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Foreword

"Reducing youth criman Ireland"is a significant piece oéseach as it quantifiesthe impact of
mentoring insignificantlyreducing reoffendin@nd indeliveringpositive economic and social
benefits. This research confirms what we have knénom experiencethat Le Chéilenentoringis
makinga positivedifference foryoung peopletheir parents and society overall.

Critically, this report shows thate Chéilenentoring reduces offending behaviodrhis is a

significant finding, witlyoung peopleeducing their offending behaviour lan average 028%.This

contributes to reducing the economic and social impact of crime.eVatiationfound that for

SOSNE em ( KaBd EBRYIBINYGY Siyyi [ S / KSAE ST GKSNB Aa Ly A

What is interesting is the range of outcome areas where mentoring has aveasitpact. This
evaluation quantifiegor the first time positiveimpacts on soft skills aas such as communication
skillsand selfconfidence, which are fundamental skills to empower our young people to progress to
a better future.

[ S / KSAf SQa YidnbintvdiktefratiodalfyiNidak gaentshr &arersof young people
who offendalso have an option of parent mentorinthe report showsignificant positivémpacts
onimproving parenting skillselfconfidence and chilgharent relationshipsThis confirms our belief
that it is vital to work with the famyi, as well as the young person, to support positive change.

We are delighted to see the role of volunteeentor, supported by Le Chéile stdffghlighted as a

key strength. Volunteers work tirelessly for their mentees, givibd& hours of mentoring i2015.
Mentees view our mentors as impatrtial, outside the system and are trusted because they willingly
give their own time to young peoplen a voluntary basig.want to pay tribute to the hundreds of
volunteers who have played their part in supportirmupg people and their parents/carers since Le
Chéile began in 2005

The partnership between Le Chéile and the Probation Service, professional working relationships, co
location and a shared commitment to the wbkking of the young people, provide the falation
for the effectiveness of the mentoring service.

Given thesignificant benefits of Le Chéile mentoriagd in the interests of equal access to services
nationally, the evaluation recommends that additional resources should be provided to allow
exparsion of Le Chéile services to areas of the country that are not currently served. Le Chéile fully
supports this recommendation and is committed to working with the Probation Service, the Irish
Youth Justice Service and other partners to achieve greatesacc

Thedecreasingqiumber of young people on probation, coupled with increased funding of youth
justice services by the EU, provides an ideal opportunity to ensure that all young people in the
Justice system who would benefit from mentoring, will hageess to mentoring when and where
they need it.

Anne ConroyCEQLe Chéile
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Executive Summary

In 2015 Le Chéile Mentoring and Youth Justice Support Services comatdssisrevaluation to

FadasSaa GKS AYLIOG 2F [ S / KSAtESQa YSyidi2NAy3d aSNDA
parents/carers, looking at a range of potential outcomes for both groups. Le Chéile also

commissioned an assessment of the social return onsitmrent.

A range of stakeholders took part in the evaluation, including young people and parents who were
mentored, volunteer mentors, Probation and Le Chéile staff and other significant professionals.

The research methodology comprised both qualitatwvel quantitative methods, including fate-
face or phone interviews, focus groups, surveys and case file analysis.

The evaluation found that young people who were mentored by Le Chéile come from a variety of
backgrounds. The outstanding common featig®f course that they have committed an offence
and appeared before the courts. This marks Le Chéile mentees as different from mentees under
other programmes in Ireland and internationally. The mentees share many features found among
young offenders genelly, for example, impulsivity, indifferent attitudes to offending, negative peer
group influence, poor school attendance, poor supervision, and alcohol and drug use.

A major finding of the evaluation is that mentoring has significant positive impacy®fmg people
who engage with the service, with the biggest gains made in the areas-abséilence,
hopefulness, communications, engagement in activities and, crucially, offending behaviour. The
finding of a reduction in offending behaviour of 28 pawtis significant given international
experience.

For parent mentees, the most significant benefits are in the areas etgpfidence and emotional
well-being. Benefits also accrue in terms of improved-sstéem, hopefulness and ability to
manage 8ess, improved parenting skills and family relationships and greater involvement in
activities outside the home.

The evaluation found the current Le Chéile model of mentoring to be robust and effective, with the
strong positive relationship between theantor and mentee a key feature. The fact that mentors

are volunteers was highlighted as a major strength of the model. Mentoring was also seen as having
a valuable role in providing support for young people during care and in transition from care.

The patnership between Le Chéile the Probation Service was recognised as important and was
regarded as positive and professional.

CKS dG2aGFrt @LrtdzS 2F [S / KSAf SQéan ¥Sygn®edsyitd a4 SNIIA O
emMIncoIcnTI INYDARAYI Ay BREAR Sy iINB(Tdz € n o pTh& 2 NJ SHS NE
report was assessed independently by Social Value International and satisfied the requirements of

itS report assurance process.
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wSAFNRAY3I [ S / KSAf SQa LI fehtées ans tiair 2aMifiey apprécigtedR S G Sy (i A
the support at a difficult time and mentors commented that it strengthened the basis for mentoring
after release.

Given the high social return on investment from mentoring and in the interests of equal access to
sewices nationally, it is recommended that additional resources should be provided to enable
expansion of Le Chéile services to areas of the country that are not currently served. Consideration
should be given to providing mentoring earlier before younggedecome involved in serious or
recidivist offending.

h@SNIft G(KS SOLtdd A2y TF2dzyR GKIG [ S / KSAfSQa Y2

effective and produces significant positive impacts over a range of areas for both young people and
parents who patrticipate irmentoring.

© Le Chéile Mentoring & Youth Justice Support Services 2017 8



Chapter 1 Introduction to Le Chéile Mentoring Services

1.1 Origins and development

Le Chéile Mentoring and Youth Justice Support Services was established in 2005 to provide a
mentoring service to young peopéged 12uvy &SI NE NBFSNNBR o0& (G(KS / 2 dzNI
Probation, the division of the Probation service that deals with young people under 18 years of age.
Its mentoring service enabled the provisiongtod Children Act 2001 to be activated as regdtus
Mentor (Family Support) Order. Initially established in North County Dublin, the service now covers
the Dublin,Cork,north-eastern, midlands, southastern and soutiwestern regions. Le Chéile has
developed to provide a holistic wrearound service foyoung people and their families involved

with the justice system, including parent and youth mentoring, family support and restorative justice
services. Le Chéile empowers communities by recruiting, training and supporting local volunteers
who support tke young people and their families with a view to the young people reducing their
offending behaviour and achieving their full potential as individuals. Le Chéile is-aantiildd, non
judgemental service, with restorative practices at the heart of ity wiaworking. It is funded by the

Irish Youth Justice Service through the Probation Service.

In 2008, a Parent Mentoring service was introduced to work with parents or carers of young people

who offend. The range of support services to the family ofythieng person also now include

LI NByGdAy3d LINPINIYYSE YR AYRAQDGARIZ f AAaSR AyidSNBSy
needs. A Restorative Justice service was established in Limerick and was evaluated in 2014. The
evaluation found that the servidead significant benefits for the participating young people, their
FIYAfASA FYyR GAOGAYA 2F ONAYS IyR GKIFG F2N SOSNE
et al, 2014)In 2015, the mentoring service was accredited by the UK Mentoring efictBding

Foundation as meeting all the requirements of this quality assurance framework and was the only
organisation in Ireland to have been awarded this accreditation. Also in 2015, a pilot programme of
mentoring in detention was initiated with seedrfding from the Loreto Fund. It caters for young

people who already had a mentor prior to detention and for initiation of mentoring for other young

people while in detention. Mentoring in detention is a specific focus of this evaluation, reported in
Section5.3.

In 2015 a new strategynspiring Change, Transforming Livess adopted by Le Chéile. Among other
things, this sets out the vision, mission and values of Le Chéile.
The vision is:
GC2NJ SOSNE @ 2 diyedight S6pNdtRay thelrightimiéitcaniake the most of
GKSANI ft A@Saé¢ o
The mission is:
G[ S 1 KSAft S -Hased volunteer Yhdhtsing @nd family support service, which
G2Nla SAGK @2dzy3 LIS2LX S Ay@2ft 3SR Ay 2NJ G NXR:
The values are:
G2 S fckedpéck gmpower. W are norjudgemental and believe in the potential of
every young person. We work collaboratively with young people, families and other
I 3SyOASad® 2SS dzaS || NBaU2NF GAGBS LINI OGAOS SiHK2:
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Four strategic objectives were identified:
9 Further developing the quality and effectiveness of services
1 Expanding access so that more young people may benefit
f 58St 2LIAYy3 GKS 2NHIYyAalGA2Y (2 STFSOGAODStE | ¢
1 Communicating and promoting the distinct value of Le Chéiteitsnvork.

1.2 Young Person Mentoring

¢CKS [S /KSAES adGNX G$S3e RS stdddréldienshigbaskd sappaizi K Y Sy (0 2
which provides a positive role model to a young person. Mentors help young people improve their
seltesteem,working on relationships and communication skills, and addressingagitl
OSKI GA2dzNE® ¢KS NBfIFIGA2YAKALI | ALISOG 61 a KAIKE A
document:
GLGQa GKS LRGSYUGAlFfT G2 RS dfiycingpdrsordSINEhéRA T F S NJ
mentor does not focus on the negative behaviours of the young person and this can be a
WONBFGK 2F FNBEAK ANR F2N G4KS @&2dzy3d LISNA2YE D

The young person mentoring programme has developed since its inception in 2005. It srador r

[ S / KSATtSQa eé2dzy3d Ot ASyidGa G2 oS adzomaSOG G2 | aSy
invariably on a probation bond which includes mentoring as one of its conditions. Occasional

referrals are also made by Gardai in two regions under thed@3angersion Programmélentees

referred under a court order are under the supervision of a Probation Officer for its duration and the
Probation Officer is case manag&he service is free to young people and their families.

Mentors for young people actsaa positive role model, advisor and friendly supporter. They offer
them support, stability and general guidance and help them make choices as well as set achievable
goals and realistic challenges. Thisten to, care about, give advice to, and shareiimfation and
life/career experience witlthem. They get involved with thein various structured and planned
activities and help them build sedisteem and sel€onfidence At the beginning of the mentoring
relationship, they engage in social, fun actistsich as bowling and playing pool, designed to help
build a relationship. After this time, they jointly set some longer term goals such as working on
literacy skills, joining a sports club or class, working on the driver theory test, @armdjeging with
education or traininglhe mentors typically work with the young people for about two hours a week
for between six months and a year and sometimes for longer periods.

As referenced in Chapter 2, international research has found that mentoring of yooptepeho

have offended has positive effects on at least one of the following: crime, behaviour, attitude,

alcohol and drugs, school and relationships and has greatest impact on the factors which contribute

to crime such as substance abuse and school atrod, rather than crime itself. The research

identified criteriafor effective mentoring, notably combiningentoring interventions and leisure

time programmes; an intensive intervention of at least a year in duration; inclusion of a personal and
committedNBf | GA2YyaKAL] gAGK Iy FRdz 6T SYLKI&aaa 2y (KS
psychological and social development; parental involvement; and volunteer mentoring with
AONBSYyAYy3dIs NI AYAY3IS YIFGOKAY IS & dzLILJ? diag ntogeR & dzLJS N
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Case Study, Daniel*

Danielwas17when heappearedin the Circuit Courbn charges of assault and violent disordee
was one of a number of youths involved in an incident fuelled by an evening of heavy drinking
Although well known tahe Gardai, he had never been involy@@viouslyin anything of this nature
He was referred to Young Persons Probation for assessment. The assessment identified thre
risk factors: the negative influence of some of his friends, his use of alaothbis lack of
commitment to education which meant that he had a lot of spare time on his hands. At the nex
Court hearingPanielwas placed on probation supervision and a plan was agreed with the famil

Mentoring was a key element of the plan and hasamatched up within a month with a female
mentor, which was his preference. Daniel was unsure about mentatifigst butfrom the
beginning he got on well with his menta@ young woman in her twentieand shequickly became a

trusted support.They had25 mentoring sessions together over almost 13 months, meeting more

frequently initially and then less often as agreed at review. He said that the mentor helped him
goals for the first time in his life and take responsibility. Among other things,-Bagaged with
education and got involved again in sporting activities. As well as mentoring, he weitkettie
localrestorativejusticeproject and completed avictim empathy programmewhichhelped him to
fully understand the impact of his behaviour dretvictim, his family and the wider communityis
Probation Officer alsaorked with him on his alcohol misuse and liaised closely with staff at the
local training centre to gdtiseducation back on track.

Reflecting overall, h®2 YY Sy (i SR  duch insidesmyd8I§ dépresaed, feeling so bad abou
what | had done. It helped me to like myself again. It really lifted me to a better place. | was so
Fo2dzi 6KIG L KIR R2Y $e saiddhat héeltthegbt Nt 8f Ronfidencelfra
meeting and getting to know a stranger aidhelped him set goaland practise interview skillsHe
said finally that hevould love to be a mentor himseatine day.

aSlkyg KA SYbtheés wag ISl p dvith a parent mentor and also attendgplarening
programmel SNJ YSY (i 2NAy3 &aiGFNIGISR YR FTAYA&AKSR |
GLQYS fSINYySR (KAy3a GKFEG KIFIFS KSELISR gAlK
much calmer now. It was great to have the mentor to confifa@®fie said that she was depressed
over the matter and was bottling things up with-ooe else to talk to at the time. Commenting
about Daniel, she said that he got confidence through having someone new to meet and talk t
that it eased pressure on Bioof them.{ KS O2 y Of dzR S Riffeteft joiing K& frént a
32Ay3 FINRdzyR 6A0K KA&A KSIFIR 0SG6SSy KAa (YS9
Go2d2 RyQid 0S 6KSNBE KS A& (2RI& gAGK2dzi GKS
Having steered clear of afiyrther trouble,5 | y Ac&sé @rdiltimately finalised by way of a
suspended sentence. He completed his leaving cert apphedvent on to third level education an
part-time employment

e main

<

D

set

rry
DS LIG A

NP dzy’ R |
( Ye 2¢

b and

alr R
bSa (2
bY X 2 dzd

*Names have been changed
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encapsulates these criteria. Reseaficly L NBf I yR FT2dzy R (KI G GKS LINBaSy:
key indicator of how well a young person is connected;amifident, futurelooking and able to

O2LIS 6A0GK LINRoftSYad [ S / KSAESQa 26y FSSRol Ol FNZ
Probatey Kl & ARSYGATASR [S / KSAfSQa @2fdzyiSSNI YSy 2
people referred to its services.

l O0O2NRAY3 G2 [S / KSAESQa Fyydzf NBLR2NI&AZ McH @2d
The ages of mentees ranged frdr@ to 21 in 2015. A total of 1,204 mentoring sessions took place in

2015 involving 2,120 hours of mentoring, averaging 1.8 hours per session (up from 1.7 in 2014).

Work is done with the young people in respect of a number of outcome areasstefm,

meaningful use of time, communication, alcohol and drug use, education training and work and pro

social behaviour.

1.3 Parent Mentoring

[ S / KSATS Ffaz2 LINPOARSAE YSYydG2NARAy3a (2 (GKS LI NByis:
Probation. The Le Chéilaategy states that
Gt F NByild YSYyG2NAy3a KSfLA LI NByiGa RSHSt 2L GKSAI
parenting issues. Parent mentoring gives a-{umgemental time and space outside the
FlLYAf@ K2YS (2 LI NByida dzyRSNJ LINB&ada2NBé d

Thefocusof LelCS At SQa @AaAizy FyR YAaaAizy adaldiSySyida Aa
values refers partly to young people but can be applied also to parent mentoring (e.g. listening,
respecting and empowering, working collaboratively and restoratively).

The role of the parent mentor is to offer support and a listening ear and to provide some help in
YEYlFIAYy3 GKSANI OKAfRQa 2FFSYRAY3I 0SKIFGA2dzNID ¢ KSE
of the home. Similar to mentoring with the young people, thigial weeks comprise social activities,

such as meeting for coffee or going to the cinema, designed to build a relationship between parent

and mentor. After that, they start to set out achievable goals together, such as working on parenting

issues, stres management, motivation and building confidence in parenting. Parents are assigned a
YSYG2N F2NJ GKS RdzN>F GA2Yy 2F GKSANI OKAft RQa Ay@d2ft @€
they can choose to end the relationship before thard it can also bextended beyond the period

2 T ( KSA NJedair Hafer® @entbryigials@provided to other parents whose children are

not themselves being mentored but who are on probation. Le Chéile can funeheiniting services

for parents in limited circuntances where required. There is flexibility in time and place of meeting

and incurrence of expenses to eliminate potential practical barriers to engagement by parents.

In 2015, Le Chéile worked with 49 parent mentees. A total of 739 mentoring sessiérddoe,

involving 1,559 hours of mentoring (an average of 2.1 hours per session). Corresponding figures for
2014 were 50 parent mentees, 802 mentoring sessions and 1679 mentoring hours (average 2.1
hours per session.)

© Le Chéile Mentoring & Youth Justice Support Services 2017 12



1.4 Policy context

Thecurrent licyO2 y § SEG OFl'y 6S aSSy Ay (GKS D2@SNYyYSyiQa
national policy framework for children and young people 2@020and the youth justice action
plan 20142018.Mentoring is clearly relevant to many of the areas of action idedtifi

¢KS LINPINIYYS 2F (KS t I NI GSinEKerablelyauggPudplwtie/ i o6 { SC
. Saild /| KI Yemphasis¢a cHaigTirgproach from expensive reactive interventions to

proactive supports and long term planning starting from biftiinighlightsyouth crimeas one of

four areaswhere it says it makes sense to intervene, not only in terms of value for monegobut

that every persorhasthe opportunity to meet their full potential in lifdt again highlights youth

crime in identifyng a need toplan earlier for adolescents and young adults with care needs (such as

special education, disability, juvenile justice) so they too can play a valued role in our society.

The programme supporesxtendng Garda Youth Diversion Programmesyoung people
promotingrestorative justice, and other voluntary organisations that contribute to our young
LIS2 L SQ& ¥ dittadeNsBmmiRshtkByidiig dr@joind support to Tusla in delivering
targeted intervention serviceand supportingncreasa use of therapeutic intervention services for
children in detention within Oberstow(Department of the Taoiseach, 2016)

The national policy framework for children and young people 2RQ20dBetter OutcomesBrighter
Futureg sets out a vision dfeland to bedone of the best small countries in the world in which to
grow up and raise a famdyand where the rights of all children and young people are respected,
protected and fulfillegwhere their voices are heard and where they are supported tdgeaheir
maximum potential now and in the futurd.identifies a needo focus orwhy some childrerslip
throughthe net and potentiallysuffer disadvantage and damage thiaan cripple their capacity to
learn, grow, have a healthy life and productivéat®mnshipg. It says thait is necessarto identify
the twenty percentthat need additional suppornd intervene early.

ThisfNF YSg2N] aSS1a (G2 YIS adaNB GKIF{G @2wp/3 LIS2LI S
demonstrate challenging or higtisk kehaviour have access to an integrated rangsugfports and

services to help them achieve their best possible outcomes. It also seeksuce that no young

person falls through the cracks because of fragmented senkdes key areas for action are sett

under headings of

o active and healthyvith positive physical and mental wdiking

achieving full potential in all areas of learning and development,

safe and protected from harm,

economic security and opportunity, and

connected, respected andatributing.

O O O o

The aimaunder the first outcome areare that all children and young people are physically healthy
and able tomake positive health choices, have good mental health, have a positive and respectful
approach to relationships and sexual healihd that their lives are enriched throughe enjoyment

of play, recreation, sports, arts, culture and naturighe aimsunder achieving full potentiare to

© Le Chéile Mentoring & Youth Justice Support Services 2017 13



ensure that all children get the best foundation in learning dedelopment, have social and
emotional wellbeing, and are engaged in aachievingn education.

The aimaunder safety and protection atdat all children and young people have a secure, stable
and caring homenvironment; that they are safe from abuse, neglect and exploitation; theyt are
protected from bullying and discrimination; and that they are safe from crime and antisocial
behaviour. The aimainder economic security and opportunidye that all children and young

people are protected from poverty argbcial exclusion; thahey are living in child/youttiriendly
sustainable communitieshat they have opportunities for ongoing education and training; and that
they havepathways to economic participation, entreprenstip, fulfilling employment and
independent living.

The amsfor the final outcome areare that all children and young people have a sense of their own
identity, are free from discrimination and are part of positive networks of friends, family and
community; furthermore, that they are civically engagsocialy and environmentallgonscious,

and are aware of their rights as well as being responsible and respecthd @Ew (Department of
Children and Youth affairs, 2014)

The Youth Justicaction Plan 2014£018sets out two high level goals that are partirdy relevant

to mentoring. High Level Goal 3 is to review and strengthen targeted interventions to reduce
offending and divert young people from the criminal justice system. It emphasises the need to
engage young people in a process of learning andldpwgent that will enable thento make

positive lifestyle choiceand encourage them to engage in psocial behaviourOne action point
commits to ensuring that young people identified at risk of offending receive appropriate and
adequate care. High Lev@bal 4 is to promote and increase the use of community measures,
including restorative justice, for young people who offend. It refers among other things to the
community sanctions provided for in the Children Act 2001, which include mentoring orders, and
commits to developing initiatives to break the cycle of offending, provide alternatives to detention
and enable better integration of young people subject to community sanctions. Actions include a
focus on further development of programmes, informing thdiciary of developments in youth
justice and strengthening and extendirggtorative justice practices for young people who are
subject to community sanctions (Department of Justice and Equality, 2013).

