because many organizations house more than one mentoring program. In some instances throughout the survey respondents could check more than one response for a survey question and this is noted in the report. Please recognize that percentages in these graphs will not sum to 100%. 
Also noteworthy is that comparisons are depicted across 2005 and 2007 where applicable. A majority of 2007 respondents also responded to the 2005 survey (63 programs, or 68% of 2007 respondents). A few programs merged between 2005 and 2007, so these 63 2007 respondents actually match up with 68 programs from 2005. Those that responded in both years tended to have larger budgets ($82,000 average budget in 2007) than the new respondents on the more recent survey ($45,000 average budget in 2007). Multiple-year respondents also have larger staff (3.4 FTE as opposed to 1.1 FTE). Therefore, comparisons between the two years should be considered to be comparisons among slightly larger organizations than is typical of mentoring programs in general; however, comparisons can be considered to be statistically valid. 

Several programs that completed the Prevalence Survey for 2005 did not complete the survey again for 2007. As such, the comparative information provided throughout this report is not necessarily representative of the full populations of mentoring programs in 2005 and 2007. Instead the comparative information is only associated with a fraction of the mentoring programs in Minnesota. 
In order to get a better picture of mentoring in Minnesota, MPM staff performed additional outreach to programs that had completed the survey for 2005 but not for 2007, making phone calls to ask about the numbers of youth and mentors matched in 2007; 50 of the 53 non-responding programs were reached to verify their continued operation and provided participant information for 2007. Information on the total number of youth and mentors active in mentoring programs during 2007 is included in the key findings sections below. 
Organization/Program Representation

Key Findings

· 94 separate mentoring programs represented (see list on pages 16 and 17).

· Of the 94 programs, one-to-one is the most common of mentoring relationship type represented (76%); several programs identified more than one program type (Figure 1). There was no significant change between 2005 and 2007 for the programs that responded to both surveys.

· Most programs have been in existence for longer than five years; among all the 93 programs that reported how long their mentoring programs have been in existence, longevity is characterized as: less than 1 year, 1.1%; 2 to 5 years, 12.9%; 5 to 9 years, 18.3%; 10 to 15 years,33.3%; and 15 or more years, 34.4%.
· As shown in Figure 2, there was a higher proportion of younger programs (less than 4 years old) in 2005 and a higher proportion of programs older than 15 years in 2007, reflecting how programs have aged in the two year period. 
· Of the 91 programs describing their structure, 44% are independent or stand-alone mentoring programs, and 43% function within a broader organization.

Figure 1: Number of Programs by Mentoring Type
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NOTE: 94 organizations responded to this question. Several organizations identified more than one mentoring type for their programs.

Figure 2: Age of mentoring program, 2005-2007 comparison
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Prevalence of Mentoring

Key Findings

· The largest program served 20,000 youth in 2007. School-based mentoring programs are larger, on average, than other types, with school-based team and one-to-one mentoring programs supporting an average of 52 mentors. The number of youth served by each program type is described in Table 1.
· The total number of youth served by 144 programs in 2007 was 184,438 (identified through the Prevalence Survey and additional outreach).
· An additional 50 programs that completed the Prevalence Survey in 2005 did complete the 2007 Survey reporting the number of youth served in this program year.  When reached for follow-up, staff were asked to provide only aggregate numbers of youth served; 144,662 youth served in 2007 were identified in this manner.  These numbers are not reflected in the break-down by mentoring type provided below. 
Table 1: Number of Youth by Mentoring Type

	Program Models
	# programs that have youth
	# of youth (sum of all programs)
	Mean youth served
	Median youth served

	School Based

	One-to-Onea
	36
	6,264
	174
	52

	Group
	12
	797
	66
	43

	Team
	5
	549
	110
	52

	E-mentoringb
	3
	1,308
	436
	1

	Peer-to-Peer
	8
	274
	34
	31

	Outside of school

	One-to-Onec
	63
	8,187
	130
	35

	Group
	19
	1,998
	105
	42

	Teamd
	6
	20,319
	3,387
	51

	E-mentoring
	1
	10
	10
	10

	Peer-to-Peer
	2
	70
	35
	35

	TOTAL
	90
	39776
	442
	90


a: One program noted 1,122 youth served and another noted 1,396

b: One program noted 1,306 youth served; the other two programs noted 1 youth each

c: One group noted 2,000 youth served and another noted 2,242

d: One group noted 20,000 youth served
Program Information

Key Findings

· 92 programs reported waiting lists for youth to be matched with mentors as of December 31, 2007. Most programs (38) had less than 20 youth on waiting lists. Just over a quarter of programs (26) have no youth on their waiting lists.