15 Youthoffending and theyouth justice system

Mentoring also takes place against the backdrop of youth offending and in the context the youth
justice system. The Children Act 2001 is the primary legislation governing youth justice in Ireland.
Among other things, it emphasises the use of detention Estresort. Diversion is the cornerstone

of the Act and the Garda Diversion Programme is the primary mechanism for diverting children aged
10-17 from further offending(Convery and Seymour, 201@&)l offences are eligible for referral.

Children whaare almitted to the programme may be given a formal or informal caution. Those who
receive a formal caution are placed under the supervision of a Juvenile Liaison Officer (JLO) for a
period of up to 12 months.
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Diversion from custody and couginfluenced bylabelling theory whiclecogniseghe potentially

negative consequences of being formally labelled as an offender or troublesome person. Diversion is

commonly seen as
Gy Syt AIKGSYSR FLILINRBFOKSE & Al LINB@SyiGa e2dz
inevitable consequence of a formal conviction) and decreases the likelihood of institutional
O2yFAYSYSyYyil 6KAOK Ay Ylye OFaSa gAftt 0SS Y2NB
1994:312).

Children deemed unsuitable for the Diversion Programme efierred for prosecution. This may

arise for a number of reasons, including not accepting responsibility for their actions, circumstances
of the offences, or re@ffending after cautionThe Children Couttas jurisdiction over all minor

matters and may opto deal summarily with all but the most serious indictable offences, which are
tried in the Central Criminal Court. The Children Court has a number of sanctioning options apart
from detention, including family conferences, commuHiysed sanctions, commiip service

orders, supervision orders under the Probation Act 1907 and adjourned supervision (whereby the
judge postpones sentencing and places the child under the supervision of the Probation Service). All
under-18s are assessed and supervised by YoengpRs Probation, a division within the Probation
Service.

As regards detention, female offenders aged under 18 are detained on remand or under sentence in
Oberstown Children Detention Campus, as is the case with male offenders aged under 17. Those
agedl1l7 may be detained in Oberstown or another place of detention such as Wheatfield. Snapshots
of the daily population between 2009 and 2013 point to an average daily occupancy of 39 children,
with over 80 percent on remand (Convery and Seymour, 2&li6ye2008, the number of children
detained by the Courts annually on criminal conviction diapped consistentiythe spaceaequired

in the new facilities at Oberstowmas reduced t@pproximatelyhalf of what was estimated in 2008
andyouth crime has decreaddDepartment of Justice013:2)

Asregardsscale of offending, in 2013, just under 20,000 offences were referred to the Garda
Siochana in respect of almost 10,000 children. Most offences were minor in nature, with public
disorder, theft and criminal daage accounting faalmost twothirds of offences, often committed
under the influence of alcohol. Just under thrgearters of children referred were admitted to the
Programme, with half being given an informal caution and a quarter a formal caution. 5&#2e
(16 percen) were deemed unsuitable for the programme and were forwarded for prosecution
(Garda Siochéana, 2014).

Most young offenders can be expected to grow out of crime as they become more mature and
responsible. An analysis of Garda offence d&892009 indicates that the majority of young
offenders desist from offending in their early twenties and the age/crime curve is similar to
neighbouring jurisdictions (1YJS, 2011:19). Nevertheless, not all children and young people simply
grow out of youh crime and factors such as individual attitudes and behaviours, intellectual
capacity, school performance, family circumstances, choice of friends and the influence of other
adults can seve to entrench and prolong offending behaviour (IYJS, 2011:20).
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In the aforementioned report on communify 8 SR LINP 2S00 & & dzLIL2 NI SR 6@

various risk and protective factors were identified. Risk factors included the following:
1 little capacity to deal with everyday problem solving without sdioren of antisocial
presentation perhaps typified by'short-fuse’'response
0 young people with poor emotional literacy, limited ability to manage anger or
aggression, a tendency toward impulsiveness, lacking the capacity for reflection, good
judgement ancempathy towards others
0 poor selfidentity they often makes it difficult to be considerate or demonstrate
‘empathy' towards others
1 seeing little wrong with their offending behaviour and consequently little motivation toward
change
1 mental health issueand learning disability, playing both direct and indirect roles in offending
behaviour
1 widespread drug (and alcohol) usage, manifesting itself in a number of ways including
0 the way that young people use their leisure time
o directly elevating youthful misehaviour into more serious public order crime
o offending prompted by the need to service a habit or a debt deriving from addiction;
9 education problems
0 poor school attendance and behaviour to the degree that many young people are
effectively excluded fnm large parts of mainstream schaamitivity;
o0 a significant lack of expectation in terms of educational performance by young people
themselves but also by parents
0 young people with a lower than normal intellectual capacity adding another level of
complexiy in sustaining affection fachool;
1 anegative peeor friendship networkin terms of elevating and facilitating offending behaviour
but also in the sustenance of antisocial attitudes and antipathy toward authority figures
1 family, including
0 poorcapady of parents to promote the healthy social, emotional and physical
development of their children;
o lack of nurturing experience of home life for children;
o0 developing negative attitudinal norms in young people; and
0 active engagement of parents and othanfily members in criminal activity.

A number of projects reviewed indicated situations where parenting was ineffective, where parents
had effectively relinquished responsibility for effective supervision and/or where young people
experienced violence asrrm in the home. Some projects reported circumstances where parents
and/or family networks were actively complicit in offending behaviour, excessive drug, and alcohol
use or more generally in promoting atsibcial attitudes. In a small number of situatioproblematic
family influence was undguinned by an added negativeeighbourhoodnfluence(lYJS, 2011)

Protective factors can be seen as the flip side of the above factors e.g. families and peers promoting
pro-social values and assisting developmehtheir children, participation in education, support to

get away from substance abuse, and developing capacity to reflect and develop understanding and
empathy. The Probation projects, and indeed mentoring, seek to promote protective factors and
reducerisk factors.
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Chapter 2 Literature Review
21 Introduction

This literature review focuses on youth mentoring as there is a fairly extensive literature on the

subject. This is not the case as regards mentoring of parents of young offenders, althocigtof

the material on mentoring of young people and mentoring more generally is relevant to fFigen.
lack of materiah Yy NB ALISOG 2F YSyilu2NAy3I 2F LI NByida 2F @&2dz
service is quite innovative and likely to be of intdresernationally.

Mentoring has been around for a long tinEhe concept of mentoring originated at least as long ago
as early Greek civilization when, according to Greek mythology, Odysseus left for the Trojan War,
placing Mentor in charge of the careagupbringing of his son (Holmes et al, 2010). In more recent
times, mentoring has been adopted in many fields, including education, business, medicine and
criminal justice. Mentoring as a form of prevention dates back to thel18tecentury when the
Friendly Visiting campaign recruited middle class women to work with poor and immigrant
communities (Freedman, 2008 in OJJDP, 2011).

The concept of youth mentoring was first developed in the US in 1904 when the Big Brothers/Big
Sisters programme was establéesl as a formal response to concerns over social welfare and
exclusion (Newburn and Shiner, 2006). By the 1980s, youth mentoring had become a well
established intervention (White, 2014) and had expanded rapidly so that in 2011, there were said to
be over 5000 programmes serving about three million youths across the US (DuBois et al., 2011).
Mentoring as a preventive measure forrak youth generated increasing interest in the latter part

of the twentieth century and was seen as offering such youths teptige factor to counter the

risks they faced in their daily lives (OJJDP, 1998).

In the UK, mentoring for aisk youth developed in the mid to late 1990s, heavily based on the US
programmes (White 2014). The Dalston Youth Project was one of th&JKrgbuth mentoring

programmes targeting atisk youth aged 1-18, involving yeatong mentoring with a focus on

LISNE2Y Il f RS@St2LIYSYyd FyR SRdAZOFGA2yd® LG ¢ & I NHdzS
the UK (Benioff, 1997). A period of developméaibowed and a number of Mentoring Plus schemes

GSNE Saillof AaKSRE GFNEBSUGAYI RAAIFFSOGSR &82dziK |y
employment training (Shiner et al, 2004). The Youth Justice Board, established in 1998, embraced
mentoring as amntervention and by 2000 had funded and supported almg80@ mentoring

schemes (White 2014:6).

In the context of mentoring for atisk youth, the mentoring relationship can be understood as
Gl NBfFIA2yaKALI 20SNJ | LdPniore geapfeRvhekdBNA 2 R 2 F
older, caring, more experienced individual provides help to the younger person as [he or
aKS8 3I2Sa UGUKNRAAK fAFSE o6/ {!tX HAANAYHO

Tapia et al. (2013:2) describe mentoring programmes as
GAYGSNF OGA @GS KSTt LA wodndiWdbdlslovehad gkieridadipriodovhérainS Sy
an approved adult mentor develops trust, spends quality time, and passes along knowledge
FyR aiAfta G2 GdKS YSydSSo¢
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Newburn and Shiner (2006:25) point to a degree of ambiguity about what is meant precisely by

mentoring which, as a set of practices, may be held to cover at least one or more of the following:
GFFOAEAGEFOAY IS O21 OKAYy 3> o0dzRREAY Idyling&riinlke SYRAY IS
Y2RStfAy3ddé S5AFFSNBY I laterdmaly @fter irefectiveigbd] &sNlggesdel RA & Oc
by Goldner and Mayseless (2008), Langhout et al. (2004) and Rhodes and Lowe (2008).

Different models of mentoring can be identified. Formal mentoring occurs when programmes

provide volunteer or paid ments, compared with informal mentoring when a youth has an

ongoing, naturallyoccurring relationship with an older person who provides guidance (OJJDP,
HAMMYHO® ¢KS&aS KIF@S |fa2 0SSy RSaAaONAROSR | a WL Iy
with formamentorY Sy 4SS YI G OKAy 3 LINRPOS&aaSalv yR Wyl (dzNTF £ ¢
family, neighbours and schools, for example)(DKR, 2012:22). Several models of formal mentoring

have emerged. Communityased mentoring is the traditionatodel(and isLe Chéile model),

supplemented more recently by schdwhsed (also referred to as sibmsed) mentoring, group

mentoring, ementoring and peer mentoring (DuBois and Rhodes, 2006).

Much of the literature on mentoring focuses on at risk children rathan those who have come

into contact with the criminal justice system and especially the courts. The profile of the young
people differs significantly therefore from that of participants in the Le Chéile programme. Offending
behaviour is not the only distguishing feature and the age profile of mentees is also typically lower
than in the Le Chéile programme. There are other features that make comparison difficult notably
around style of mentoring (not always ot@-one, sometimes using paid mentors, often
incorporating group work or focusing on specific activities), and duration (not always 12 months),
frequency (not always weekly), intensity (varying number of hours) and location (sometimes in
mentoring premises). However, common themes emerge such asihertance of finding a good
match between mentor and mentee, the need for training and support of wrsmrnd the

desirability of a durable mentoring relationship.

2.2 Theoretical foundations

Most mentoring programmes are premised on the beliefthdt ONXBIF § SR NBf I G A2y aKA L
older and younger person will be a support to a young person facing adversity in their lives and will

KStf LI GKSY (2 KI@S | LlaAiAidArdSDolareyaa D112 FMatyk SYa St @S 3
programmes adopt a pdsie youth development approach, along the lines of Big Brothers Big

Sisters Ireland, rather than focusing on deficits or what the young person Balen(et al. 2011).

The programmes are designed to giveiak youth help and guidance so they can baeo

responsible adults and compensate for their presumed lack of natural mentors (DKR 2012:22).
Programmes typically aim at reducing risk factors and strengthening protective fastdos and

Temple argue that ¢ KS  dzf GA Yl 0SS LlzNLI2 & & charfe theSrgjactdrivdoytie LINZ I N
lives of young people and set them firmly on the path to becoming successful, productive adults who
O2yiNROGdzIS (2 a20AS0ie&é¢ O6HANANTYHCULD

Mentoring programmes stress different objectives (and some do not set out cleastveig). The
alddzRe 2F .. .{ LNBfFYR LINRBLRASR | KeLRibeBpnAia OGKI {
improved attitudes to school, reduced risk behaviour, better perceived social support and improved
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LI NBydlf FyR LIBDGENS aNFI113)i Goling @KL 1) idanéifiescassumed outcomes

as including psychological and social development, academic argbpial competency and

reductions in truancy, substance use, and crime but states that it is a common mistaken belief that
all mentoringprogrammes and relationships produce the same outcomes; she distinguishes
between initial and subsequent outcomes, citing the development of a good relationship between
the mentor and young person as an initial outcome. Sometimes, this initial outcorfi¢hatas
emphasised in programmes and considerable effort is put into building the relationship; benefits are
assumed to follow.

Philip and Spratt (2007) discuss the context in which mentoring of young people at risk takes place.
They suggest that social capital framework may help explain how mentoring processes relate to
support available from family, peer and community networks and comment that theories of
resilience and attachment and ecological theory have influenced the development of menburin

that they fail to account fully for all aspects of mentoring. Philip and Hendry (2000:213 in Tarling et
al, 2004:56) refer to benefits to both mentors and mentees and view mentoring as a form of
WOdzt GdzNI £ OF LA GEE Qo

2.3 Overall effectiveness ofmentoring

A largescale study of the US Big Brothers Big Sisters programme found a wide range of benefits for
participants: they were less likely to drink alcohol or use drugs, had increased competency in their

school work, less truancy, better grades, andtbetelationships with their families and friends and

no negative effects were found (Grossman and Tierney, 1998). A later USnadyais of 55

evaluations, based primarily on perceptions of youths, mentors and parents, found only modest

benefit for theaverage youth. Importantly, however, it found that results were significantly

improved if best practice was followed and the mentoentee relationship was strong. It also

found that poorlyled programmes can have a damaging effect (DuBois et al, 2002arSesults

were reported from a review of research by Rhodes (2008) who concluded that positive effects were
modest at best and that poor relationships could have negative impasterts et al. (2004)
O2YYSYuUSR GKIFG NBaSI NOKmeatdtiggpeogramynes XoOdomeSoungSy ST A U a
LIS2LX ST F2NJ a2YS LINRPIAINI YYSas Ay a2YS OANDdzraidl ycC

The largescale evaluation of the Big Brother Big Sister programme in Ireland found positive results

on some dimensionfolan et al2011) As regards emotional wdiking, the study reported
AAAYATFAOLIY(H LIRaAGAGBS FAYRAYyIaAa Fa NBIFNRA K2LISTdz
support, positive trends in parental assessment of-gogial behaviour and no significant findanig

respect of social acceptance. As regards education, mentoring was found to have no impact on
A0K2ft 1 aGA0 STFFAOIOes LXlya F2N) aOKz22f FyR 02ftfS:
LISNOSLIIA2Y 2F GKSAN OKAf RNBisk@ehavioud th&Swere Positids NF 2 NI |
but nonsignificant trends in relation to delayed drug and alcohol use but no impact on misconduct.

It should be noted that the programme combined ateeone mentoring with regular youth

activities and the study relatei children aged 1414, so is not directly relevant to the Le Chéile

service which targets an older cohaftyoungpeople on probation
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A systematic review of mentoring studies by the Danish Crime Prevention Council concluded that all

the studied progrenmes for atrisk youth had at least one positive effect and mentoring
AYGSNIBSyiA2yada 6SNBE RSAONAOSR da WLINBYAAAYIQD ¢KS
crime, behaviour, attitude, psyche, alcohol and drugs, school and relationshipsamitly find

friends. They also noted variations between programmes and that not all the effects were present in

each study. Impacts were greatest on mediating factors that influence crime rather than crime itself

and were greatest for younger children (aged14) in urban environments with various socio

economic problems who are not already committing offences. The age andffending

OKF NI OGSNRAGAOA YIN] GKS LINPINIYYSa adGddzRASR | a F
2012:6).

An evaluatiorof mentoring schemes supported by the UK Youth Justice Board discerned no clear
impact on reoffending rates (see below) but found evidence of improved educational performance,
including better school attendance, a reduction in disruptive behaviour anditssf school

exclusion. Results were best for lgariff offenders or at risk youth and where the schemes provide
a structured educational component. The evidence as regards improvements-astas was
inconclusive but showed, for a small sampley&crisks of an improvement or diminution in self
esteem (Tarling et al., 2004:4¥%5). Another study of schemes supported by the Youth Justice Board
found evidence of greater likelihood of entering education or training but failed to improve
problematic bénaviour and basic education skills or reduce drug or alcohol uska(stsRoberts et

al., 2005). However, the average age of participant was 14 and attrition rates were high, so the
results may not be representative of other programmidsewburn and Shingi2006) carried out a
large-scale evaluation of UK mentoring schemes for disaffected young people and found evidence
OKIFIG adza3sSada GKFG GKS LINPANI YYSa gSNBE LI NIAOdz |
involvement in education, training and work,tdass successful in reducing offending. This is
unsurprising, they argue, given that much of the core content of the programmes centred on
education, training and work and contained relatively little activity focused on the avowed aim of
reducing offendig. They also argue that the programmes were generally utidmrised, failing to
provide an explicit model of how and why change was to be brought about.

In a research synthesis for thiK Mentoring and Befriending Foundation, Philip and Spratt (2007)
reported that mentoring can produce positive outcomes where implemented alongside other
interventions but it was not clear that the same effects result from mentoring alone; they noted that
in some cases, mentoring helps to improve family issues, encounagetees into education, and
increases involvement with the community. Piper and Piper (2000) identify benefits regarding
education, training and employment but suggest that this only applies to the average youth. They
argue that those who are labelled disaffected are stigmatised, and that the stigma is reinforced by
involvement in mentoring which suggests that there is something wrong that needs to be changed
andisreinforced further by differences in status between mentor and mentee. They conclutle tha
an empowerment approach is required in programmes.

Renshaw (200&valuated 28 pilot mentoring programmes in the UK for looked after children
(mostly in foster or residential care) mostly aged1E3 Participation in mentoring was voluntary.
Meetingsbetween children and mentors were generally once a week for at least two hours and
relationships typically lasted for 9 months or more. Service providers frequently supplemented the
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1:1 meetings with group activities such as workshops and homework clbgrdfile was thus

again different from the principal Le Chéile target group. The findings were positive. Most of the

young people reported that all areas of their schooling had improved as a result of the mentoring
relationship, especially their homewoahd their behaviour. They also reported extremely positive

views of how they felt about themselves and their future, with most rating these as improved. Most

said they were more likely to stay out of trouble and that their relationships with others had

improved. Several young people specifically mentioned that it was the mentor who had made the

difference for them. Several also indicated that the voluntary nature of the relationship was

LI NI AOdzf I NI @ AYLERNIFYyG Fa (KiBwsWwS&egborgeNitbyltie y2G &S 8
stakeholders, who indicated that the greatest improvements occurred in the areas where the young

people had the greatest level of need. Around@dcent2 ¥ (G KS aidl {SK2f RSNEQ O2Y
positive gains had been made infseonfidence, schoolwork and relationships with others. Many

felt that it was important that the mentor was there specifically for the young person and the time

spent together was dedicated solely to them. SDQ scores (which measure conduct problems,

relationships with peers, emotional problems, inattention/hyperactivity and-pogial behaviour)

LINE JARSR a2YS 202S0GAGBS SOARSYOS PBemganddoitaii A G A FS S
skills.

A small number of studies have highlighted potentiajaiive effects of mentoring. These tend to be

associated with shotterm mentoring relationships or breakdowns in relationships and cause lower

selfworth or negative peer influence (Grossman and Rhodes, 2002; DKR RBadgs et al. (2008)

point out thatwhile mentor/mentee relationships can have a positive influence on factors such as

personal relationships, academic success, behaviour angeéption, if the mentees lack a strong

bond with their mentors, feel that they cannot trust them, or have bdet down by them, then the

mentoring can have a damaging effect that outweighs the positive (in White 20P4i#ip and

{LIN GG 6nunntYnco NBLRNI Ay | aeyikKSara 27F Lldzof A3
found mentoring had little impet on offending behaviour and some participants waererelikely to

be involved in criminal activitiesfterd SAy 3 YSY(i2NBRZ GKIYy PHKIPp&S 6K2 R
al. (2004) warn of the danger that mentoring could inhibit as well as encourage gevethd of

natural social relationships.

24 Effectiveness with regard to reffending

The evidence on the impact of mentoring oraending is of more recent origin and somewhat
ambivalent. A 2016 UK Ministry of Justice report described findings foemt reviews and meta
analyses affromisingbut suggested a need for caution in interpreting results because of the
variability of type of scheme implemented and the limited detail in studies of what mentoring
actually involved and of key successful iempentation characteristics (Adler et al., 2016). An earlier
Ministry of Justice report noted thdew mentoring programmes had been robustly evaluated for
their effect on reducing reoffending or other outcomes and that of those that have been evaluated,
some, but not all, programmes had demonstrated a positive impact; the effectiveness of mentoring
was therefore described aghixed/promisingIMinistry of Justice, 2014A Campbell Collaboration
systematic review of 46 studies in 2013 reported positivect# from mentoring ofHigh-risk/outh

as regards delinquency (including offending and-aatial behaviour) and three other associated
outcomes: aggression, drug use and academic performance (Tolan et al., 2013). The effects were
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described as signifigali 0 dziT WY2RS&a i Qo L-ghalysis fdtheldvRdisNBaidn&d 6 | Y R
Council for Crime Prevention, Jolliffe and Farrington (2008) examined 16 studies and suggested that
mentoring reduced reoffending by about four to ten percent. They note thad)ygdhe better

results were associated with lower quality studies and that higher quality evaluations did not find

that mentoring had an appreciable beneficial effect oroffending. They accordingliescribe their

02 y Of dzaantaligingand deschhaS YSY i 2NAyY 3 & | GLINRPYAAAY I Ay
K2 LIS Fdzt NB&adzZ G& odzi I f&a2 6AGK a2YS Ldzd T tAy3 TSI
determine the conditions in which mentoring is more or less effective in reducing reoffending. The
DanishCrime Prevention Council also conducted a systematic review of studies of mentoring for at

risk children and looked also at the impact of combined mentoring and leisure time activities. They

02y Of dzZRSR (KI{d (GKS STFTFSOGa ithd MBquibtaN®rcdnsistesta Q | £ (0 K
FYR @IFNE FTNRY addzRe (2 addRReéeé O05YWI HAMHYMC QU O |
primarily on younger children typically inthe-tn I 3S o6 NJ O1Sd IyR WFHd NRxailQ
already offending.

Otherstudies have produced less promising results. A study of 80 UK mentoring programmes
adzLILR2 NI SR o6& (KS | 2dziK WdzaGAOS . 2FNR FFAfSR G2 1
or in severity of offending during the first year after the start ehantoring relationship (St James

Roberts et al., 2005). For 658 mentored youth for whom data was available, 80 percent were

convicted at baseline (i.e. 12 months prior to being matched) compared with 54 percent in the 12

months after being matched. Howewnesimilar results were recorded in respect of a comparison

group of 558 normentored youths (82 percent and 55 percent respectively), suggesting that

reductions could not be attributed to mentoring. Tarling et al. (2004) reviewed 36 mentoring

schemes fundd by the Youth Justice Board and compared reoffending rates for 359 mentees and
equivalent national cohorts. They found that after controlling for differences between the two

groups, those on the mentoring programme fared a little worse than the natwotabrts with just

over half of mentees known to have reoffended within one year (55%, similar to the finding by St

James Roberts et al.) and little impact in terms of frequency or severityaffarding. Newburn

and Shiner (2005) evaluated a group of tefl2 I NJ YYSa OF fft SR aSyd2NAy 3 tf
O2YLINRASR Iy SRdAzOIFGA2YKONI AYAYy3d ORYLRYySYdel K¥F R B 8
19. Recruitment took place twice a year, usually beginning with a iHageresidential stay and

mentoring pically lasting 1442 months. Based on setporting, the mentees recorded clear

reductions in offending and frequency of offending after 12 months which were largely maintained

for the following six months also. However the comparison group reportesl/an great decline

and other inconsistencies were noted too, such as participants who claimed that the programme

helped them reduce offending not showing corresponding reductions in their offending. The
NE&aSHNOKSNE O2yOf dzZRS R nigkduld notbé dtéoutétBoRtdzraghatinfed Ay 2 7
with any confidencé

Of interest, however, is the variability in impact across programmes. Joliffe and Farrington (2008)
reported evidence that some mentoring programmes were more successful than othens.efalla
(2014) similarly noted substantial heterogeneity in effect size across programmes. This suggests a
potential for more substantial benefits from mentoring if organised in ways to maximise features
associated with larger effects. Unfortunately, thteidies were very limited in descriptions of actual
programme activities and implementation processes which prevented identification of key features
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to be replicated (Tolan et al., 2014) A confounding factor is the mix of studies included in these
meta-andyses. Of the 46 studies included in the Campbell Collaboration analysis, only about 25
percent seem to have involved young people who had committed offences and programmes varied
in key respects including duration, intensity, focus and nature of intenacfihe Jolliffe and

Farrington review had similar variability, as did the Youth Justice Board review albeit to a lesser
extent.

Another issue of interest is the timing of effect. Some studies (e.g. Jolliffe and Farrington, 2008:8)
comment that mentoringnly appeared to have an effect during the period of the mentoring. Many
of the studies mentioned above measuredatfending over the period of mentoring, i.e. from the
beginning of mentoring and for periods approximating the period of mentoring (oftendrhs).
Others speculate on the possibility of longerm positive impacts on reoffending on the basis of
indirect benefits of mentoring associated with desistance.

25 Mentoring of offenders in detention

The aforementionedJK Ministry of Justice rept described the impact of mentoring in criminal

2dza A0S 4 WYAESRKLINRYA&AAY3IQ odzi O2YYSyidSR (KL
might be most beneficial when it began in prison and lasted beyond release. It also suggested that
mentoringg & Y2ad tA1Ste (2 0S STFSOGALBS 6KSy GKS NB
GKIFIy O2yaradAiya 2F 2dzad 2yS 2N (g2 aSaarzyatdod ¢Fk
mentoring scheme in Wales who received between two and six contactsraféase were

reconvicted at a significantly lower rate than a (broadly matched) control group of those who did not
maintain contact (Ministry of Justice, 2014:28).

Macmillan and Rees (2015) report on the findings of a survey of mentees in the Tradlblazer
programme with young offenders in four institutions in the UK. The model involves community

based volunteers who receive significant training mentor given the challenging environment in

which they will operate. Mentoring relationships begin six monttesnetease and last up to 12

months postrelease. Mentees are volunteers and are assessed by a project manager. Matching is
RSAONAOSR ad GLINIfe | LINI-BYFRRD wdHzi(GSHI DRNUO®I A f
o0l O1 3ANR dzy R | Y R Builinyxa r2lgtibnship iardd £stablisiing a trusted connection are
emphasised as key early processes. Mentors become trusted sources of support but this does not
prevent them from asking challenging questions. The mentoring process is supported by Isateria

on different topics but these are not used in all cases and are not used prescriptively. Each
mentoring relationship was seen as unique and therefore no single formula for a successful match
with positive outcomes was identified. The survey showed thahtees were very positive about

being part of the programme and about the prospects of addressing a range of practical issues they
may be facing. They were also positive about a range of issues associated with desistance. A subset
of mentees provided evighce of changes in outlook prior to release: movement was positive on 14
out of 16 issues measured.

Jarjoura (2011:9) reports on two US projects. One was a mentoring programme in New Jersey that
was compulsory for young people leaving a residentialemional facility and while almost all said
that they were not motivated to take part, many went on to praise their relationship with their
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mentor. The programme was said to be successful in reducing recidivism. The second programme,
called AIM, was alsa ia correctional facility and the young people were encouraged to enroll prior
to release and participation then became part of their release conditions. The goal was to have
enough contact between mentor and mentee prior to release to enable the youfileiccommitted

to the relationship after release. Dramatic reductions in recidivism were reported for AIM
participants, suggesting that mentoring can have a positive impact even when participation is less
than completely voluntary.

Barnoski (2002) resedred reoffending rates for 78 mentees from a mentoring programme for
incarcerated juveniles in Washington State compared with a matched group. The results suggested
that mentees were less likely to reoffend (g&rcen) compared with the controls (5dercert) in a

12 month followup period post release, but this difference was not statically significant. Under the
programme, the mentor met monthly with the youth in the five to six months prior to release and
was required to meet or write to the youth for gixonths after release. Johnson and Larson (2003)
evaluated a faitkbased prerelease programme in Texas that involved mentoring alongside other
FOGADGAGASE adzOK Fa SRdAzOFGA2YS 62N X fAFTS aiAattas
Mentees had 614 months left to serve (suggesting that they were older offenders) and mentors met
them for two hours a week before and after release. The programme showed no practical impact on
re-offending measured by arrest rates after two years: 36 peréanthe mentee group compared

with 35 percent for a matched comparison group.

26 Factors critical to success in mentoring

Several studies have identified how effectiveness of mentoring could be enhdbgBdis et al.

(2002) in their metaanalysis of 5 evaluations reported that effects were greater where the
mentoring involved more frequent contact and emotional closeness, where the duration was of six
months or more and where there was intensive training, structured activities, greater support from
parents and programme monitoring; they summarised thditem best practice is followed and the
relationship is strong, results are significantly improved.

¢KS 5FyAaK / NAYS t NB@GSyilAz2zy [/ 2dzyOAf NBO2YYSYRSR
weekly meeting lasting several hours and involving a supporting, trusting and emotional
NBfFOGA2YyaKALI F2NJ I LISNA2R 2F 4 €SFad | &@SIENX |y
LINEFSadaAz2ylf adGFFF (2 aONBSy> YI KOOR6JiN: Ay X &dzJ
research identified other criteriéor effective mentoring, including combiningemtoring

interventions and leisuréime programmes (see below), emphasis on the importance of the young

LISNAE2Y Qa LJaeOoOKz2ft 23A0t HafiRoheRedtA  f RSGSE 2LIVSYyd Iy

The Campbell Collaboration metdsalysis found that programmes that stressed emotional support

and those that emphasised an advocacy role on behalf of the mentee had larger effects while

teaching and modelling/identification were reg&d®R | & G2 NIKGgKAES F20A 27F |
RSaA3ay¢ o6¢2fly SO fdX HamMnYMTO® ¢KS@ NBLRZNISR |
motivated to participate by interest in advancing their professional careers (e.g. by fulfilling work
requirements oiby gaining experience that would make them more attractive for educational or

occupational opportunities. In summarising international evidence, Adler et al. (2016:21), noted that
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mentoring had a greater effect on reducing2ef FSY RAYy 3¢ ® W2t t AFFS | yR CI NN
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hours or more) and met at least weekly werekB a8 dz00S&daFdzZ Ay NBRdAzOAy 3 NB
length of meeting is not typical of other studies.

Tolan et al., 2014 found no evidence of differential impact by whether the mentoring was a
standalone intervention or cdelivered with other interventionbut Joliffe and Farrington (2008:8)
report from their rapid evidence assessment that mentoring only had a beneficial effect on
reoffending when it was part of a larger set of interventions. This latter would fit with
recommendations by St JamBoberts efal. (2005:4) that programmes should be based on
FaaSaaySyid 2F @2dzy3 LIS2L) SQa ySSRa 6Ay@2ft @Ay3a Ay
continuation of services over age. The Danish Crime Prevention Council also recommended
combining mentoring iterventions and group leisurgme programmes (DKR, 2012:6).

In judging what makes for an effective mentoring intervention, Tarling et al (2004:53) suggest
focusing attention on three broad areas: the organisation and administration of schemes (including
strong ceordinator, critical mass, support for volunteers), the attitudes and attributes of volunteer
mentors (realistic expectations, early matching, patience) and the nature of the mentoring
relationship (good start, agreement, trust and respect, mimml2 months, planned endings).

As regards relationship quality, Sale et al. (2008) reported greater impact on social skills for youths
who felt higher levels of trust, empathy and mutuality from their mentors. Goldner and Mayseless
(2008) reviewed US andK literature and concluded that mentors needed to transverse between

the roles of other caregivers such as parents, friends, teachers and therapists, reflecting similarities
of each role rather than personifying them. Langhout et al. (2004) found différgacts according

to four categories of style: moderate, unconditionally supportive, active anekyy The moderate
group reported benefits in the most areas, while the unconditionally supportive group reported the
least benefits and an increase inealation from parents. They concluded that mentors needed to be
less like friends and more like parents. White (2014) says that this is supported by the Rhodes and
Lowe (2008) finding that guidance and boundaries are also crucial to success.

Duration ofthe mentoring relationship is important. Grossman and Rhodes (2002) looked specifically
at this variable in respect of the Big Brother Big Sister programme. They found that youths who had
been in mentoring relationships of more than one year showed gresatademic, behavioural and
psychosocial improvements than those who were in relationships of between six and 12 months.
They found that those in relationships of less than 6 months experienced a decreasenorsielf

and perceived academic ability and iagrease in alcohol use. They noted that younger youths had
longer relationships and that mentor characteristics influence duration. Rhodes et al. (2005)
similarly found a link between loAgrm relationships and successful outcomes and negative and
someimes harmful effects where relationships dissolve early. On the other hand, Jolliffe and
Farrington (2008) reported from their rapid analysis for the Swedish Crime Prevention Council that
programmes that had a longer duration were not more effective thHaort®er programmes. They
speculated that this might be because of difficulty in continuing to recruit high quality mentors or
because longer periods are associated with youths who are moresacitl. Although based on an
analysis of many studies, theiew seems at odds with the general consensus.
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2.7 Conclusions

Most evaluations of mentoring have been in relation to programmes that are quite different to Le

/| KSAtSQad YS@ RAFTFSNByOSa NP GKIFG @&2dzy3 LIS2LX S
teLIAOFEfe | 322R RSIf @2dzyaSNIFyR FINB WId NRA1Q
delivered in tandem with other interventions (e.g. educational components). There is a growing

body of research into mentoring of young offenders in resigdmr community settings but some

key differences remain, notably delivery as part of a suite of interventions. Overall it can be said that

the effects of mentoring have been positive, if sometimes modest, in terms of academic, behavioural

and psychosoclamprovements. Much of the early evidence suggests that mentoring is more

effective with younger participants before they become embroiled in offending behaviour. More

recent evaluations for programmes involving young offenders show what have genematly be
FOOSLIISR Fa WLINRPYAAAYIAQ NBadzZ Ga Ay (GSNya 2F NBRO

Importantly, many studies have established or suggested that effects can be much stronger where
best practice is followed and mentoring relationships are strong. There is no reastmbeieve
therefore that the Le Chéile mentoring programme can achieve significant benefits once these
conditions are fulfilled. These become critical foci of the present evaluation.
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Chapter 3 Methodology

31 Stakeholder Mapping

Afirst step in themethodology was to identifall groupswho were potentially affected by the
mentoring servics, either positively onegatively A \$takeholder mafvas developed based on
interviews with key Le Chéigaff and membersof the evaluation steering grougéesection 3.9
below), Le Chéile documentation and the literature reviéw ensure no groups or individualsre
omitted, coordinators in the two selected regiomgere alsoasked if there were otharwho might

be affected by the service$he approach wagalidated also by a group of key institutional
stakeholders, including the Garda Siochana, Probation Service, Children Detention Centre, Irish
Youth Justice Service and an academic with expertise in juvenile offending.

The primarygroups affected by t mentoring services were identified as young people and parents
who were mentored, the parents and families of mentees and mentors. Other gpmipatially

affected in a material wawere identified as criminal justice agencies and the community gegerall
(as a result of reducedffending and antsocial behaviouras well aghe health services (as a result

of healthier lifestylesor menteeg. These were ultimately included in the calculation of the social
return on investment (see Chapter 7). Other pibde beneficiaries included schools (as a result of
better attendance and performance by young person mentees, community (as a result of integration
of mentees as productive, preocial members) anBrobation and Garda services (as a result of

more complant young person mentees¥chools and Gardai were not included in ititerview
scheduleor social return on investmeras any impact would be widely dispersed and not thought
substantial enough to be material and their omission fromdbeial return orinvestmentwas

consistent with the principle of conservatism in assumptidfey. stakeholders on the input side

were identified as the Probation Service who fund the mentoring services and provide staff time, as
well as mentors who give their time as unpaolunteers.

3.2 Young Person Mentees
3.2.1 FileAnalysis

Sixteen files were examined in respect of young person menteide imvo regionsselectedby Le
Chéileto be the focus of fieldworkThe files were selected on the basis of purposive sampling fro
the anonymised case database supplied by Le Chéile. Sampling was designed to provide a mix of
cases varied by year of referral, age and gender of mentee and status of mentorirare@kdown
between urban and rural locationwas in rough proportion to th caseload profiléThe selection
provided a basis foexamining differences in the mentoring experience of different groups, notably
differentiated by broad age group and genderd rural/urban location. Differing mentoring
experiences were explored inlsgequent interviews and focus groups.

The first selection was amended because of duplication in selection arising from the use of new case
references each year, even for cases carried over from the previous year. The profile of cases finally
selected is seout in Table 3.1. It had been hoped to access Probation Service files to supplement Le

Chéile information on reasons for referral and risk profile but it was not possible to do so for reasons

of confidentiality.
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Table 3.1 Young Person MenteeSelecton of cases for file examination

Selection criterion Region 1 Region 2
Year of 2013 4 6
referral 2014 ! 3
2015 5 7
1991 0 1
1992 0 1
1993 1 0
1994 1 2
Birth year at | 1995 4 5
referral 1996 4 1
1997 2 3
1998 3 0
1999 0 3
2001 1 0
Male 13 12
Gender Female 3 4
Active 6 4
Completed successfully 7 8
Status Terminated early 3 2
Awaiting placement 0 1
Into custody 0 1
Referral Probation Service 16 15
source Gardag JLO 0 1

3.2.2 Interviews

From this list, six menteesese selected for interview in each region. The sample base was limited
G2 GK2a$S ¢K2a$S OlFasS adlddaa ¢61a SAGKSNI WFHOUABSQ
explore the experience of being mentored over a sufficiently long time for expetiealcis to have
materialised. Again duplicates arising from multiple case reference numbers were replaced, with
selection by the evaluator. The interviews were voluntary and not all mentees were available or
willing to be interviewed for reasons of imprisoent (3), not being contactable (1) or not being
interested (2). These were replaced in similar fashion. A further mentee proved uncontactable later
but it was too late to replace her so ultimately a total of 11 intervieves@ompleted. Interviews

were sami-structured and enquired primarily about expectations of mentoring, outcomes and
impacts, relationship with mentors and the mentoring procé&sy open questions included what
menteeshoped to get from mentoring, what the most significant outcome wasahdt worked

well and whyand what worked less well and wisee Appendix 1Prompts were used only when
needed and after the interviewee had a chance to respond unpromfthis. procesprovided an
opportunity fordirect beneficiarieso identify outcomes andinfluence theories of change in a
meaningful way. It also provided an opportunity to capture unintended outcomes.

Interviews were facéo-face in eight cases but phone interviews were conducted in three cases
where it proved too difficult to meet. Ea-to-face interviews were recorded and transcribed for
subsequent analysis while contemporaneous notes were made of phone interviews, making use also
of the survey form. Individua@lonsentsand, where relevant, parental consents were obtained.
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The parens of seven mentees were also interviewed. Two were mentees themselves and one had
two children who were being mentored. The interviews were conducted-fadace, recorded and
transcribed.Interview questions were similar to those for mentees (Appendix 1)

3.2.3 Focus Groups

Focus groups of young mentees were intended in both regions. In the event, one took place in
Region dwith four participants and none was proceeded witfRagion 2The primary purpose of
the focus groups was to develop themes for lexation in subsequent interviews. The focus group
in Region Ihelped in this regartut was limited in other respects such as developing theories of
change Twelve names were suggested to theardinators with further names in reserve. It was
necessaryor the coordinators to make assessments of who would be suitable for participation,
taking account of factors such as logisfigsographical spread of mentegg)enteesafety, capacity
and likely level of participation in a group settiagd then checlindividual availability and
willingness. The cordinators put significant effort into preparing for the focus groups. Taking the
experience oRegion linto account, where field work had started earlier and was well advanced, it
was considered that no ga¢ benefit would accrue from holding a focus groupRriegion 2

3.2.4 Survey

A survey of young person mentees was also carried out. This was not part of the original evaluation
proposal, but was introduced in order to strengthen the quality of informatind provide a better
evidence base for the SROI. The survey was conducted in the six regions othteettvan primary
evaluation sitesand sought the views of mentors and-oddinators (in respect of named young

person mentees), as well as mentees theiass. A simple questionnaire was designed, in language
thought likely to be easily understood and facilitating completion in five minutes or less (Appendix
2). The same questionnaire, with minor syntax changes, was used for all three groups. Responses
were sought in respect of ten mentees in each region. The survey was voluntary and confidential.
Selection was by the evaluator and the sample comprised mentees who were or would be aged over
18 at the time of the survey and who had been mentored for at [&@aat months. In a small number

of cases where replacements were necessary, these too were selected by the evaluator. Survey
Monkey was used to collect responses from mentees, with the invitation to participate and a
reminder issued by cordinators using standard script. Survey Monkey was recommended and
accepted as suitable given the widespread use of smart phones by the mentees. An option of using
a hard copy was also offered. -©adinators andmentors completed the survey independently, using

a hardcopy which was issued to mentors by@alinators and returned direct to the evaluator. The
variables on which impacts of mentoring were measured were similar to questions asked in
interviews and the survey responses on Survey Monkey were supplementmbins assigned by
mentees in interviews ithe two primary evaluation sites

In the event the response rate by young person mentees in the six regions was low. Only ten
responses were received, six directly via Survey Monkey and four returned in hard ©op of

these proved incomplete and unusable because it only contained end scores for four variables and
no start or attribution scores. The nine responses were supplemented by responses in respect of
eight mentees who were interviewed. The responsesdtrom ceordinators and mentors were
significantly higher. A total of 53 responses was received froordimators (a response rate of 88.3
percent), with missing cases attributabledtaff changesA total of 39 responses was received from
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mentors (a esponse rate of 65 percent), with missing cases largely attributable to the mentor having
left Le Chéile, not being in a position to furnish the information due to passage of time or not
wishing to participate. Responses were received in respect of the saemtee in 36 instances,

allowing a comparison afo-ordinatorand mentee scores (60 percent of cases), while responses
were received in respect of another 20 individual mentees.