· Mentoring programs served youth spanning a wide spectrum of age groups. Most programs serve youth between 11 and 14 years of age (80 programs, or 84%), although many programs also serve younger and older youth. Sixty-nine programs serve youth ages 5 – 10 (73%), 65 serve youth ages 15 – 18 (69%), and 6 serving mentors older than 18 (6%) (Figure 3). There was not a significant change from 2005 and 2007 for programs that completed the survey each year.

·  A majority of the programs (68 or 72%), reported that mentors and youth primarily met out in the community. School setting was second most common meeting place (34 programs or 36%) (Figure 4). 

· The most common source of referrals to mentoring programs was from social workers (63 programs or 70%), followed by teacher (Figure 5). Figure 6 below compares programs that completed the Prevalence Survey in both 2005 and 2007 and shows that while the number of referral sources cited in 2005 was more than in 2007, the proportion of responses did not significantly change.

Figure 3: Age of mentees served, 2007 
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*Note: Programs can be represented in multiple categories

Figure 4: Primary meeting place of mentoring relationship, 2007
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*Note: Programs can be represented in multiple categories

Figure 5: Referral source, 2007
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*Note: Programs can be represented in multiple categories

Figure 6: Referral source – 2005-2007 comparison
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*Note: Programs can be represented in multiple categories.

Mentors

Key Findings

· The total number of mentors matched in 144 programs in 2007 was 37,257 (identified through the Prevalence Survey and additional phone outreach).

· Across all programs, the average mentor-mentee relationships last an average of 21 months. There was not a significant change from 2005 and 2007 among programs that completed the survey both years.

· 54% of the programs represented require mentors and youth to meet at least one time per week or more; 36% require 2 – 3 meetings per month, and another 11% require one time per month (out of 76 programs that responded to the question). Most programs (73) responded that their mentoring sessions last between 1 and 2 hours.

· Of the 94 mentoring programs responding to the survey, there were a total of 19,168 mentors in 2007. Over half of the programs represented (48) had less than 50 mentors involved in their program. The average number of mentors in programs that reported in both 2005 and 2007 increased from 264 to 341.

· Mentors contributed nearly 664,000 hours of volunteered time in 2007. In addition, programs reported that more than 67,000 hours of support were contributed by non-mentor volunteers.

· 30 programs also reported their mentor waitlist numbers as of Dec. 31st, 2007. The programs reported 831 volunteers were waiting to be matched with a mentoring opportunity, for an average of 20.7 mentors in waiting per program. 62 programs reported no mentors on waitlists.

· 60 (65%) programs required a time commitment of at least 1 year. Figure 7 shows that the average length time commitment of mentors stayed roughly the same between 2005 and 2007 for the programs for which both years of data are available.

Figure 7: Average length time commitment of mentors, 2005-2007 comparison
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NOTE: Some survey participants chose more than one response.

Background Checks

Key Findings

· 72 programs (76.6%) responded to the survey question on types of background checks performed. Of these programs, 25 (27%) conducted at least local background checks, whereas 37 (39%) conducted at least state background checks and 14 (15%) conducted at least federal background checks (Figure 8). 

· 9 programs (12% of those responding) reported that they do not use background checks.

· 25 (27%) of the 92 programs that responded to the survey question said they conducted their own background checks, while 66 (70%) used an outside company in 2007 (Figure 9).

· 5 programs (5.4% of those responding) reported that they do not conduct background checks on adult or youth mentors.

Figure 8: Background Check Types, 2007
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NOTE: Multi-year comparison not available because response categories changed.

Figure 9: Background Check Contributors, 2007
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NOTE: Multi-year comparison not available because response categories changed.

Development of Program Management and Operations

Key Findings

· In 2007, programs were asked to identify their progress towards a number or program management and operations objectives that are essential for a quality mentoring program. Approximately 40% of programs did not respond to this question.

· Most programs that responded to this question have completed all of the program management and operations items, indicating they have the tools in place to provide quality mentoring. 11 programs (19% of respondents) are in progress of developing and implementing a statement of purpose and long range plan. 10 programs identify as being in progress of creating and implementing a recruitment plan and evaluation process (Figure 10).
· 54 (57%) of the programs stated that they are familiar with Elements of Effective Practice (EEP), a set of nationally recognized guidelines developed by MENTOR/National Mentoring Partnership and based on research and experience in the mentoring field. The Elements of Effective Practice include measures and activities in the areas of program design and planning, management, operations, and evaluation. 38 programs stated that they are not familiar with EEP and 2 programs did not respond to the question.