The survey returns were analysed via Excel. Some returns-tmdewtors and mentors showed a

lowering in scores over the period of mentoriwith manyof theseaccompanied by a positive

attribution to mentoring. Diminished scores were verified withardinators. In such situations the

positive attribution is interpreted as meag that mentoring prevented situations from

deteriorating further rather than the unlikely interpretation of mentoring making things worse. In a

handful of cases it appeared that respondents were likely to have made an error in recording a
deterioration6 S®3d gKSNBE GKS OKIy3aS gl a GdNAROGdziSR WwWO2Y
was inconsistent with other responses). Responses in such instances were omitted since they were

highly likely to be misleading but at the same time it would not be gafesssume oppositealues

either.

33 Parent mentees
3.3.1 File Analysisinterviews, Focus Group

Ten parent mentee files were examined (five in eatthe tworegiors) and nine mentees were
interviewed (seven iRRegion land two inRegion 2. Files andnterviewees were selected by the
evaluator, with replacements agreed for clients whom it was thought were not suitable for inclusion
or who could not be contacted. Sampling was purposive and included a mix of cases according to
year of referral and currdrstatus (active, terminated early, successful completion). All mentees
were femaleand all were referrals from the Probation Service, in keeping with the overall profile of
mentees. The interviews were fate-face and were recorded and transcribed, witle exception

of one telephone interviewQuestions were broadly similar to those pogedyoung person

mentees, including key open questions about hopes, outcomes and what workeandd#ss well

and why (Appendix 3Jrocus groups were intended origllyabut only one parent turned up for the
focus group organised Region 1and she was interviewed instead) and it was decided not to
proceed with a focus group Region jiven that experience, the added logistical challenges in
Region2 and the fact hat evaluation themes had been clarified. Some of the parents who failed to
appear for the focus group participated subsequently in individual interviews.

3.3.2 Survey

A survey of parent mentees was also carried out. As was the case with the surveyng@ipgmple,

this was not part of the original evaluation proposal, but was introduced in order to strengthen the
quality of information and provide a better evidence base for the SROI. The survey was conducted in
the samesix regionsas for the young persosurveyand was confined tthe menteesthemselves

The decision not to include awrdinators and mentors was informed by the interview experience,
which showed greater similarity in responses than for the young mentees, and based on an
anticipated highesurvey response rate than from young mentees. Again, a simple questionnaire
was designed, in language thought likely to be easily understood and facilitating completion in five
minutes or less (Appendd. Responses were sought in respect of six menteesach region. The
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survey was again voluntary and confidential. Selection was by the evaluatordi@ators issued

the invitation to participate and a reminder. Survey Monkey was used to collect responses from
mentees, with an option to use a hard copyieferred. The variables on which impacts of
mentoring were measured were similar to questions asked at interview.

The response rate by parent mentees in the six regwassignificantly higher than for young
persons at 44 percenSixteen responsesene received, eight directly via Survey Monkey and eight
returned in hard copy. These 16 responses were supplemented by responses in respect of two
mentees who were interviewed iRegions 1 and @nd had given scores in the same format as for
the survey)giving a total of 18 valid cases. The survey returns were analysed using Excel.

34 Mentors

Five mentors were interviewed iRegion land four inRegion 2The interviews were semi

structured and explored motivations for becoming a mentor, mentoring divjes and outcomes,
theories of change underpinning mentoriagd experiences of mentoring, including the relationship
with mentees and interaction with Le Chéile. All bar one were by phone with contemporary notes
taken by the evaluator. Focus groups weedd in advance of the interviews in bathgions

attended in each case by a different set of mentors to those subsequently interviewed. The focus
groups took place on 12 May andi8 July, with each attended by seven mentors with different
levels of exprienceand covering the same topics as were addressed at subsequent intenktogs
mentors had experience of mentoring young mentees only and five had experience of mentoring
parents.

35 Professionals

Interviews were held with three Probation OfficénsRegion 1two faceto-face which were

recorded and transcribed and one by phone. A former Senior Probation Officer from the region was
also interviewed in Dublin. A focus group wét&enior Probation Officexnd five Probation Officers

in Region 2was held on 18 July. A focus group with Le ChéHerdmators was held over two days

on 30 June and 19 July. A focus group with Le Chéile senior staff was Balolinon 27 Juhand

with senior stakeholders on 11 Novemb@iheinterviews andocusgroups discussed themes similar

to those addressed by mentees and mentors, such as objectives and impacts of mentoring and
process issues, as well as theories of change underpinning niregnnnd case referral criteria.

36 Mentees in detention

The original eMaation proposal centred on mentees in Oberstown detention centre and envisaged
examination of eight case files, focus groups, interviews (4 mentees, 4 parents and 4 mentors) and
one case study. The period of reference was 2015. It emerged that this wésasdle given the

small number of mentees in Oberstown and the proposed methodology was amended to
incorporate examination of ten case files (including some who were no longer in detention or
subject to mentoring), dispense with focus groups, condudatéto-face or telephone interviews

(6 mentees, 4 parents and 6 mentors), and conduct-taeckace interviews with key stakeholders.

The scope was broadened to include centres other than Oberstown, notably Wheatfield, Midlands,
Cork and Limerick prisonBhree cases from 2016 were also included.
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Twelve mentees who spent time in detention were identified for file examination, allowing for
possible need for substitution. The cases were selected by the evaluator from a list supplied by Le
Chéile. Two casgsoved unsuitable for file examination because the mentees were not in fact
mentored in detention. A replacement suggested by the relewantrdinator was accepted in one
such instance. Eleven cases were ultimately revieeelpf which were by means ophone
conversation with the cerdinator. It was only possible to interview one of the eleven mentees, two
parents and four mentorsThe focus of the study was on experiences and value of mentoring in
detention, taking account of the challenges and importe of mentoring in such circumstances.

3.7 Social Return on Investment

The methodology used in the calculation of the social return on investment (SROI) is explained, with
results, inChapter 7

38 Cost and other information

Details of Le Chéile costad revenues were supplied by Claudio Marmo, Accounts and Corporate
Services Manager and other administrative and policy information was supplied by Mary Davis,
Policy and Communications Offiger

39 Evaluation oversight

The evaluation was supported tiwghout by arEvaluationSeeringGroup. This comprised Anne

Conroy (CEO Le Chéile), Darren Broomfield (Senibafiva Officer), Mary HeniharmRggional

Manager, Le Chéile) and Alan Quinn-¢€dinator). The group met osixoccasionsand also

provided vews and comments by email at various stagaspies of the draft report and SROI were
supplied to the Evaluation Steering Grdap review and verification and detailddedbackwas

providedto the evaluation teanand is incorporated in this final documemresentations of findings

were also made to the Board of Le Chéildanuary 201@nd will be made to Le Chéile staff
FebruaryL 0 A& AYGSYRSR (GKFG GKS FAYLFE NBLER2NI gAff
launch in March.
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Chapter4 Mentoring objectives
4.1 Profile of mentors and mentees
4.1.1 Profile of Mentors

According to Le Chéilehe profile of youth mentors is that they are caring, mature persons, aged 20
or more, and enjoy working with young people, are godgmental, un-biased in their approach and

have a good understanding of young people and the issues and challenges they face. They comprise

men and women from all walks of life and do not need to have any specific educational
qualifications According to the Annual R&2 NIi Hnmp>X GKS& GoNARy3a fATFS
K2t SKSIFNISR 0StAST Ay (KS Tody adk Meinbess of2h€ lodal2 dzy 3
community and give their time on a voluntary, unpaid basis. They go through a strict recruitment
procedure hat includes an individual interview and various checks (Garda, reference check and
identification). They must also complete an intensive training cowmmprising seven modules and

24 hoursof training and commit to ongoing supervision and support.

Parent mentors are over 25 years old and are often parents themselves. They too undergo a
thorough recruitment procedure and intensive training. Selection criteria include the ability to listen,
understanding of the needs of the parents, the ability to waith parents and to deal with

parenting issues, their motivation and their positivity. They are trained as youth mentors first and
then attend special parent mentor training based on the evidelpased Parents Plus Adolescent
Programme. They also receigentinuous ongoing training, case supervision and support. Surveys of
youth and parent mentors show high levels of satisfaction with the support and with their role as
mentors.

In 2015, 180 volunteers worked with Le Chéile. Le Chéile stresses the kplapad by volunteers

in its approach to working with young people who offend and its commitment to supporting its
volunteers. It conducts an annual survey of volunteers using Survey Monkey which ensured
anonymity and produced high response rates. Thelteglhow consistent very levels of satisfaction
with induction training, orgoing training, group supervision, @oing support and overall
experience of mentoring. See Table 4.1.

Table 4.1  Mentor views on Le Chéilsupport

2015 2014 2013
n=118 n=106 n=114
2 WSEOS:: WSEOS|:: WSEOS
YIS NE YIS NE YIS NE
Overall experience of induction training 97 95 92
Overall experience of egoing training 92 86 90
Overall experience of group supervisior| 98 94 96
Overall exprience of volunteering 94 92 --
72 WOSNEBE T WOSNE|: WHSNE
2 NJ Wdza 2 NJ WYdza 2 NJ Wdza
Usefulness of group supervision 94 96 91

Source: Le Chéile Volunteer Surveys 220385
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These high levels of satisfaction with Le Ch&dee confirmed in mentor focus groups and

interviews as part of this evaluation. Mentors universally praised the initial argborg training and

support and liked that they were consulted about topics for training and discussion (such-as self

harm, eatng disorders, drugs). They felt valued by Le Chéile: one mentor said that Le Chéile was
YaSarywRySQ 6KAES Fy20KSNJ alFAR KS KIFIR 0SSy | @2t d
Woe FIN GKS 06SadQd hyS NBTSNMBgRsudhzs bBtRdgya G F yi NBO?2
greetings and food agroupsupervision.

Group supervision entails elements of peer support, shared learning, clarity about policy and best
practice, policy discussions and organisational updates. Most mentors find all elementeark
particularly the first three practicéocused elements. Le Chéile also keeps in touch directly with
volunteers by means of newsletter, Facebook, Twitter and Linkelllost volunteers are familiar

with and read the newsletter (82% in the 2015 syMeut a minority read or follow the social media
methods (49 percent Facebook, 18 percent Twitter and 14 percent Linked National Volunteer
Committee provides a forum for mentors and other volunteers (notably in the restorative justice
programme oradministration) to contribute to the decisiamaking process in Le Chéile.

As regards the profile of mentors, the analysis for this evaluation shows tations come from a
variety of backgrounds. lime two regiors examinedmost had experience as vaotteers in other

areas, including services for the elderly and hospices, youth groups, education, suicide prevention,
citizen information centres, homeless services, fuaiding, prison visits, charity groups and social
movements. Others had general retat experience and /or relevant professional experience. Many
were students but mentors also included people who were retired, working in the home, self
employed, employed fulime or parttime and unemployed. They comprised a wide range of ages,
rangingin Region 1for example, from mie20s to early70s with a majority in their 30s and 40s. The
ratio of female to male mentorRegion was 1.8 to 1Female menteesre always matched with a
female mentor andnale mentees are just as likely to be matchethvei femaleas a malanentor.
Nationally, there was a perception that more male mentors were needed, especially younger males.

Common motivations to become a volunteer articulated by mentothéntwo regiorswere pursuit

of education and a sense of wiémg to give something back to society, to make a contribution or a
difference. A number of mentors began mentoring as part of a requirement to undertake a practical
assignment as part of their studies e.g., in the field of social care. Others had bpt&actement in

other services and had heard about mentoring there. Others wished to prepare themselves for a
return to education and give themselves ideas and experience. A number said they were motivated
by professional development and thought the experienmuld look good on their CV. One had

been a heldine volunteer previously but liked the idea of faimeface contact. One mentioned a
political motivation, tied in with ideas of social justice: he felt that there had to be alternatives to
sending peopleespecially young people, to prison. Another mentioned a sense of obligation or duty
and felt he hadho right to have an opinion about society if he was not prepared to contribute.
Others were motivated by a reflection that they had been fortunate indifd learned from

mistakes in their own lives, had strong social values or wanted new challenges and had time. Others
had come through difficult experiences with their own child and could see the value of the service
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for parents and young people in similsrcumstances. Some had particular skills that they were

happy to share with mentees if they were interested. Most believed in the concept and saw it as a
0SGGSNI gl & 2F R2AYy3 GKAy3Ia (G2 KSEL) e@2dzy3a LIS2LX S
alternative.

As regards staying involved, mentors mentioned that they found mentoring an enjoyable and

satisfying experienca  y& 2F (K2aS Ay F20dza 3IANRdzLJA 2 NJ Ay (SN
Ay @2t @Ay3 aSOSNI t  YSy i Sfegrduntey) 205 NIR derceht hdddbeep S / KSA f
volunteers for two years or more and 22 percent had been volunteers for three years or more. They

got satisfaction from seeing the mentee, young or old, benefit from the interaction. It could be a

slow, frustrating pocess but some good usually came from it eventually. It was gratifying to see the

mentee take advice and try something different. Most recognised the good, positive points and

talents in the mentees, despite all the challenges they faced. Many said theylgoout of the

experience themselves, often feeling personally challenged and stretched by the interaction, with
YSyiAazya 2F WLISNA2YIlf 3INRGGKQ YR WRS@GSt2LIVSy(d 2
and not exactly hardjoing. They enjyed the company of the mentee and valued the relationship.

hyd YSy(2NI FOly26f SRISR WRI&a GKFG &2dz KFdd AGQ
it made them feel good about themselves. Frequently they mentioned loyalty-twdioators and

regional managers as factors that kept them involved. They liked too that there was no real pressure

on mentors and they could lead at their own pace. One said, to general agreement, that it was very

fulfilling even if only one person was impacted posiiive

4.1.2 Profile of Mentees

Young person mentees also come from a variety of backgrounds. The outstanding common feature
is of course that they have committed an offence and appeared before the courts. This marks Le
Chéile mentees out from mentees uerdother programmes in Ireland and internationally. The
mentees share many features found among young offenders generally, for example, impulsivity,
indifferent attitudes to offending, peer group enforcement, poor school attendance, poor
supervision and mimising attitudes by parents, and alcohol and drug use as identified by the
Department of Children and Youth Affairs (2013:8). Many mentees also exhibit other features
associated with offending such as asdicial attitudes, low empathy, poor emotiondeliacy, limited
ability to manage anger or aggression, mental health issues and learning difficulties (Irish Youth
Justice Service, 2011:22)

Other commonly observed factors emerging in this evaluation were the absence of a positive male
roemodelinmad YSy(iSSaQ tA@Sas LR2NI O2YYdzyAOlI GA2y alhA
activity, low seHesteem and seltonfidence and lack of hope or direction for the future.

Relationships with parents, other family, peers and persons in authority were @btematic for

many young person mentees. The profile of young people under these headings at the start of

mentoring is reported in Section 5.1.

It is clear that not all mentees experienced difficulties under all of these headings. Many enjoyed
good reldionships with their family, for example, but experienced problems with substance abuse or
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negative peer influences or lacked a sense of purpose in life. Few scored consistently low across all
dimensions measured in the survey.

Atotal of 196 youngpers6 YSy i1 SSa 6SNB 2y [S / KSAfSQa o6221a A
designated as active (Fkrcen)), completed successfully (p&rceni, never commenced (15

percen), awaiting placement (Perceni and terminated early9 perceni). Of the total, 85 percen

were male and 15 percent female. Almost nine out of ten were described as Irish nationals (89

percenf). Age at referral ranged from 13 to 22ee Table £. The majority of mentees were in the

15-18 age bracket at time of referral.

Table 42 Age of young person mentees, 2015

Age 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 | Total

Number (n) 1 12 25 28 76 33 12 5 3 1 196

Percentage (%) 1 6 13 14 39 17 6 3 2 1 100

Cumulative n 1 13 38 66 | 142 | 175 | 187 | 192 | 195 | 196

Cumulative % 1 7 19 34 72 89 95 98 100 | 100
Note: Percentages may naadd to 100due to rounding

Index offences are dominated by theft, criminal damage, assault, burglary and public disotHer. In
two regiors, the 32 files examined also revealed offences of robbery, arson, hoax calls, threatening
behaviair and possession of a weapon. Some had a previous offending history but information was
not always provided in referral forms on this topic and it is not possible to give a clear picture. A
small number were known to come from family backgrounds wheremar siblings or other

relations had criminal histories, occasionally for very serious offences. Six mentees in the two
regions were known to have been in Oberstown or prison previously. The position as regards drug
use, mental health and learning difficpis similarg insufficient evidence from referral forms to be
comprehensive but several examples of issues under these headings, including a small number who
were described as having considered or attempted suicide. It is known from interviews as well a
case files that a number of mentees had been in residential therapy for substance abuse. Several
were involved with Tusla, either in state care or subject to monitoring and support in the

community. Domestic violence had been features in several cages ahnKS YSy dSSQa FI GKS
absent in many instances either through separation/divorce, death or abandonment. Occasionally
parents had mental health or other issues themselves. A number came from Traveller backgrounds.
A feature of theRegion2 in particularwas the geographical spread where mentees were based. The
majority could be said to come from complex, challenging, disadvantaged situations.

I G2GFrf 2F cc LI NByld YSyiGSSa 4SNB ftAadSR Ay [S 1/
case status wagl percent active, 32 percent completed successfully, 14 percent never commenced,

12 percent awaiting placement and two percent terminated early. Thus compared with young

person mentees, a substantially greater proportion of cases were active and fewetevminated

early, while the percentages completed successfully and never commenced were more or less the

same. A higher proportion of parents were femglél out of 66, and both parents were mentored

in one instance. Most mentees were Irish nationaé2 of 66, with the remainder made up of two

Nigerians, one English and one Latvian.
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Parent mentees comprised those whose children were also being mentored and those whose
children were not being mentored, either because they were never mentored or treitonng

had ceased. It was not possible to establish the precise kleak. InRegion 1seven parents were
mentored during 2015; four were being mentored although their child was not (and had not been)
while the son of one was also mentored during 2@h8l the sons of two others had been mentored
previously. IrRegion2, three parents were mentored in 2015, including one whose son was being
mentored contemporaneously and one whose son had been mentored previously. The picture from
co-ordinators in otheregions appears mixed.

Parent mentees ithe two regionscame from a wide variety of backgrounds. They were often

parenting on their own or with a new partner, had other children and/or and had limited

opportunities to get outside the house. Some had eigreced domestic violence, which had been

witnessed by their child. In some cases Tusla social workers were or had been involved in their
FIYAEASAQ 6StFINB® {2YS 46SNB RAalFIRGIyGFr3aISR SO2y?2
issues. Many were educatdo second level or higher and valued education for their children. All

wanted the best for their child who was in trouble and for their other children but were struggling

under the pressures of the situation. Some needed to improve their parentingtskilleany did

not and just needed general support, advice and reassurance. Some faced specific parenting needs
4dzOK a NBIIFAYAYy3 O2yiNRf YR NBaLISOGU Ay (GKSANI K
managing children with learning disabiliti€&ome were also struggling with personal issues such as

mental ilthealth or alcohol use. Some faced multiple challenges across a range of issues including

the behaviour and health of their children, accommodation, finance, disadvantage and relations with
services and authorities. Nationally, a small number were involved with the Probation Service

themselves. The survey of parent mentees showed low average scores at the beginning of mentoring

for involvement in activities outside the home (2.8 on scale-b0)land in education, work or

training (2.4) and emotional welleing (2.8) with average initial scores under 4 also for self

confidence, sefesteem and ability to handle stress. Full details are provided in Section 5.2

4.2 Theory of change

A criticalpart ofthe evaluation of the Le Chéile mentoring serviges in identifying and measuring
outcomes. Outcomes were identified in a number of ways, including developing a theory of change
for each service young person mentoring and parent mentoring. Aoy of changeeeks to

explain how mentoring brings about desired charthe,sequence of events and changes thatlle

to final outcomes for participantdt helps clarifithe chainof interaction between the interventions

and activities of the servicethe intermediate outcomes and the ultimate outcomes. It helps
understand in broad terms how mentoring works. It also helps identify themes for investigation in
the evaluation, notably in interviews and surveys.

A theory of change was developed for eadlthe two mentoringservices since they operate in
different ways. Outline theories were developed based on initial interviews with Le Chéilarsdaff
the Evaluation Steering Groufhe literature review and examination of Le Chéile materials,
includingthe tools used to set goals and review progress with mentees. These outlines were then
discussed and refined at focus growp® interviews with_e Chéilenanagers and support staff
Probation Service staftp-ordinators and mentorsDirect beneficiariebad an opportunity to
influence them by answering open questions at interview about hopes from mentoring, main

© Le Chéile Mentoring & Youth Justice Support Services 2017 37



outcomes, and what worked well and less well and withe theories of change used in this
evaluation are informed by thisrocess

Thetheories pick up on important elements of tiieentoringprocesssuch asnenteesbuilding a

trusting relationship with someone who is interested in them and engaging in positive leisure
activities. The intermediate stage is increased awareness of options ahdegiing and the final

stage is realisation of these goals and improvements. The extent of the various impacts of mentoring
are investigated and reported in Chapter 5 and valued in Chaptéot/all impacts that are

measured in Chapter 5 are includedi@ social return on investment for reasons explairtedbow.

The theory of change for young person mentees agreeds follows:

U through mentoring, young people build a trusting relationship with an adult who is interested in
them, develop communiden practice, engage in positive leisure activitisd build self
confidenceand selfesteem

U thisin turn leads to increased awareness of choice andggttihg as regards substance use,
education/work/training and peer groups;

U this results finajt in achievement of positive outcomasytablyimproved relations with parents,
other family, peers and persons in authority, engagement in education/work/training, improved
general weHbeing, desistance or reduction in substance misuse and reductiantiks@cial
activities, development of prgsocial behaviour and integration as productive members in the
community.

The gquality of the relationship between mentor and mentee is examined closely in Chalitisr 6.
seen as key to all mentoring outcomiagt is not treated as an outcome in its own rigfthanges in
communication skills ammeasuredout are not includedexplicitlyin the social return on investment
because they are judged to be incorporated in other impacts. Engagement in joint leisureescisviti
seen as a vital part of building the memamentee relationship but continued involvement in
positive leisure activities is also seen as an important final outcome in its own right. Building self
confidence and sefisteem are importansteps right hrough the procesand measured and valued.
As regards final outcomes, all are measured explicitly except the development-sdgied

behaviour and integration as productive members in the community, which are judged to be
incorporated in other outcomesmproved relations with persons in authority are measured but
their value is considered to be incorporated in the value of other outco®es.Table 3.
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Table 43 Theory of Changdmpacts Measured andimpactsValued¢ Young Person Mentees

Theory of bange

Impacts measured

Impacts valued

Trusting relationship

Not applicable

Not applicable

Communication practice

Communication skillg.1.12)

Incorporated in other impacts

Engagement in positive leisur
activities

Involvement in activities
outside homeg(5.1.6)

Involvement in activities
outside homg7.2.4)

Building seklconfidence and
selfesteem

Selfconfidence(5.1.9)

Selfconfidence(7.2.7)

Improved relationship with
parents

Relationship with parents
(5.1.3)

Improved relationship with
other family members

Relationship with other family
members(5.1.3)

Improved family relations
(7.2.2)

Improved relationship with
peers

Relationship with peeré.1.4)

Improved peer relations
(7.2.3)

Improved relationship with
persons in authority

Relationship witlpersons in
authority (5.1.5)

Incorporated in other impacts

Engagement in education,
work or training

Engagement in education,
work or training(5.1.8)

Engagement in education
(7.2.6)

Improved general webeing

Wellbeingg hopefulness,
happinesg5.1.1Q

Wellbeing(7.2.8)

Desistance or reduction in
substance misuse

Alcohol misuse, drug misuse
(5.1.7)

Substance misuse, benefit to
mentees (7.2.5) and health
service (7.2.11)

Reduction in antsocial
activities

Offending behaviou¢5.1.11)

Reduced renffending(7.2.9)
detention avoided7.2.10)

Development of presocial
behaviourand integration as
productive members in the
community

Incorporated in engagement i
education, work, training and
reduction in offending
behaviour uncertainty over
timing andextent of other
impacts

Incorporated in engagement i
education, and reduced re
offending

The theory of change fqgrarent menteesvas agreeds follows:

U through mentoring, parents build a trusting relationship with a peer who is interested in them,
develop communication, feel supported, engage in activities outside the home and build self

confidence and seksteem;

U thisin turn leads to increased awareness of choice andggttihg as regards their personal
development, their relationship with #ir children and development of parenting skills;

U this results finally in achievement of positive outcormas;h asmproved relations within their
family, improved parenting practice, engagement in personal development, participation in
leisure activites outside the home, improved general wieding and support for their child(ren)
in desisting from negative activities.

Building a trusting relationship and feeling supported are seen as key to all mentoring outcomes but
are not treated as outcomes ieir own right. As was the case for young person mentees, changes
in communication skills for parents are measured but are not included explicitly in the social return

on investment because they are judged to be incorporated in other impacts. Likewisgesngnt
in activities outside the home is seen as a vital part of building the meneatee relationship but
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continued involvement in activities is also seen as an important final outcome. Building self
confidence and selisteem are important steps riglthrough the process and measured separately
but valued jointly. As regards final outcomes, all are measured explicitly except support for their
child in desisting from negative activities, as this is judged to be incorporated in outcomes for their
child. A number of outcomes are combined for purposes of valuation. See Tdble 4.

Table 44 Theory of Change, Impacts Measured and Impacts Valg&arent Mentees

Theory of change Impacts measured Impacts valued

s;g:j trusting relationship with Not applcable Not applicable

Develop communication Communication skill§.2.4) | Incorporated in other impactg
Feel supported Not applicable Not applicable

Engage in activities outside Involvement in activities Involvement in activigs
home outside homg5.2.3) outside homg(7.3.2)

Build selficonfidence and self | Selfconfidenceand self Improvedself-confidenceand
esteem esteem(5.2.9) seltesteem (7.3.6)

Relationship with child
Improved relations within family (5.2.5) other family members
(5.2.6)

Incorporated in other impacts
(7.3.3)

Improved parenting practice Parenting skill$5.2.8) I(rYngrg;/ed parenting skills
Enaage in personal developme Involvementin education, Engagement in education
g9ag P P work andtraining (5.2.7) work and training (7.3.4)

Emotional vell-being(5.2.10)

Improved general welbeing ability to handle stress Improved vell-being(7.3.7)
(5.2.11) hopefulnesg5.2.12)

Support for child(ren) in Not applicable Not applicable

desisting from negative activitie

4.3 The Objectives bMentoring
4.3.1. Overview

[ S / KSAES aSita 2dzi GKS 202S0GA0Sa 2F @2dziK YSyi?
@2dzy3 LIS2LX S 6K2 2FFSYR FYR GKSANI FIFYAEtASEAE FyR
Probation to reduce the level of crimley’ G KS O2YYdzyAieéé¢d LI RS#HOONAOGSAE
one relationshipd  a SR a dzLJLI2 NI 6 KAOK LINPOARSA I LRAAGADS N
GKFG YSYG2NR KSft Ll @2 daésieernJdakin ¢ retatonShiiNBndS G K SA NJ & S
communicaton skills and addressing adti2 OA ' £ 0 SKI GA2dzNE® LG RSAONROGSAE
GKSt LIOAYy 36 LI NByida RSOSt2L) GKSANI 26y LI NByldAy3ad 3
LINE @A R A jadhendehtal tin2 sihd space outside the family home togrii & dzy RS NJ LINBS & &

The research sought the views of mentors;ardinators and Probation Officeed Le Chéile
manageron what they understand the objectives to be. Mentees were not asked about the
objectives of mentoring per se but rather their owgasons for participating in mentoring and what
they hoped to get out of it.
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The research participants listed many objectives for mentoring, some relevant to particular
individuals and others more generic. It was interesting that, with the exceptiesaroé Probation
Officers, few spontaneously identified reducing reoffending as an objective, although several
mentioned keeping young mentees out of prison, which perhaps can be seen as approximating
reducing reoffending. When prompted, people tended torag that reducing reoffending was an
underlying objective and a justification for funding by a criminal justice agency. This lack of
prominence as an objective may be that the immediate focus of mentoring is on other goals and that
reducing reoffending caanly be achieved by acting on factors that influence offending. This fits
entirely with the theory of change that explains how mentoring wakd with the literature (e.g.

DKR 2012)with impacts required on several fronts before an impact can be had-offending.
Oneco-ordinatorargued that a young person is confronted anyway by enough services that focus on
offending and that they do not need another service hammering home the same message.

Severato-ordinators and mentors identified a particulabjective of mentoring as giving mentees a
belief that change was possible and introducing them to different concepts and social groupings.
Many alluded to the objective of bringing about longer term change rather than necessarily
achieving immediate imp. This is an important point. It highlights the value of planting a seed that
may not germinate and take root for some years, of making an investment that maago

dividends for some timdt is not possible to put a specific value on this and is &adjsmiss but

many mentors ando-ordinators referred to it and it may be worth researching in the future.

43.2 Mentee views

L 2dzy3 LIS2LI SQaA AYAGALFT Y20AQFGA2y (2 06S YSyid2NBF
and focus group thamanywent along withit because the Probation Officer had suggested it or

because they thought the Court expected3bmedid not appreciate fully that they had a choice

but, like others, found that they started to like it and then engaged fully. For ottiezg,were

willing to try something even if they were not fully sure what it entailed. Several mentees specifically
mentioned reasons such aegingtired of being in trouble and willing to try something that might

help themstay out of trouble and/oturn their lives aroundOne described it as a second chance

and a way of getting away from negative influences, nothing to do with court or pressure from his

probation officer.

Parents of mentees echoed these sentiments. A number spoke of feeling they lehdine but

recognied early the potential benefits for their childane alluded tohaving beeneassured at

their meeting with theco-ordinator. Several said they were only too pleased to access the service

and have something outside the home that woulttapy their children and keep them out of

KFENXY¥Qa gl ed tFNByld YSydSSa 7¥F2 NoumpySandiadigvély tdJ- NI & | A
dadz3asSaidAazya FNRY (KSA bdodiKatofami@ithe kdhidhal mandgeryone ¥ FA OS N
said that she faesd complex family issues at the time and did not have access to any other service.

Several mentioned as reasons for participating opportunity toget parenting support, get a break,

have someone to talk to and help their child. A number said that theyeareluctant or nervous

about the idea initially but again were reassured by the Le Chéile people and overcame their fear

that mentors would beoo like social workers.
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4.3.3 Mentor views

Mentorsas a group stressdtie objective othelping young peopléo realise that there is a different

way to live and behave and creating a space for them to get away from negative influences. They
mentioned linking in with young people who feel alienated and disrespected and recognising that

damage has often been caaswilfully or through neglect and a wrong to them needs to be put

right. They expressed empathy with young people and again emphasised the importance of not

being judgemental and being honest. They emphasised the good in them rather than tigéHiadk S
SINLINA&aS Aa y2G GKFG GkKS& IINB a 6FR a GKSe& I NB
difference between Probation Officers and themselves in that they had more freedom and choice in

their relationship and they had a more personal involveméndividually, other mentors mentioned

providing a listening ear and supportive environment, developing coping skills, building confidence,

offering an alternative role model , promoting a healthier lifestyle, empowering mentees to be more
independent,helping them identify longeterm aspirations for themselves, giving hope, getting

them to respect and believe in themselves. Several referred to the absence of adequate supports

FYR LI2aAGAGBS @2A0Sa Ay GKS &2 dzy 3théidsnntses3ackad f A @S a d
basic necessities, sometimes arriving hungry, on occasions homeless. Getting the mentee from one

week to the other could be the main objective initially, according to one experienced mentor.

Objectives had to be realistic at the begjimg ¢ one mentor knew that asking her mentee to stop

dzZaAy3d RNMzZI&A gl a fA1S alajlAayd GKS t21LIS y20 (G2 LN

Mentors also spoke about their understanding of the motivations of young people being mentored.
For most mentees, having someone to talkaas themost an important motivation, especially if

they had moved away from negative peers who were previously their only friends. This could be
viewed as filling a gap until they thee-established themselves. For others, theyne because they

felt they had no choice and their initial position teradi to be that they ha no problems, no need to
talk. It @uldtake a long time to build up enough trust and ease to open up. For some, the
motivationwas space and stability in otherwise chaotic lives. Sometimes,dhdwas as basic as
having a square meal, being fed. The various activities available with mentoring were also motivating
factors. These were seen as hugely important in many respects, including learning social skills,
overcoming fear that they would notebwelcome, doing things that they would not dream of doing
on their own, opening up new ideas and discovering that they are accepted as part of the
community. They or the young people did not see the activitiemynas rewards for previous bad
behaviour.There had to be something positive in it for the young people and they note that many
activities involved things that we take for granted.

Only a minority of mentors had experience of mentoring parents. They see the objective essentially

as supporting peents and giving them somebody to talk to. They can provide a different angle on

GKS LI NBydiQa LI NBydGAy3a LINIOGAOS filiK2dzZaK GKS& I N
support for the young person. One mentor saw the objective of parent merg@mensuring

consistency of messages received by young people at home and messages received from mentoring.
aSYyi2NB &l ¢ GKS LI NBYy idcdthanYopybungperoh thahteesdorie Y2 NB Of S
time out for the parents themselves and a chance t& taithout being criticised or blamed. Support

to improve parenting skills was not identified as a motivating factor.
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43.4 Views of Probation Officers

A number of Probation Officer identified reduction inagffending as a key objective for young

persan mentees. One argued that eliminatingoéfending was not a realistic objective but reducing

frequency or lessening seriousness could be. One also stressed the importance of changing attitudes

and providing better structure to their lives and it was nesary to take the family profile into

account in setting objectives. Another stressed the provision of espotal model in a young

LISNAE2YQa fAFS YR LWzidAy3a Ay LXFOS az2vyS2yS (2 A
and nonprofessional As regards parent mentees, they saw the objective in terms of giving them

time for themselves, relieving stress and helping provide an environment where the young person

Oty GKNAGS® hyS NBEFSNNBR (2 LINE JA RtbgoatinuingzbILI2 NI T 2
LI NByid (GKS OKAfRéd {2YS aSSYSR (2 aS8SS GKS LINRYI N
while others also saw the support as a step to supporting their children.

4.35 Views of Ceordinators

Coordinators tended tddentify objectives such as supporting young person mentees in education,
providing a positive role model, developing social and life skills, improvingstedm, sel

confidence and selivorth, having a positive effect on mental health, developing communication

skills and integrating them back into the community. Supporting the young perseduicationwas

seen as critical as it was more likely to bring about significant change in their lives. The experience of
co-ordinators was that many mentees had left educatifeeling bad about the experience and

getting them to reengage was a long process and had to be at their pace. They did not have-a mind
set of acknowledging deficits and looking for help. In some Le Chéile regions, few if any of the
mentees were in edcation and the priority typically was tackling substance misuse. The question

was usually how much weed they were using rather than if they were using.

As regards positive role modetsy-ordinators identified as common backgrounds the absence of a

constnt adult male, families with negative influence such as ambivalence about offending or

violence, and families which simply failed to recognise and encourage achievement. Some mentees
would not know anybody who had a job and mentors would be the first [getapbelieve in them

and begin the process of thinking about a better future. Developing social skills and life skills was an
important objective in all this, often learning to do things that would be considered normal everyday
things by most people. Coaming development of communication skills;@alinators noted that a

lot of the young people were not used to having a conversation or dialogue and are also fearful of
GKSANI GASga y2G o0SAy3a GF1SYy &SNR2dza caBonBiNAred SAy 3 N
aK2dziAy3a G2 0S KSIENR®E {2 avlitft (GKAy3a adzOK I a
asking opinions on a movie could be powerful. This helped to develeposdifience and self

esteem and helped them to feel part of the comnity. Any reconnection to their community could

in turn reduce antisocial behaviour and offending

For parentmentees, co-ordinators and mentors emphasised building setteem and selfvorth and
developing seltare and parenting skills, and impnogifamily relationsParent<selfesteem
typically takes a battering when their child gets into trouble. They often feel criticised and blamed in
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court and in dealing with the criminal justice and other statutory services. This feeling extends into
their day-to-day interaction in the community. Their selbnfidence, which is often low to begin

with because of their own challenges (including domestic violence), is eroded further by how they
think they are perceived by neighbours and wider family. Manyewgheir own needs and put

their energy into the child who has offended and other family member-érdinator made the
analogy of the airplane safety announcement about use of oxygen mgagks put your own mask

on before attending to others in youae¢o dzi LI NBy G & dzadzZl £ £ @ LINR2 NRGA &S
over their own. Their parenting skills were also often weakened by the situations of tension and
conflict they found themselves in and they needed to be supported in recognising, applying and
deweloping their skills. They had sometimes lost control of their home and needed suppoft to re
establish their positionCaordinators and mentors felt that entoring helged address all of these
issues, sometimes through mentoring alone and regularly thraigposting and supporting
participation in other services.

Le Chéile managers referred to many of the objectives mentioned above for both young person
YSyiS8Sa FyR LINByG YSyidiSSad !'a NBIIFINRa &2dzy3 LIS?
nar A @SQY o0SAy3 | WLRAAGADS AyFEdzSSyOS Ay GKSANJI f
resilience and selfonfidence, and overcome disadvantage and marginalisation, as well as offering

hope for the future. They also recognised timederlyingobjective of reducing offending, even if this

had to be achieved indirectly. As regards parent mentees, liiggylighted the need to provide

space to talk and deal with issues, relax anesttess, and to overcome feelings of stigma, shame

and anger. Therwas also a role of sigmosting and advice and providing support to change their

own behaviour and develop a relationship with their child. There was an emphasis on building

confidence and providing a wraaround support for the family as a whole. Reduaiffgnding by

the young people was also part of the underlying objective in supporting parents.

43.6 Specific hope$rom mentoring

Young person mentees expressed a variety of specific hopes, often related to their stated reasons
for participating (eg. to avoid prison). They generally had to be prompted to get replies and then
tended to agree with the most of the prompts, notably to get an occasional change of scene, to talk
to someone outside their family and usual circle, to try new leisure aesyito learn to

communicate better, to access education or training, to get a job, to build skills and to improve self
confidence. Building better relations with family and friends were rarely cited. One said that he
thought about setting goals for theréit time in their lives. Some had heard about mentoring from
friends and stated their hopes in terms of activities, including in several cases going for the driver
theory test. The hope of others was about getting support or achieving happiness. Sortteatsaid

they had no specific hopes. Parents of mentees emphasised having a positive role model and
someone for their child to talk to as their key hopes. Parent mentees for the most part had a
narrower range of hopes around having someone for themselvealika® and a change of scene,

with some also mentioning support in parenting. They all wanted to be able to do something for
their children.

Coordinators noted that many young person mentees are just drifting and do not mention specific
hopes or interets because they do have any. Others are just concerned about getting through the
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system and will more or less go along with whatever is suggested. Once they begin, things can
change for them and they become more actively involved and there is a changpgorsand work

with them. Whatever about their motivation to start, they become motivated to stay. As regards
parents, ceordinators pointed out that many are frightened about what will happen to their

children or their siblings and are willing to considaything that will help them. Many also want
support and information around issues such as mental health, drug use or gangs, even if this is not
something where mentoring can offer direct solutions.

According to mentorsmost young mentees lacked hopts the future. One commented that he

sees it as a huge accomplishment if his mentees develop a passion and some kind of hope.
Sometimes to complete an education is a specific hope. For parents, a hope can be to get tools to
parent in such a way as to cauless chaos and antagonism at home, to learn how not to react. They
can get this through interaction with their mentor and also through programmes such as Parents
Plus and No#Violent Response.

4.4 Overall strengths and weaknesses of mentoring
441 Summary

This section looks at stakeholder views on the overall strengths and weaknesses of the Le Chéile
mentoring model. Key strengths identified across all groups were the space and time for the mentee
and the exclusive focus on them; the patience andsence of mentors and eardinators; the

fact that mentors are unpaid volunteers; the personality of mentors and close relationships of
mentees with their mentors; and mentoring values such as beingjudgemental and attentive.
Interest groups also méioned strengths that were particularly relevant to themselves. Young
person mentees, for example, highlighted the availability of activities and the chance to try new
things. Mentors referred to the support and supervision that they received. Probatiicef

referred, among other things, to the structure and routine that mentoring brought into young

LIS 2 LX S Ocordihato® &eéinvdattention to the flexibility of mentoring and the ability to
customise the mentoring to individual needs, as well ascttmamunity location of mentoring of
sessions. Mentees tended to have fewer specific thoughts about weakness and suggestions for
improvement. Mentors and cordinators were more outspoken and their ideas are reported below.
They related to involvement of pants, public relations, recruitment and recognition of volunteers,
the national volunteer committee, the administrative burden, and protecting the volunteer ethos.

442 Mentee views

As regards mentees and parents of mentees, there were many thingthiiatiked about

mentoring which are reported elsewhere in this report. Asked specifically about overall strengths,

they highlighted a variety of factors, often personal to them. Sewerahg peopleeferred to the

F0O0Saa (2 &a2yYS2y Souan beidpdn withimdorunderdtaniis§@uysémeone you

FSSt O2YTF209i2 10t S (oMATKSY Ay 3> 1LIS2LIX S @2dz FSSt @&2dz
2F0SY Fftaz2 YSyidAz2ySR a LINI 2F 20KSNJ YSyGdSSaq N
tKS FFOG dGKIG AG GF1S&a &2dz 2dzi 2F GKS K2dzaSyYy aLi
I NBdzy R 0SAy3 02NBR tA]1SZ @&2dz KI@S GKAy3a (G2 R2
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key strengthg; the right people, sense of humour and so on.