· 92 programs (98%) measured their agreement with statements about their organizational capacity. Over 60% agree or strongly agree that their program receives sufficient training and professional staff development, and that their program currently has enough staff to operate a quality mentoring program. Less than 40% agree or strongly agree that their program has a long-term financial plan (Figure 11).

Figure 10: Program Development, 2007
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NOTE: Multi-year comparison not available because this question was not asked in the 2005 survey.

Figure 11: Program Stability and Support
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NOTE: Multi-year comparison not available because this question was not asked in the 2005 survey.

Evaluation Data

Key Findings

· 76 of 93 (82%) programs conducted at least one outcome evaluation, with 69% of those programs reporting they conducted outcome evaluations yearly or more frequently. Figure 12 compares programs that responded to the survey in 2005 and 2007 and shows that the proportion of programs that conduct evaluations more than once a year significantly decreased from 2005 and 2007.  

· The primary reasons for conducting an outcome evaluation were for internal use and improvement and funder requirement (Figure 13).

· The top three areas targeted by evaluations were youths’ social skills, positive relationships with peers and self esteem. Figure 14 compares responses to this question for programs that participated in the survey in both 2005 and 2007; a positive outlook on the future was cited as a measured outcome much more frequently in 2007 than 2005.

· Mentoring programs were also able to choose “Other” as an outcome that they measure through evaluation. Relationships with family members and other adults was cited several times as a measured outcome in 2007. 
Figure 12: Frequency of evaluation – 2005-2007 comparison
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Figure 13: Reason for Conducting an Evaluation, 2007
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NOTE: Multi-year comparison not available because response categories changed.

Figure 14: Type of Evaluation Outcomes, 2005-2007 comparison
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*Note: Programs can be represented in multiple categories. 

Sources of Program support

Key Findings

· 72 programs reported that they use program development and management tools other than or in addition to the Elements of Effective Practice. Figure 15 shows some of the organizations that programs access for resources and other technical assistance.

· Mentoring Partnership of Minnesota was the most cited source of support and technical assistance accessed by programs, followed by National Mentoring Partnership.
· 26 programs identified sources of support and technical assistance other than the choices provided to them (Figure 15). These sources include:
· Big Brothers Big Sisters Association

· Character Counts, Search Institute

· Christian Association of Youth Mentoring

· Kinship Inc (6 responses)

· MAP for non profits

· Minnesota Council of Nonprofits

· National Kinship Quality Standards

· PACT 4 Families Collaboration

· Performance Measure Tools

· Search Institute 

· St. Olaf College sociology program

· University of Minnesota Check & Connect

· University of Minnesota Family Services Extension
· University of Minnesota Youth Work Institute

· School District support

· YMCA
· Various resources for research, and college programs

Figure 15: Resources of support and technical assistance accessed by programs, 2007
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Working with Mentoring Partnership of Minnesota

Key Findings

· Mentoring programs were asked to identify benefits and areas of support that would be important for them to receive from Mentoring Partnership of Minnesota. As shown in Figure 16, programs prefer electronic communications, such as e-newsletters and online resources. Programs also appreciate opportunities to network and share best practices with other mentoring professionals. 

· Some mentoring programs gave suggestions for additional benefits or areas of support that MPM could provide, including: 

· More academic research on the need for mentor programs and on the effects of mentoring

· Connection to other professionals in the mentoring field

· Opportunity to share best practices

· Connection to Tix for Tots, or other inexpensive or free opportunities for kids.
· Some mentoring programs provided additional comments about their experiences with MPM:

· “Our mentoring program is as strong as it is partly because of the great support and training opportunities we have received from the Mentoring Partnership Minnesota.”
· “Thank you for your amazing support.”
· “I think the MPM is an awesome professional org. You do a great job, and I just want to thank you for that.”
· “I am very impressed with the MPM. Your staff is excellent and I appreciate all you do for mentoring in MN and for KYMP. Thanks.”
Figure 16: Important MPM benefits, 2007
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Mentoring Organizations Participating in the 2007 Prevalence Survey
Annandale Youth First
Cardinal Buddies; Annandale

Ashoka's Youth Venture - Youth Venture Midwest; Minneapolis

Augustana RSVP; Litchfield

Believers Fellowship Church; Moorhead

BestPrep – eMentors; Brooklyn Park

Big Brothers Big Sisters of the Coulee Region - Big Brothers Big Sisters of Greater Winona; Winona