Severaloung people referreth summing up to the relationship with the mentor, which is discussed

in more detail in Chapter.@®ne identified therelaf y 8 KA LJ | & ONRGAOFE I yR GKI
NEFfAAS GKFG LQY a2YSGKAY3IS LQY y20 62NIK y2iKAYy
GKFG L é6la 62NIK a2YSOKAy3a 4G GKS SyR 2F (GKS RI @
Another referred to the talking and listening aspect of the relationslipvas talking to him and

grayQid NBG@GSItAy3 G22 YdzOK G 2y 0SS o6dzi KS gl a A3
fAa0SYSRI 3ASydzAiySte f Aadil $h¢gm sb6@ehing tfeRwaRtddRoyheaii. 2 dza (i ¢
Straight away we clickedl. ¢ KAa YSydSS Ffaz2 SYLKIAAASR GKS LI G
mentor and ceordinator, particularly at the start of the mentorirp y OS L RARY QG (0 dzNYy d:
YSSGiAyYy3 | yR 2 h®&ordinal@PORIFIQ (i KYSRS (g S NI a FirdildkBein@A y 3 A |
another mentee spoke about the difficulties early in his mentoring in keeping appointments but that

G§KS YSy (2Nl RAREQI fBAFES KBINI AyK SKNEBSY I FRYI IANEE X &
YSY(i2N) g2dAf R KIS 4SSy YS ¥FS¢ (GAYSa 6AGK I ofl O

One young female mentee identified as a key strength the fact that mentors were not there because

Al gl & (KSANI 2200KkdS elapiigis BMNedsalyes an@ tollde Theiropaperwork
O2NNBOG d GKS SyR 2F GKS Y2y iKo® tKS2QNE GKSNB
g yiSR (KS 0 SEhéoppoKuhity B get 2behk¥wastalbo importanttoteed G o & |
goodescape as well because when | met up iitly mentor,A & &6+ ay Qd €ttt dGFf1 062
this and that, or thisiswhaty@u@S R2y S | Yy R @&X2d5 ydlSdRt Riy2Ckigb&ikfydarSe a
what needs to be doné.

These themes were taken up by thmarentsof the mentees. Onanother saw the main benefits for

her son in terms of having an outlet outside the house where he could speak in trust and confidence

YR 6S NBtIESR® {KS ARSYGATFTASR 1Se& adNByerliKa (KS
y2i 2dzRIAY3I KAY YR Xod O02ddZ R 4SS 0Se2yR (GKS (NRo
GKSNBE FT2NJ GKS (ARa¢d® | SNJ az2zy | 00SaaSR 20KSNJ &SN
2LIAYA2Y GYSYU2z2NRyYy3a 41 a ¢ KI dfsohJdriothed RothSr@kEdNBail KA y 3§ 2
mentoring pushed her son out of his comfort zone to try new things and give him confidence,

through going to restaurants and art galleries. Another highlighted the value of her son having

someone to réate to who was neutil, not anauthority figure. A fourth mother highlighted the

YSYG2NE YyR GKS FTOUAGAGASAE a GKAy3Ia GKFG g2NJ ¢
OKAf RNBy68 2dzi 27F (KS YangHingSse.Sevaral Mdlsecomntentadort ye 2y S 2
the diffSNBY OS Ay GKSANI OKAfR Ay GSN¥a 2F t221Ay3 F2N
0Ol Ay 3ANBIG F2NX¥Yéd hyS alAR GKIFIG KSNJ a2y ¢2dz F
than the other way around. A number said that their sons were hajgpythe first time in a long

time.

Parents who were mentees themselves gave similar ansviers, highlighting the voluntary nature

of mentors, saidthatt L G KAy 1 Lf Af1290 &22FOALBS2 La25N] SNEZ A0 Qa 2y f ¢
YSy (2 NE (BKDISEDONRIZABK SINS & Anbthey émphindseditt impditénbeSobthe

gK2tS YSYGd2NAy3 G4SIFY FTNRBY GKS YSYy(d2N)J 6aaksS 2adzal
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and they are so fantastic, they are so helpful, they look down can®). Another parent mentee
SYLKIFIaArAaSR GKS GAYS 3IAGBSYy G2 KSNIaaz2z AdQa GKS FI
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other services that she did not have with Le Chéile. Other parent mentees also mentioned the
relationshipwith the mentor andiime given to them as key strengths of mentoring. @oe

ordinator highlighted being nofludgementalas regards parentings particularly importanto

parents.

4.4.3 Mentor views

Mentors for their part agreed that the voluntary natuof their service was valuable and helped

build the relationship with mentees. One commented that young person mentees are impressed
GKIFIG @2dz Olddzrtte gtyid G2 aLISyYyR GAYS gAGK GKSYO®
that mentors were nobeing paid, adding that she would not actually do it if she was paid. A number
also mentioned having somebody you can trust that will listen and tell you the truth. In terms of

what worked well for both young person and parent mentees, a number also nmetithe

relaxed, casual, enjoyable nature of the interaction, good listening skills and beifgdgamental.
Several commented specifically that theyjjoyed thecompany of their menteedt could be

appreciated that they shared the view expressed by mmmtor that they were all good kids who

needed a break. Almost invariably, mentors spoke in positive terms about their mentees, recognising
their talents and potential while acknowledging the challenges they faced. One commented that it
was not surprisingpow bad mentees were but how good they were, given the multiple and complex
difficulties they were confronted with.

CNRY (KS YSYu2z2NRQ 26y LISNARALISOGADSS adzLISNIDAAAZ2Y ¢
formal supervision, generally in groulisked to geographical areas and can get informal supervision

and advice anytime. They valued the supervision in terms of overcoming isolation and feeling part of

a group as well as clarifying boundaries (such as not giving lifts, not being friends badkace

Given potentially volatile situations, they felt reassured by the level of supervision and support. They

also praised the initial and egoing training and appreciated the opportunity to suggest areas for

training. They took strength and confidenftem being part of a team of mentors and likeinded

people. They also highlighted good relations withocdinators and the fact that you could raise

anything with them with confidence.

4.4.4 Views of Probation OfficersCoordinators and Le ChéileManagers

One Probation Officer, as well as acknowledging the importance of the voluntary status of mentors,
highlighted the regularity of the mentoring sessions and meetings as strengths. Mentoring brought a

degree of structure, routine and stability that wafen lacking in the lives of young person

mentees. Another probation officer identified the ngayment of mentors as a key strength

GOKFGQa GSNE AYLERNIIFIYyGY GKS@QNB Ay Al 0SOFdzaS cF
saw a clear distinion between volunteer mentors and people who were mandated or paid to work
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with them. She also saw strength in the breadth of experience and variety of backgrounds of
mentors and the options that that presented for optimising matches.

Coordinatorsand managerddentified as a key strength of the service that it is flexible and can be
customised to the specific needs and circumstances of mentees: mentees may present with similar

case characteristics but when matched with their mentors, the directioli@ed can be quite

different. Like others, they highlighted as a strong point the fact that mentors were not

professionals, noting that that this was a big selling point for mentoring. At the same time, when you
f221SR |G YSyid2 NA il tbbeBEnhredséd hypthe expriecd, dasdam ahad i

skills. There were other strengths, including the relative informality of comnHaised settings of

mentoring sessions, with no desks, diaries or computers. Several mentioned their persistence, one
co-ordinatorreferring to them lightheartedly ast & G I f { SNER¢ ¢K2 R2 y20 3IAGS )
contact, following up by calls, texts and any other means when the mentees have not been in touch.

They will try everything and offer multiple opportunities bisfits G KS& S@SNJ IA PGS dzLld 6
gAGK GKSY S@Sy 6KSy GKS& YI1S Yraidl1Saz GdkSe 02Y
Ay G KS Sy®ddindtdr. AriRthe? peiSeived strength was the general approach with

mentees, asking their pferences and seeking their views rather than imposing decisions.

4.45 Overall weaknesses and suggestions for improvement

Few mentees had any comment on things that worked less well or suggestions for improvement.

When asked, many simply said there waeweaknesses. Two commented on the lack of activities

available in their area while. Some commented that professionals in the system did not really care

about you but that mentors did. Picking up on this, another mentee also suggested earlier

intervention A Y 86 S GKSNB akK2dzZ R 6S I &aSNWBAOS Lizi Ay LI
GNRdzof S® LF L KIR a2YSUiKAy3 tA1S GUKAA 6KSYy L gl 3
YAIKOG y20 KIFIGS SYRSR dzLJ Ay intioNgldudhfwBed® | wakincard KS 2 y f &
glra gAGK GKS 1 {9 IyR XU4KS gle& L alg GKSY gl a (KS
something outside the HSE for kids or teenagers when they are in care and make it a voluntary thing.

LT A0Qa | YXISERING2 NB (0 ARWK Y Jévéral medtbry maddisinilaBoglE ford S @ €
earlier intervention and greater us# mentoring overall The mother of one mentee suggested

longer sessions initially because it took her son a long time to settle. Anothertpaegiiee whose

son was also mentored commented that it was a pity that Le Chéile did not have more influence at
professional meetings with other services on behalf of her family. One parent mentee suggested a

more relaxed approach about ground rulesfie would have liked, for example, to be able to

introduce her son to the mentavhen they met on the streedindto be able tobuy her mentor a

present.

Most mentees responded to the question about weaknesses with further positive comments such

FayY ailQa KANIYRE L g2dZ RyQil f A1 S dNbhepeSpfeare y @ G KA y 3
brilliantX all fantastic peopl¥ si NA Ol 6dzi &a4GNAROG Ay | aSyasS GKFG GF
prison so they do their best to help ydu.

One recommendatiofrom mentors was for greater involvement, possibly through being mentored
themselves, of parents who were mistrustful or sometimes even resentful of the service for their
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child. Other suggestions were for greater connection of the National Volunteer Cteamiith
volunteers on the ground and a greater public relations effort to explain to the general public what
the service was all about. A specific suggestion was for replacement of the plaques presented to
members with a IShirt that helps advertise theesrice. Recruitment of more male volunteers was
also flagged.

Coordinators identified a number of weaknesses, challenges or things that might be done better.
Oneremarked on a perceivepressure for mentoring sessions to tmre taskoriented and to be

held in places like libraries. Some thought there was a gender imbalance among mentors, with fewer
males, but this was not a universal experience. A shortage of younger males was mentioned in some
regions but other saw no great problem with this, with paadvantages attached to older males.
Severato-ordinators and mentorsuggested a revamp of promotional material, seeing a need for
INBIFGSN) dzaS 2F ClFO0So6221=% a20Alf YSRAF FYyR NIRA2S
perhaps wing mentors or egaging a welknown person as ambassador. They recognised the

challenge in getting mentees to speak and respected their right to get on with their lives privately. A
number ofco-ordinatorsfelt that there was increasing pressure on volunteers to do maoie called

for greater understanding of what it takes to get new volunteers up and running with ease and
confidence. All recognised a nefmt the organisatiornto continue to show it@ppreciation of

mentors In their opinion, it would be importartb avoidgiving any impression of treating them as

paid employees or expecting similar behaviotihey would not like the essence of voluntary

mentoring to be lost along the wageveral felt that the administrative system was getting tighter,

less flexible andhat paperwork was becoming more onerous
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Chapter 5 Mentoring Outcomes
5.1 The impact of mentoringf young people
5.1.1 Overall effectiveness

Perceptions of the overall effectiveness of mentoring were very high among mentees. Young people
interviewedgenerally gave it an overall rating ofl8 on a scale of-10, with the majority giving it a

score of 10. Parent mentees were, if anything, even more positive, as were the parents of mentees.
This positive outcome may be influenced to some degree bydheposition of the sample with

whom interviews were actually carried out, notwithstanding that they were chosen randomly. Co
ordinators, mentors and probation officers were somewhat more nuanced, saying that it was

difficult to average over all their meaés but also that mentoring worked really well with those who
embraced it and engaged with it. Assigning an overall score was also complicated by having to factor
in the impact of external influences and other serviggésordinators commented that mentonig

worked best in tandem with other services. They also felt that benefits, albeit more limited, accrued
to those who participated at any level, while acknowledging that for a small number of clients, you
GSNBE WKAGGAY3I @2 dzNJ K BereRas 2egafds impadt brf diffe@eht s@odtipdS NA Sy O S 3
with one ceordinator finding that mentoring was very effective with female mentees and parents

but less convinced about the readiness and capacigoofeyounger boys for mentoring.

5.1.2 Introduction

Mentoring of young persons has impacts for mentees across a range of areas. These include,
notably, improved relations with family and peers, engagement in education/work/training,
desistance or reduction in substance misuse and reduction irsantal actiities/development of
pro-social behaviour. These feature as discussion headings in initial and review mentoring meetings
that set goals and examine progress and can be seen as objectives orfhopetcomes of

mentoring. They are also prominent in thestiry of change outlined earlier. The evaluation provides
strong evidence of impacts under these headings, not for all mentees (even where they are relevant
to their needs), but on average across the totality of mentees.

The initial and review meetings al$ocus on goals and outcomes under other headings, namely
involvement in activities outside the home, improvement in communication skills and development
of seltconfidence and selsteem. The theory of change identifies these impacts as intermediate
outcomes that contribute to the achievement of desired final outcomes. This seems to suggest that
they are not valuable outcomes in their own right, which is not the case. In particular, the building
of seltconfidence and sefsteem are not just foundatits for achieving other outcomes but have
substantial recognised value on their own merits. Involvement in activities may have a physical
health value that has distinct value not incorporated in other impacts (such abheiatj and self
confidence). On thother hand, the development of communication skills may have intrinsic value
but is largely associated with or subsumed in other impacts.

5.1.3 Mentee relations with parents and other family members

It is difficult to generalise about the family situatiof young person mentees at the time of
mentoring on the basis of information collected in the evaluation. Many mentees share the general
profile of other young offenders, often lacking a positive male role model in the home. The evidence
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from the survey&nd interviews confirm this in many instances but shows that meptaent
relationshipsare often good andlso vary widely. The eardinator/mentor survey results show a
fairly even distribution of scores at the start of mentoring between 2 and 7 @ale f 210 with

only six scores of 1 (the lowest extreme) and seven scores of 8 (and none Hiyhthig.end of
mentoring the percentage at the lower ratings had dropped significantly and had increased at the
higher levelsJust over half of responsesaorded no change over the mentoring period. In some
cases, this would have been because the relationships were not unduly problematic to begin with. In
a number of cases, mentoring was attributed with helping to keep things on an eveqikesther
words, mentoring can have a positive impact in maintaining the status quo, in preventing
deterioration in relationships. This potential contribution of mentoring is perhaps not fully
recognised. It is of note that in three cases, a negative change occurretheveeriod of

mentoring, signifying a deterioration in relations despite mentoring.

Relationship with parentss Scoresat start and end of mentoring
Coordinator/mentor survey (n=90) Start (%) End (%)
-Score of 1 7 6

- Score of 13 31 13

- Scoe of 47 61 69

- Score of 80 8 18

Overall, the averagienprovementin menteeparent relationships wasl1 percent. The attribution to
mentoring was relatively modedtlentees themselves reported greater level of improvement over
the period of mentoing (26 percentland a greater attribution to mentoring (62 percent). This direct
evidence from mentees suggests that the more modest results froordimators and mentors
provide a conservative basis for calculating the value of the impact.

Relationshp with parents

1. Ceordinator/mentor survey (n=90)

- Average improvement 1.13 scale points Scale of 110
- Attribution to mentoring 1.89 scale points Scale of 4
- Percentage showing no change 51%

2. Mentee surveyl/interviews (n=14)

- Averagemprovement 2.57 scale points  Scale of 110
- Attribution to mentoring 2.85 scale points  Scale of 4

The relationships of young person mentees with other members of their families, \ith&yavere
present showed less change over the period of meirtgrthan for relationships with parents. They
started from a stronger base, with twthirds of ratings ab or higher on the 410 scaleSix out of

ten responses recorded no change over the mentoring period while three recorded a deterioration.
The averagémprovementin menteeother family relationships was eight percent. Tie@orted
contribution of mentoring was again relatively modest at 21 percent. The combined evidence from
the mentee survey and interviews again reveals a greater level of improvemmenthe period of
mentoring (20 percentand a greater attribution to mentoring (63 percent). This direct evidence
from mentees also suggests that the more modest results frorardmators and mentors are
conservative.
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Relationship withother family members

1. Ceordinator/mentor survey (n=90)

- Average improvement 0.83 scale points Scale of 110
- Attribution to mentoring 1.63 scale points Scale of 4
- Percentage showing no change 60%

2. Mentee surveylinterviews (n=12)

- Average imprgement 2.00 scale points  Scale of 110
- Attribution to mentoring 2.90 scale points ~ Scale of 4

5.1.4 Mentee relationships withpeers

Young people who offend or engage in asutial behaviour are often influenced negatively by peer
groups. They caget endorsement and a sense of value and belonging in such groups that may be
lacking from other sources in their lives. The more isolated they become from positiveogied
influences, the greater is the risk that they become entrenched in the wathtve got them into
trouble. Yet breaking away from friends and associates is a hard thing to achieve for young people,
especially in the absence of immediately available replacements. Mentors can play a vital role in
helping to bridge the gap and suppgoung people who are minded to move away from negative
peers until they find their feet, a benefit attested to in the evaluation by mentees, mentors and
others. Other young offenders are not so much influenced by negative peers but lack a network of
friends and may feel isolated and have underdeveloped social skills. Some mentees included in the
evaluation were reluctant to engage with others because of the sense of shame that they felt. Both
sets of dynamics are encompassed in the measure of changkfionships with peers. It is noted

that still other offenders had little or no problem with either of these aspects of relationships with
peers. The evaluation looked at changes in peer relationships and changes in peers. Both can have
positive results fothe youngpeoplein terms of welbeing (as well as indirect benefdgach as
involvement in presocial activities andeduced offending)The interviews and file reviews showed
instances of both types of change and mentoring helping mentees make thsitios.

Changes in ratings in the relationships of young person mentees with peers lie between changes in
ratings for relationships with parents and other family members. They started from a stronger base,
with almost 77 percent attracting ratings betwe8&rand 8 on the 410 scale. Well over half of
responses recorded no change over the mentoring pegiodithere were no negative changes. The
averagemprovementin menteepeer relationships was nine percent. Téstimatedcontribution of
mentoring was agairelatively modest at 23 percerifhe direct evidence from mentees was
significantly more optimistic than the results from-oadinators and mentorsThe combinedesults

from the mentee survey and mentee interviews again revedigherlevel of improvenent over

the period of mentoring24 percent)and a greater attribution to mentoring (64 percent).

Relationship withpeers

1. Ceordinator/mentor survey (n=9)

- Average improvement 0.86 scale points Scale of 110
- Attribution to mentoring 1.69 scale points Scale of 4
- Percentage showing no change 57%

2. Mentee survey/interviews (n=14)

- Average improvement 2.43 scale points  Scale of 110
- Attribution to mentoring 2.92 scale points ~ Scale of 4
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5.1.5 Mentee relationships withpersans in authority

Youngpeople engaged in offending or aisocial behaviour often have poor relationships with

authority figures, especially Gardai. A negative attitude towards authority can get young people into
trouble in the first place and exacerbasguations later. Thus, offending may be both cause and

effect of current poor attitudes and authority figures can be positive or negative influences on
outcomes. The evaluation sought to measure changes in mentee relationships with authority figures
but put the emphasis on relations with figures such as teachers, Probation Officers and others in
authority rather than Gardai. The exclusion of Gardai was on the advice and assumption that mentee
views about Gardai would be unduly negative, that mentees whoaile limited and specific

involvement with Gardai and that their dealings with others were more frequent and important in
daily life. These relationships also impact on likelihood of getting into and staying in education, work
or training. The interviewsiith young people did provide an opportunity to elicit views on

interaction with Gardai: some were positive enough about Gardai whom they said acknowledged the
change in their behaviour while many continued to have negative views but they had learnad not t
respond antagonistically.

Changes during mentoring in the relationships of young person mentees with authority figures were
relatively strong. They started from a modest base, with 79 percent given initial ratings of between 1
and 5 on the 110 scaleMost recorded improvement over the mentoring period with only 16

percent of cases showing no change and two cases showed negative change.

Relationship with persons in authoritg Scoresat start and end of mentoring
Coordinator/mentor survey (n=92) Sart (%) End (%)

- Score of 1 13 1

- Score of 13 47 5

- Score of 47 51 75

- Score of 810 2 20

The average change in mentpeer relationships was®percent The attribution to mentoring was
relatively high too, geeragingd9 percentMentees eporteda substantially greater level of
improvement over the period of mentoringl percentland attribution to mentoring62 perceny.
This direct evidence from mentees again suggests that the results frardgmators and mentors
are somewhat conserviae.

Relationship withpersons in authority

1. Ceordinator/mentor survey (n=2)

- Average improvement 2.26 scale points  Scale of 110
- Attribution to mentoring 2.46 scale points  Scale of 4
- Percentage showing no change 16%

2. Mentee swveyl/interviews (n=14)

- Average improvement 5.14 scale points  Scale of 110
- Attribution to mentoring 2.86 scale points  Scale of 4
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5.1.6 Mentee involvement in activities

The surveys and interviews asked participants about mentee involvemauntiiities (such as

hobbies and sports) outside the home in their own time. Goals are usually set for mentees under this
heading at initial and review meetings. Some mentees are involved in such activities at the time of
mentoring but some have let actiigs lapse or were never involved to any great extent. Benefits

from increased activity are expected to accrue in the areas of mental and physical health,
development of social and communication skills, enhancement cteeafidence and seksteem,

and nvolvement in presocial networks. By being involved in activities, mentees have greater
structure to their day and less time, energy and inclination to get into trouble.

Changes during mentoring in involvement in leisure activities were relatively sicmuyding toco-

ordinators and mentors. They started from a low base, wiler threequarters given initial ratings

of 3 or lower. Some 18 percent of cases recorded no change over the mentoring period and at the

end of mentoring, a quarter were still atores of 3 or lowelChanges were substantial for several

mentees and made a big difference to their lives. One listed football, snooker, fishing and gym as

ySé I OGAGAGASAT FRRAY3I aL g2dZ RyQli KI @S R2YyS | y&
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Involvement in activities¢ Scoresat start and end of mentoring
Coordinator/mentor survey (n=92) Start (%) End (%)
- Score of 1 37 2

- Score of 13 77 25

- Score of 47 22 60

- Score of 810 1 15

The averagémprovementin involvement was 28 percent. The attribution to mentoring was
relatively high(53 percen}. Mentees themselves reported a similaut slightly loweilevel of
improvement (27percen) and attribution tomentoring (51 percent)involvement in activities was
thusthe only dimension on whicimenteesdid not reportbetter results than cebrdinators and
mentors

Involvement in activities¢ Young people

1. Ceordinator/mentor survey (n=2)

- Averagemprovement 2.77 scale points  Scale of 110
- Attribution to mentoring 2.59 scale points  Scale of 4
- Percentage showing no change 18%

2. Mentee survey/interviews (n=15)

- Average improvement 2.73 scale points  Scale of 110
- Attribution to menbring 2.54 scale points ~ Scale of 4

5.1.7 Substanceanisuse

Alcohol plays a big part in offending by many mentees, although far from all of them. The surveys
asked about the extent to which alcohol use by mentees played a part in their lives. Theaurvey
co-ordinators and mentors showethat alcohol played little or no role in the lives of over a third of
mentees with over a fifthgiven the lowest ratingf 1. At the other end of the scale, alcohol played a
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large part in the livesf about a quarter omentees The remainder were fairly evenly distributed
acrossniddlescores

Alcohol Use; Scoresat start and end of mentoring

Coordinator/mentor survey (n=90) Start (%) End (%)
-Score of 1 22

- Score of 13 37 47

- Score of 47 37 44

- Score $8-10 26 9

Improvementsduring mentoring as regards alcohol amounted to an aveddygercent,according

to co-ordinators and mentors. Over half of cases recorded no change over the mentoring period,

hardly surprising given that alcohol did not playigngficant role in so many cases. A worsening of

position was recorded in five cases. The overall shift is reflected well in the distribution of scores

after mentoring whichindicates that for some individual mentees the shift was significante

menteesaid that he used mentoring as a crutch to avoid going drinking or to cut down on his
RNAY1AYy3Y G¢KSe& g2dZ R 0SS FalAy3a YS (2 32 RNAYy1AYy
YSY(i2NE fA1S¢ FTRRAY3I (KIFIG KAa YSYIEN RdzeR B3/ @@ dANy
alcohol and drugsThe attribution to mentoring was reasonably high, at 26 perchlantees

themselves reportec substantially higher level of improvement over the period of mentofd®y

percent)and a higher attribution to mentorin@l9 percent).

Alcohol Use

1. Ceordinator/mentor survey (n=90)

- Average improvement 1.19 scale points Scale of 110
- Attribution to mentoring 1.78 scale points Scale of 4
- Percentage showing no change 56%

2. Mentee survey/interviews (n=16)

- Average improvement 3.31 scale points  Scale of 110
- Attribution to mentoring 2.47 scale points ~ Scale of 4

Drug use can also play a large part in the lifestyles of and offending by many mentees, although
again far from all of them. The survegsked about the extent to which drug use by mentees played
a part in their lives. The survey ad-ordinators and mentors showethat at the start of mentoring
drugs played little or no role in the live$ just over forty percent of mentees bptayed adrge part

in the livesof a third By the end of mentoring the distribution of scoresd shiftedwith drugs

playing little part in the lives of over a half of mentees and a large part in only seven percent of
casesFor some individual menteeghe shiftwasclearlysignificant.

Drug Usec Scoresat start and end of mentoring

Coordinator/mentor survey (n87) Start (%) End (%)
- Score of 1 28

- Score of 13 41 55

- Score of 47 27 38

- Score of 810 32 7

Changes during mentoring as regards dusg amounted to an average of pércentaccording to
co-ordinators and mentors. Just under half of cases recorded no change over the mentoring period,
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consistent with the fact that drugs did not play a significant role in so many cases toAiggimwvo

cases recorded a disimprovement. The attribution to mentoring was slightly higher than that for

alcohol at 30 percent. This seems realistic given the primary role of treatment and counselling in
entrenched drug misuse but the positive role of mentorsupporting efforts by mentees. The

combined evidence from the mentee survey and mentee interviews shows a substantially higher

level of improvement over the period of mentori(g7 percentland a higher attribution to

mentoring (55 percent)According to oe menteewithout mentoringd L ¢ 2dzZA R adGAftf o6S |
aY21Ay3 22Ayltaot

Drug Use

1. Ceordinator/mentor survey (n87)

- Average improvement 1.62 scale points Scale of 110
- Attribution to mentoring 1.89 scale points Scale of 4
- Percentage stwing no change 48%

2. Mentee surveyl/interviews (n=15)

- Average improvement 3.67 scale points Scale of 110
- Attribution to mentoring 2.64 scale points ~ Scale of 4

5.1.8 Engagement in education, work or training

According tocco-ordinators and nentors,many mentees were not engaged at all or poorly engaged
at the start of mentoring, wittalmost half said to be not at all engaged and more than-tials

poorly engagedThis low level was confirmed in the survey of mentédshe other end of the

scale, only 6 percent were on scores ef@(i.e. well engagedgignificant change occurred such

that by the end of mentoring, the percentage that were not all engaged had dropped to 15 percent
and the percentage on scores 6fl8 had more than trebletb 26. Fivenentees were said to have
disimproved despite mentoringnd a quarter of mentees showed no change

Engagement ireducation,work, training ¢ Scoresat start and end of mentoring
Coordinator/mentor survey (n89) Start (%) End (%)

- Score ofl 48 15

- Score of 13 69 30

- Score of 47 25 44

- Score of 810 6 26

According to the cardinators and mentors, improvemenis engagement in educatiomork or

training averaged 25 percenthe attribution to mentoring was similar to that undether headings,

at 43 percentMentees themselves reported substantially higher level of improvemeamter the

period of mentoring38 percen) and a somewhat higher attribution to mentoring (50 percent).

Several interviewees voiced the opinion that maing was a critical part of their decision to-re

engage in education and their ability to sustain the commitmen© 02 NRA y Fhatwa& alR y SY d
[Name8 > YS 3J2Ay3a o601 G2 SRdzOFrGA2ys KS oNR1S KAa o
mentor pushed him to do his Leaving Cert and helped him to get back into Youthreach to fiAish it.
GKANR YSyiSS ¢gK2 O2YLIX SGSR C9¢!/ Y2RdzZ Sa IyR | L
get into college with mentoringti KS& KSf LISR YS R2 GKFdGé o
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Engagerent in education,work, training
1. Ceordinator/mentor survey (n89)

- Average improvement

- Attribution to mentoring

- Percentage showing no change

2. Mentee surveylinterviews &16)

- Average improvement

- Attribution to mentoring

2.50scale points
2.29 scale points
25%

3.81scale points
2.50scale points

Scale of 110
Scale of 4

Scale of 110
Scale of 4

5.1.9 Selfconfidence

Many offenders have low setfonfidence which can manifest itself in several ways, including
vulnerability tobeing influenced by negative peers and reduced ability to take initiatives and pursue
positive activities. The surveys and interviews asked abouteafidence at the beginning and end
of mentoring and confirm relatively low initial levels of sahfidence among mentee€o
ordinators and mentors assigndow scores of 13 foralmost halfof mentees, with ten percent
given the lowest rating of 1. Only four percamuld be described as having high levels of self
confidence In contrast, at the end of nmeoring, only four percent of menteesgere in the lowscore
categoryand 30 percenin the highestWhile two responses indicated negative change over the
mentoring period, dilly a quarter (25%) of mentees were adjudged to have improved by four or
more scée points, indicating significant shifts for some individual mentees.

Selfconfidencec Scoresat start and end of mentoring

Coordinator/mentor survey (n89)
-Score of 1

- Score of 13

- Score of 47

- Score of 810

Start (%)
10
45
51
4

End (%)

4
66
30

Improvementsduring mentoring as regards selbnfidence amounted to an average of 24 percent
according taco-ordinators and mentorsand nore than four out of five cases recorded at least some
improvement over the mentoring periodhe attributon to mentoring was 57 percent. The
combined evidence from the mentee survey and mentee interviews shows substantially higher
levek of improvement (45erceni and attribution to mentoring (71 percent)

Selfconfidence

1. Coordinator/mentor survey (n89)
- Average improvement

- Attribution to mentoring

- Percentage showing no change
2. Mentee survey/interviews (n=16)
- Average improvement

- Attribution to mentoring

2.45scale points
2.70scale points
18%

4.50scale points
3.13scale points

Scale of 110
Scale of 4

Scale of 110
Scale of 4

5.1.10 Well-being

It was the view of mango-ordinators and mentors that most mentees lack a sense of hopefulness
about the future when they are referred for mentoring. Many appear to be driftitgout much
sense of purpose or optimism. As with sedinfidence, this can make them vulnerable to negative
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peer influence and inability to be pfactive and set goals for themselves. Many do not see much
way out of their current situation. Hopefulnessist a dimension around which goals are discussed
at initial or review meetings but is generally seen as an important barometer cbeselyy and
progress.

The surveys and interviews asked about hopefulness at the beginning and end of men@wing.
ordinators and mentors assigndaw scores of 13 for just over half of mentees withndy two
percentassigned top scored 8-10.In contrast, &the end of mentoringonly seven percent of
menteesfell into the lower brackeandalmost twofifths were in thehighest bracketThe evidence

from mentees confirmed the low initial levels of hopefulness, averaging 1.7 on theif0scale.

While negative change was indicated in three respondesyst four out of five cases recorded at

least some improvement ovehe mentoring period and over a quarter (28%) were adjudged to

have improved by four or more scale points, indicating significant shifts for some individual mentees.

hyS &alFAR (GKIFIG KS FStdG LINA2N G2 YSyid2NBeysat G KI G af
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ISGGAY3T 62NBRS o0dziAY8E LQY BHFNILNKDI @184 NEyiSR | 002
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Hopefulness; Scoresat Start and End of Mentorig

Coordinator/mentor survey (n89) Start (%) End (%)

-Score of 1 11 1

- Score of 13 51 7

- Score of 47 47 75

- Score of 80 2 18

According to ceprdinators and mentors, the improvement during mentoring as regards hopefulness
amounted averged 25 percent and thattribution to mentoring was 52 percenklentees were

much more positive in their assessment, reportgignificantly higher levebf improvement(61

perceni and attribution to mentoring79 percenj.

Hopefulness

1. Ceordinator/mentor survey (n89)

- Average improvement 2.51scale points Scale of 110
- Attribution to mentoring 2.56scale points Scale of 4
- Percentage showing no change 21%

2. Mentee survey/interviews (n5}

- Average improvement 6.13 scale points Scale of 110
- Attribution to mentoring 3.36scale points Scale of 4

The surveys and interviews also asked about happiness at the beginning and end of mentering. Co
ordinators, mentors and parents pointed out that most mentees are unhappy with lifeest the
beginning of mentoring, and some are deeply unhappy, although the manner in which they present
often masks this unhappiness. They may feel trapped in their lifestyle but their felt dissatisfaction
with life indicates potential for them to acpesupport to improve. Like hopefulness, happiness is
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not a dimension around which goals are discussed but is a direct measure-bewglland progress
and was included in the survey for this reason.

Coordinators and mentors assignete lowestscoresof 1-3 to four out of tenmentees. Only three

percent received ratings of80. The views of mentees supported this evideneéh an even lower

initial average score of 2.38 on the-pOint scale At the end of mentoring, in contrast, onbne out

of ten mentees got scores of3 and 21 percent had scores ofl8. Two responses recorded

negative change, despite mentoring, bubra than four out of five cases recorded at least some

improvement over the mentoring period and 22 percent were adjudged to hapeoved by four or

more scale points, indicating significant shifts for some individual men@ms.menteavho

NEOSAOGSR LINPFSaaAz2ylf &adzZJI2NI F2NJ RSLINBaaazy F2N
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Happiness; Scoresat Start and End of Mentoring

Coordinator/mentor survey (n=90) Start (%) End (%)
-Score of 1 12 1

- Score of 13 41 10

- Score of 4 56 69

- Score of 8.0 3 21

The average improvement during mentoring as regards happiness amounted to 23 percehieand t
attribution to mentoring wagis percent Mentees themselveagainreporteda significantly higher
level of improvement{49 percentand attribution(61 percent)

Happiness

1. Ceordinator/mentor survey (n=90)

- Average improvement 2.27 scale points Scale of 110
- Attribution to mentoring 2.34 scale points Scale of 4
- Percentage showing no change 19%

2. Mentee survey/interviews (N3}

- Average improvaent 4.85scale points Scale of 110
- Attribution to mentoring 2.83scale points Scale of 4

5.1.11 Offending and antisocial behaviour

A reduction in offending and arsiocial behaviour is a key underlying objective of mentoring. The
evidence from ®galuations of other mentoring services who engage with offenders found little
evidence of an impact on offending. ®#ending is usually measured in research by objective
measures such as police arrests or court convictions comparing the cohort of meritees

matched group of nommentored offenders over similar time periods. It was not possible to carry out
this kind of authoritative comparative study in the present evaluation, primarily for reasons of data
protection in relation to criminal justice dat However, selfeporting by offenders can provide a
reliable measure, especially when allied to views of informed persons such as case workers. In this
instance ceordinators and mentors have regular, privileged contact with mentees and can be
expected b know mentees and their behaviour fairly well. Attribution is also a key issue, since
reductions in offending can be attributed to many sources, not least the shock of court appearance,
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the simple process of maturing or significant changes in familymagtances. The evidence from the

evaluation is that offending and artbcial behaviour did reduce over the mentoring period and

mentoring was a significant contributing factory S YSy 4SS K2 KIFIR 0SSy Ay LI
R2y Qi 2FFSYR Y8y i eNEGKERLIBRIE K2& YR RNI 3I3ISR YS
FYyR GKFG 4L O2df R KIF @S 488y vYeasdtF 3J2ay3 ol O] Rz

Many mentees were recorded as involved in offending and-smtial behaviour at the start of
mentoring, withalmost a third in the highest bracket (scores8et0) with only 15 percent ithe

other end of the scales€ores of 13). Mentees indicated an average rate of involvement in offending
and antisocial behaviour of 6.71 on the {dint scaleJust under 1®ercent showed no change

over the period of mentoring but by the end of mentoring, the percentage that were showing high
levels of involvement had dropped to ten percent and the percentage on scoreSdfad

increased to 54 percent. A higher level ofeoiding at the end of mentoring was recorded in seven
responses (by cordinators in six cases and by one mentau} no mentees wereggiventhe highest
score of 10

Offending Behaviour, Scoresat Start and End of Mentoring
Coordinator/mentor survey 1=91) Start (%) End (%)
- Score of 1 7 27

- Score of 13 15 54

- Score of 4 55 36

- Score of 8.0 30 10

- Score of 10 8 0

According to cerdinators and mentors, the reduction in offending and estcial behaviour
averaged 28 percent he attibution to mentoring was quite higlat 49 percentOnce again,
mentees reportedsubstantially higher levebf improvement (8 percentreduction in offending and
anti-social behaviogrand a higher attribution to mentoring (63 percégnt

Offending Behaiour

1. Ceordinator/mentor survey (n=9)

- Average improvement 2.77 scale points Scale of 110
- Attribution to mentoring 2.46scale points Scale of 4
- Percentage showing no change 18%

2. Mentee survey/interviews (n4)}

- Average improvemen 4.79scale points Scale of 110
- Attribution to mentoring 3.07 scale points Scale of 4

5.1.12 Communication skills

The survey of and about young person mentees also asked about how good mentees were in talking
and listening to peoplat the beginiing and end of mentoring. This is one of the dimensions that is
discussed at initial meetings with mentees and reviewed at subsequent meetings. It inoduldak
andnon-verbalcommunication skillsuch as engaging aonversationability to express onself

clearly, makingeye contactand awareness dfody languageEngaging in conversation requires a
degree of comfort and confidence that can improve with practice. The ability to listen is also a key
skill, the absence of which risks misunderstandingsdardage to relations. Many young offenders
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are perceived to be poor at communication in general social interaction in the community, which
can be a significant barrier to inclusion and personal development.

Coordinators and mentors assigned scores e fbr a third of menteesvhile anly four percent

received ratings of-80. At the end of mentoring, in contrast, only two percent of mentees got
scores of 13 and 33 percent had scores 6fl8. Nine out of ten responses (9@rcen) recorded at

least somerprovement over the mentoring period and a fifth (@@rcen) were adjudged to have
improved by four or more scale points, indicating significant shifts for some individual mentees. No
negative change was recordeficcording to mentees, the average initsore was 3.29, supporting

the finding of low levels of communicatiakills at the start of mentoring.

Communications; Scoresat Start and End of Mentoring
Coordinator/mentor survey (n=8) Start (%) End (%)
- Score of 1 2 0

- Score of 13 34 2

- Score of 4 62 65

- Score of 810 4 33

Changes during mentoring as regards communications amounted to an average improvement of 24
percent.The attribution to mentoringaveragedb3 percent. The combined evidence from the

mentee survey and menteatierviews once again shows a significantly higher level of improvement
(41 perceny and attribution to mentoring (76 percent

Communications

1. Ceordinator/mentor survey (n=2)

- Average improvement 2.40 scale points Scale of 110
- Attribution to mentoring 2.60 scale points Scale of 4
- Percentage showing change 90%

2. Mentee survey/interviews (n5}

- Average improvement 4.07 scale points Scale of 110
- Attribution to mentoring 3.29scale points Scale of 4

5.2 Impact of paent mentoring
5.2.1  Introduction

The analysis of impacts of parent mentoring is based on quantitative information from the survey
and qualitative information from interviews. Impacts were assessed under several dimensions:
involvement in activitie®utside the home; communication skills; relationships with the child in
trouble and other family members; involvement in education, work and training; parenting skills;
seltconfidence, selesteem and emotional webeing;ability to handle stress; andopefulnesdor

the future. The impactare presented below. The valuation of these impacts and calculation of the
associated social return on investment is discusseéchiapter7. The presentation of impacts begins
with an assessment of the benefits of mering overall
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5.2.2  Overall impact

Participants in the survey were asked to rate how helpful mentoring had been to them overall, on a

scale of 110. The average score was 8.82. Almost six out of tepgE&®ni) gave the maximum

score of 10and the lowest score was 5. This provides very strong evidence that parents of offenders
benefited significantly from mentoring. This is borne out by individual testimonies. One mother said

GKIFIG akKS g2dz R IAGS YSyl2NR yAhother sdidigaNtBvasmaT mmX (K|
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The vast majority of parent menteese female and all survey participants and interviewees were
factfemale. A common experience of parents of offenders is that their lives revolve around the
offending child and any other children to the detriment of their own lives. It is a commonlaarhp

that they have little time for themselves and they can become isolated and neglected. They can feel
that there are many services focused on their children but little support and relief available for
them. It was a recognition of this that gave risegarent mentoring in the first place.

5.2.3 Activities and interests outside the home

The survey of parents asked about involvement in activities and interests outside their home in their
spare time. Such involvement is seen as a step towaragingepersonal space for the parent that

will help build selconfidence and seksteem, ultimately leading to relief of stress, self

development and improved relations with their family. The survey results testify to significant
change for a majority ahentees and high attribution to mentoring. Survey responses were
available for 18 parent mentees, including two who were interviewed. Most were finished with their
mentoring (12) and five were still being mentored, with one blank response. Over a thirtbhad

been involved in external pursuits at atlthe start of mentoringscore of 1 on 1{oint scale) while
seven in terwere not involved to any great extergdore of or below). The average starting score
wasbelow 3 By the end of mentoring, the arage had increased to 6.53 and only a single mentee
gave a score less than 3. Four indicated no change over the mentoring period but gave credit to
mentoring for helping to maintain their level of activitfhere change occurred, it wasedited to
mentoring to averylarge degreewith anattribution of 76percent

Involvement in activities¢ Parents

Mentee survey/interviews (nt8) Start (%) End (%)

- Score of 1 35 0

- Score of 13 71 6

- Score of 4 23 59

- Score of 810 6 35

- Average impovement 3.71 scale points Scale of 110
- Attribution to mentoring 3.29scale points Scale of 4

Evidence of this level of change and its value is provided by the interviews with parent mentees. One
parent had joined a gym and undertaken a numbecairses; she also referred to the fact that she

had made a few friends through engaging more with other mothers when dropping off her children;
she attributed the change entirely to her mentor who pushed and encouraged her all the way.
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Others got involvedh volunteer activities, knitting classes, taking the driver theory test, taking
driving lessons, taking a holiday and walking regularly. Not everyone was in a position to get
involved in activities outside the home because of commitments to the resteofaimily, some of

whom often had particular needs, and a lack of support options. In such situations getting out of the
house to meet the mentor was the critical activity and stimulation.