Big Brothers Big Sisters of the Greater Twin Cities; St. Paul 

Big Buddies of Rock County; Luverne

Bolder Options; Minneapolis

Bridge Builders for Kids; Saint Paul

Bridges Kinship Mentoring; Grand Rapids

Brother Sister Program/Mankato YMCA; Mankato

Building Blocks Turorial; St. Paul

Carver-Scott Educational Coop. - Mentor Connection, Mentor One; Chaska

Children's Home Society and Family Services - MM Program; St. Paul

College of St. Catherine - Assistantship Mentoring Program; St. Paul

CommonBond Communities; St. Paul

Community Education - Big Buddy; St. James

Community Partners with Youth; New Brighton

Creatives for Causes - Art Buddies; Minneapolis

Detroit Lakes Area Learning Center - Partners In Parenting; Detroit Lakes

Distict 112 Community Education; Chaska

Duluth Area Family YMCA - Mentor Duluth; Duluth

Fairmont Area Kinship; Fairmont

Free Arts Minnesota; Minneapolis

Genesis II for Families - Bright Beginnings; Minneapolis

Girl Scouts; Brooklyn Center

Guild Incorporated - Volunteer Services; St Paul

Hennepin County Home School; Minnetonka

HOWA Family Center - Northern Cass Kinship; Walker

ISD #206 Lunch Buddy & Mentor/Mentee; Alexandria

ISD 271/Bloomington Public Schools - Volunteer Connection, K-12 Programs; Bloomington

ISD 287 Mentor Connection; Plymouth

Jewish Family and Childrens Service; Minnetonka

Jewish Family Children Service; Minnetonka 

JWP Schools; Janesville

Kandiyohi County Area Family YMCA; Willmar

Kettle Kinship; Sandstone

KIDS HOPE USA
; Zeeland, MI

Kids 'n Kinship; Apple Valley

Kids Plus TEAM UP; McGregor

Kinship Inc. - Richland-Wilkin Kinship; Campbell

Kinship North; Bemidji

Kinship of Aitkin County; Aitkin

KINSHIP OF MORRISON COUNTY; Little Falls

Kinship of Polk County; Amery, WI

Kinship Partners Inc; Brainerd

Kinship Youth Mentoring of Princeton; Princeton

La Oportunidad, Inc. - LÃ­deres del MaÃ±ana; Minneapolis

Lac qui Park mentoring Program; Madison

Life Coaches for Kids; Brooklyn Park

Little Brother Little Sister Program; Thief River Falls

Lutheran Social Service - Foster Grandparent Program; St. Paul

Lutheran Social Services of SD - School-Based Mentor Program; Sioux Falls, SD

Marshall County Social Service - Little Brother Little Sister Program of Marshall County; Warren

Marshall Peer Helpers; Marshall

Martin County Mentoring Network; Fairmont

Men as Peacemakers - Mentoring Works/Reading Partners; Duluth

MentorWorks Too-Kinship; Renville

Miller Academic Mentoring Program; Winona

Mosaic Youth Center - Mosaic Kids & Cops; New Hope

Mower County Mentoring; Austin,

Northfield Public Schools Community Services - Connected Kids; Northfield

Northland Area Family Service Center - Kinship Connections; Longville

Orono Schools - Outreach & Mentoring
; Long Lake

Our Saviour's Evangelical Lutheran Church - Confirmation Ministries; Hastings

PACT 4 Families Collaborative & Eden Valley-Watkins School District - IMPACT; Watkins

Perspectvies Inc; St. Louis Park

Pro Kinship for Kids; New Ulm

Project for Pride in Living - Lunch Buddies; Minneapolis

Project Friendship - Northfield Mentoring Coalition; Northfield

READY Program; Mpls

Restorative Justice of Winona County; Winona 

Rochester Area Family YMCA - Y Mentors; Rochester

Saint Paul Schools; Saint Paul

School District 206 - Student Match; Alexandria

Scott County Human Services - Volunteer Program; Shakopee

Shakopee Public Schools; Shakopee

St. Joseph's Medical Center - Junior Volunteer; Brainerd

St. Paul Public Schools - Chosen to Achieve Mentoring Program; St. Paul

Success Through Adults Reaching Students (STARS); Wells

The Boys to Men Mentoring Network of Minnesota; St. Louis Park

The Salvation Army - Project Break-Through; Roseville

Tri-Valley Opportunity Council, Inc. - Family Partner Project; East Grand Forks

University YMCA - Y-Buddies; Minneapolis

Volunteers of America, RSVP – Telefriends; Minneapolis

Wabasha County Youth Link Mentorship; Wabasha

Watonwan County Youth Development; St. James

Western Community Action - Big Buddies; Marshall

Worthington Area YMCA - Y Pals; Worthington

YMCA - Y Pals; Red Wing

YMCA - Y PaLS; Red Wing

YouthCARE - Young Women's Mentoring Program; Minneapolis
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