5.2.4 Communication skills

Respondents rated themselves reasonatitpngly as regards how good they were at talking and
listening to people before mentoring began but there was nevertheless significant improvement
over the mentoring period for the majority of mentees and for some individuals in particular. The
interviews illustrated that for some mentees, mentoring simply filled a gap in having anyone to talk
to and engage with. The improvement in communication skills and confidence was reported as
having a calming influence on the home atmosphere in some cases andvingprelations within

the family. The survey showed an average starting score of 4.59 on theiiscale. One

respondent gave the lowest score of 1 at the start of mentoring and just over a third gave scores of
1-3. By the end of mentoring, the averalgad increased to 8.18 and none gave a finishing score of
less than 6. Two indicated no change over the mentoring period, from high initial positions. Mentees
credited the change to mentoring to the same degree as for activities outside the home, 76 percent

Communications; Parents

Mentee survey/interviews (nk7) Start (%) End (%)
-Score of 1 6 0

- Score of 13 35 0

- Score of 47 59 35

- Score of 80 6 65

- Average improvement 3.59scale points Scale of 110
- Attribution to mentoring 3.29scale points Scale of 4

5.2.5 Relationship withtheir child

Respondents were asked in the survey to rate how they got on with their son or daughter who was
in trouble. The average starting score was 4.94 on thedifit scale, indicating that rei@nships

were often good to begin with. Half gave scores of 5 or higher. The lowest startirgveasi2, given

by almost a third Three out of four reported making progress and for some, the gains were
significant.One woman said thanentoringhelped he& acknowledge some fault on her side as
NB3IFNRa KSNJ azy ¢K2 fA@Sa lgle& FNRY K2YSY alL
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By the end of mentoring, theverallaverage had increased to 8.31 and none gave a finishing score
of less than 5. &ur indicated no change over the mentoring period, three of thesenfhigh initial
positions Mentees agaimttributed the change to mentoring to a significant degree, 76 percent.
Interviewees often indicated greater improvement where their child was la¢siog mentored.
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Relationship withtheir child

Mentee survey/interviews (nt6) Start (%) End (%)
- Score of 13 44 0
- Score of 47 31 31
- Score of 80 25 69

- Average improvement
- Attribution to mentoring

3.38scale points Scale of 110
3.27 scale points Scale of 4

5.2.6 Relationship withother family members

Respondents were asked a similar question about relationships with other members of their family.
Scores were higher again, perhaps not surprisingly, than for the relationshipheitthild in

trouble, yet sizeable improvemesoccurred and wre largely attributed to mentoring. The average
starting score was 5.75 on the -point scale. By the end of mentoring, the average had nevertheless
increased to 8.25 and none gave a finistdngre of less than 5. Three indicated no change over the
mentoring period, two of these from initial scores of 10. Mentees credited the change to mentoring
to an even greater degree, giving an average attributb@2 percent.

Relationship with other fanily membersc Parents

Mentee survey/interviews (nt6) Start (%) End (%)
- Score of 13 6 0
- Score of 47 75 19
- Score of 80 19 81

- Average improvement
- Attribution to mentoring

2.50scale points Scale of 110
3.46 scale points Scale of 4

5.2.7 Involvement in education, work and training

The survey and interviews also provided evidence of improvement in personal development such as
involvement in education, work and training. It was not particularly relevant to many mentees but

very sigiificant for others. Examples of improvement included achieving permanency at work,

SELX 2NAY3 | /2YYdzyAide 9YLX28YSyd &aOKSYS LX I OSYSy
course for after mentoring. In the survey, participating mentees reported genéoallinitial

scores, with average starting scorearfly 2.38 on the 16oint scale. Half were not involved in such

activities at all (score of 1) at the start of mentoringy S LJ NBy i alF AR GKIFIGO akKS al
1Y26 G§KSNB ¢ a tha hedaddrdnator kaSedIhé idea dizéducation every time they

had a review.

By the end of mentoring, the average had increh&e5.88 and onlyne mentee stilpave a score of
1. Two indicated no change over the mentoring period. The average csk sigmificant changes in
individual cases. For example, four mentees increased their involvement in education, work or
training by at least six scale points and all four attributed this change completely to mentoring.

Overall, mentees credited the chantgementoring in large measure, giving an average attribution
of 77 percent
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Involvement in education, work and training Parents

Mentee survey/interviews (nt6) Start (%) End (%)

- Score of 13 75 19

- Score of 47 25 50

- Score of 80 0 31

- Average improvement 3.50scale points Scale of 110
- Attribution to mentoring 3.31scale points Scale of 4

5.2.8 Parenting skills

Improvements were also noted in parenting skills. Some mentees felt that their skill base was

adequate but that they &d lost confidence in their ability, often undermined by criticism from

family and friends. The ability to talk to and be supported by ajondgemental mentor helped

them realise they were not so bad, making adjustments where neddgfS LJ- NI yidughtill A RY a1
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in family or parenting coursess well as mentoringn the survey, respondents gave an average

starting score for parenting skills close to the fpuint (4.76), but it is significant thatist under a

guarter gave starting scores of onB1By the end of mentoring, the average had increased to 7.94

andnone rated themselves less than 5. Two indicated no change over the mentoring period, both at

scores of 6Changes were significant in some individual cases, with one increasing skills by six scale

points and two by five points, all three attributing tlibange completely to mentoring. Overall,

mentees attributed most of the change to mentoring, with an average attribution of 79 percent.

Parenting skills

Mentee survey/interviews (n7) Start (%) End (%)

- Score of 13 24 0

- Score of 4 76 24

- Score of 810 0 76

- Average improvement 3.18scale points Scale of 110
- Attribution to mentoring 3.38scale points Scale of 4

5.2.9 Selfconfidenceand selfesteem

It is clear thatas was the case with young person menteesntoring had a geable impact on self
confidence and sefisteemof parent menteesSignificant improvements were achieved and

mentees credited mentoring with this in large measure. Parents of offenders are usually bruised and
RSFEFGSR o0& (KSANI QuEm dxpeteace &f thd cBinfiijugtide sysiemR. Fér dzo & S
some mentees, their setfonfidence and selsteem was at rock bottom when theyere referred

to the service. They often commented that they were at the end of their tether and that there were

no otherservices for them. They observed that having someone outside their normal circle to talk to
was of huge benefit in a context of constant criticism and-deifbt.

In the survey, parents were asked to rate their gelhfidence and selésteemseparately Ratings

were consistent across the two questions for most individuals and the overall averages were similar.
The average starting scores were relatively low at 3% 3.47 respectivelyhe equivalent

percentages at the end of mentoring were signifidamigher, with no parents rating themselves
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less than 5 on either variable and almost half giving themselves scores of 8 or higher. The respective
improvements were4?2 percent and 39 percemind attributions to mentoring were high (3.38 and

3.40, equivéent to 79 percent and 80 percent respectively). There was consistent endorsement of

the survey findings in the interviewSeveral interviewees spoke about a complete lack of

confidence that prevented them from taking on activities and engaging in caati@rs.

Selfesteemc Parents(n=17)

-Score of 1

- Score of 13
- Score of 47
- Score of 810

- Average improvement
- Attribution to mentoring
Selfconfidencec Parents(n=17)

-Score of 1

- Score of 13
- Score of 47
- Score of 80

- Average improvement
- Attribution to mentoring

Start (%)

35

53

41

6

4.18 scale points
3.38 scale points
Start (%)

29

53

35

12

3.88 scale points
3.40 scale points

End (%)

0

0

53

47

Scale of 110
Scale ofi-4
End (%)

0

0

53

47

Scale of 4110
Scale of 4

5.2.10 Emotional weltbeing

An even greater impact can be observed as regards emotionabwiely. In the survey, the average
starting point (2.76) was even lower than for setinfidence and selésteem and, while the average
end point was also logr, the average gain and the attribution to mentoring were higher. Almost
two-thirds rated their emotional welbeing 13 at the start of mentoring while at the end of
mentoring none did so. The extent of improvement was significant imynecases, with alost half
making gains of at least five scale points. The attribution to mentoring was the highest of all
variables, at 81 percent. Again, this is consistent with evidence from interviews.

Emotional weltbeing ¢ Parents

-Score of 1

- Score of 13
- Score of 47
- Score of 810

Mentee survey/interviews (nk7)

- Average improvement
- Attribution to mentoring

Start (%)

29

65

35

0

4.47 scale points
3.44 scale points

End (%)

0

0

41

59

Scale of 110
Scale of 4

5.2.11 Ability to handle stress

Many parent mentees are in highly stressful situations to begin with, for a variety of reasons,

Ay Ot dzRA Y 3
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children vho often havetheir own specific challenges), economitdasocial disadvantage and their
own personal issues. Mentoring was experienced by all bar two survey participants as improving
their ability to cope. Many were starting from low positiomparents rated their ability to handle
stress prior to mentoring an average of 3.63 ae 10-point scale, with 81 percentting
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themselves or lower. The average score after mentoring was 6.88, an improvemer pe&ent
After mentoring, only one parent rated their ability a3l and even she had experiencedigis
improvement. The attribution to mentoring was lower than for other variables, at 69 percent, but

the attribution scoreof just over3 still indicates that mentoring helped lotC@o bring about the

change.

Ability to handle stress; Parents

-Score of 1

- Score of 13
- Score of 47
- Score of 810

Mentee survey/interviews (nt6)

- Average improvement
- Attribution to mentoring

Start (%)

19

56

31

13

3.25scale points
3.08scale points

End (%)

0

6

38

56

Scale of 110
Scale of 4

5.2.12 Hopefulness

Scores for hopefulness almost doubled over the mentoring period. Asked how hopeful they were
about the future, parents gave an average initial score of 4.0thescale of 110 and an end score

of 7.56. Some maintained high levels of hopeéss throughout the period of mentoring but for
some, initial hopefulness was low, with fully half of participants giving score8.of\fLithe end of
mentoring, no parent rated their hopefulness at less than 5 and almost a third made gains of six or

more scale points. The attribution to mentoring was equivalent to 71 percent. Again the evidence
from the interviewssupported these levels of improvement and attribution to mentorilmgthe

words of one mentee who said that Le Chéile supported her in agharieere she lost her house

ab2g L
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Hopefulness: Parents

-Score of 1

- Score of 13
- Score o#4-7
- Score of 810

Mentee survey/interviews (nt6)

- Average improvement
- Attribution to mentoring

Start (%)

2

50

44

6

2.73 scale points
3.14 scale points

End (%)

0

0

44

56

Scale of 110
Scale of 4

5.3 Impacts for menteesin detention

Mentoring initiated in the community igenerallycontinued while he young person is in detention

Yé

(including prison in this discussion) where this is possible. It offers several benefits, including support

for the young person at an exceptionally difficult time for them, putting the mentoring relationship
on a strong foting for when the young person returns to the community and easing the young
NBAYGSANIGAZzY oF O]
detention. The literature on mentoring in detentiofChapter 2) suggests good poteh, especially
where continued postelease hotwithstanding that themodelsreviewedare somewhat different to
that operated by Le Chéile

LISNE2Y Q&
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In practice, opportunities for mentoring in detention may be limited. Decisions are influenced in
large measuréy the length of term of detention, the age of the young person, whether Probation
Service involvement has ended and the practicalities for mentors. Probation Service involvement can
end for a number of reasons, including expiry of a probation bond, reditin of a suspended

sentence, completion of assessment or the young person reaching their 18th birthday. Probation
Service involvement is a critical determinant of whether mentoring can continue, as with all young
person mentoring cases. Mentoring has@bccasionally commenced in detention where

preparations have been made prior to detention. Preliminary stages completed would include
Probation Service referral, Le Chéile assessmertrdimator meeting with the mentee and family

or even the initial meting with the mentor A pilot programme of mentoringased on referrals

initiated in Oberstown Centre commenced in late 2015. Experience is limited to date and it is not yet
possible to draw conclusionhe cases discussed below were referred to Le €hgithe Probation
Service prior to the commencement of detention.

Issues specific to mentoring in detention include practical difficulties such as access, available time
for mentoring and suitability/privacy of facilities. For those in the prison systeansfers at

relatively short notice can complicate organisation of mentoring visits. The detention model also
differs from the general model in that options for activities are severely restricted. Furthermore, for
many mentors, visiting a place of deten is a new and unsettling experience and it is likely that

not every mentor is willing or able to commit to visiting mentees in detention, not least because of
the limited window for a visit and the overall time commitment including travel.

One casexamined as part of the evaluation involved a continuation of mentoring that had begun in
the community and which was continued for some weeks after release. The mentor travelled from
outside Dublirto Oberstown, which entailed a significant time commitme@n his first visit, he was
accompaniedy a Le Chéile representatipwhich is standard practiceintroduced to staff and

shown around. His first meeting with the mentee was relatively short and he visited three or four
times in all. Sessions were nesstricted timewise and lasted 3@0 minutes during which the

mentee was quite talkative. No activity was possible and they shared tea and a snack together
instead. The shorter time than would be the norm in the community was considered adequate and
comfortable in the circumstances. The mentor nevertheless felt that engagement would be better

and easier if facilitated by access to a games room and with greater privacy. The mentee appreciated
GKS GAaAl YR (KS O2yGAYydzSRIGE&¢H 2ANIBY 8P A VKB NV & y il 2
mentoring in and after detention. In another similar case involving a continuation of mentoring

during detention, the young person, parent and mentor all commented positively on the value of the
continuation. The adults comented additionally that detention was a wake call for the young

person none of whose associates visited him. The mentor helped fill the gap left when he distanced
himself from his former friends and he appreciated the extra effort by the mentor.

In another casefrom outside Dublinmentoring had begun prior to imprisonment with more than a
dozen sessions in the community. Nine sessions had taken place in prison at the time of the
evaluation. Visits had been difficult to organise initially becausetef-prisontransfers. Prison
transfers are required for operational reasons, often at short notice, and often to facilitate court
appearances, as in this case. The mentor was very receptive to the idea of going into the prison.
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Visits took place in the pfessional visits area and were booked in as Probation Service
interventions with the prisoner. The aardinator attended the first meeting and attended a number
since for part of the session. The absence of activities was not seen as a problem givea fnat
existing mentoring relationship was on a sound footing and meetingsdagpically &/ 1%hours.
Sessions were fortnightly but it was acknowledged that they would have to be less frequent if the
mentee was moved to Dublin. The fact that visits @essified at! LIN2 T Satcorkliggyforttie Q
prison authorities, similar to visits by Probation Service staff and solicit@@nsthat they do not
interfere with normal family visits. It also givgseaterprivacythan the general visit area

Another case showed the challenges caused by prison transfers. Ten mentoring sessions had taken
place prior to imprisonment and this helped overcome subsequent difficulties, including cancellation
of one scheduled session because the mentee had been transfiraediorning for three weeks.

As in other places of detention, visits were private and screened and no activity was possible. In this
instance, the visits facilitated about 40 minutes of contact time. The mentor had experience of
prison visits and was comtable in the environment.

In another case, mentoring during detention aDublin prisorwas felt to have had a significant

impact on the mentoring relationship and outcome. The young person had been negative and
antagonistic about mentoring on the ftreontact in the community but was more amenable on a

follow-up occasion. A match had been arranged when the young person was placed in detention
unexpectedly. The mentor was willing to engage despite this and the match meeting took place in

the prison Three subsequent sessions took placeha prisonand the mentoring continued post

releaseg 25 sessions in total. The mentoring was judged to have ended on a positive note and to

have helped the young man turn his life around, despite a number of chafiefipe visits were

screened and lasted about 30 minutes. This was felt to be enough and was not due to pressure from

the prison service. It was not possible to arrange an activity such as playing cards or draughts but

some kind of scrapbook project usirtgetprison library or education service was considered. The
YSYyi2N) alAR GKIFIG KS F2dzyR GKS FANRG OQAarAd WOSNE
dog screening. Being accompanied by theoodinator made it easier. He thought the visits wer

appreciated and were a good way to build the relationship for afterwards. He was asked on later

visits for professional identification and a letter from the@alinator sufficed for this purpose. The
YSyidSSQa Y23GKSNJ (K2 dz3K (int Helg 6 hevaddghersonhSficdbenefited I a A 3y
from parental support while he was away. It was of benefit too that the mentoring sessions in

Wheatfield were not at the expense of family visits.

A case fronoutside Dublinvhere mentoring was initiated in Obeaeasvn involved the mentor, co
2NRAYIFG2NI YR @2dzy3 LISNE2YQa Y20GKSNJ GAaAdGAY3d (K
YSYGi2N ¢SydG FHit2ySed IS O2YYSyYyGSR GKFG AG a32aG dza
of [the coordinator] tol NN} y3S Al¢ | f K2dzZ3K KS KFIR 0SSy AGaRNB!
GF o0l NB 7T dzynGiiehcasg fromB@sité Bubliaiso involved matching in Oberstown. The

CO2 NRAYIFG2NI FYR YSY(i2NJ 6SNB | 002 YLIJ fidstdRhedo & (G KS Y
travel opportunity. The guardian also visited the young person on the occasion of a previous meeting
between the ceordinator and young person. The mentoring back in the community was terminated

early for a number of reasons. One of the fastbighlighted in the case was the time demand on
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mentors and cenrdinators, in travelling to Oberstown in particular, and volunteers would not always
be in a position to take a day off work each time.

It was not always possible to arrange matching amshtaring while in detention, as the young

people were sometimes released more quickly than anticipated. Mentoring is possiblegteste

if a relationship with the Probation Seéce continues. In one such caske mentee was mentored
postrelease for jot under six months. lanothercase, the young person had engaged well with Le
Chéile prior to imprisonment but was then released earlier than anticipated, without conditions, and
mentoring ended. A number of eardinators and mentors felt that it was espially important to be

able to continue mentoring for a period pestlease and that it should not depend on continued
involvement of the mentee with the Probation Servibea number ofcases mentoring was

suspended for the duration of detention and tesed thereafter.

Four other cases of mentoring in detention were examined, all from Dublin. In the first such case,
the young person had built upralationship with his mentor prior to detention in Oberstown. It was
that bit easier then to continue int&rstown where the cardinator and mentor each met him

twice over four months, including one case review. Mentoring continued for about four months
postrelease. At the time, it was possible to meet in a separate visit room and play pool, which also
helpad. In the second case, the-codinator met the young person prior to his detention in

Oberstown and he expressed a willingness for a mentor to visit him. He agreed subsequently to
being mentored postelease and although a number of sessions took pld@retwas no time to

build a relationship before he was committedgdsonon new charges. In a third case, the match
meeting and two mentoring sessions took place in Oberstown in what was described as a room with
bare floors and walls, no furniture and goacoustics. The young person met the mentor twice post
release but his case was closed subsequently due teemgagement. The final case involved
assessment, matching and thregentoringsessions in OberstowmMentoring continued post

release buttheydzy 3 LISNE 2y Q& | GGSYyRIFIyOS ¢l a alLl2NIRAO |yR
subsequently detained ia Dublin prisorand, at the request of the Probation Service, mentoring
recommenced with a new mentor, the previous mentor no longer being available. One session to
place inthe prisonbut the young person disengaged again before a relationship could be formed.

These cases illustrate the challenges of mentoring in detention cases, not least because of the
particularly complex background factors and chaotic liftest in the lives of many young people who
pass through detention. They also show the potential to support them through mentoring and the
willingness of volunteers, Le Chéile staff, Probation Officers and the detention centre authorities to
facilitate it e best they can.
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Case Study Helert

Helen was referred to Le Chéile when she was twenty. She was matched to a Le Chéile
Volunteer Mentor for one yeaiShe told her story at a conference in Dublin Castle and this case
study draws on her accountehe as well as Le Chéile material and an interview conducted as p
this evaluation.

Her mother suffered from serious mental health issues and her father was an alcoholic and

extremely violent. When she was six weeks old, the family were evictedtfreimhouse due to rent
arrears and they moved from one private rented property to another. Her mother left her father

when she was three years old. When she was five, her mam was admitted to hospital and she
her sister went to live with her grandparts that summer, the only place she says she could eve
call home. Her mother was readmitted two years later and this was when she first went into a 1
placement officially. That placement broke down after about eight months and she and her sis

art of

and
r
oster
ler

were moved to a group home. They lived there for about two years before going home for another

two years and then back into care. Within an eighteen month period she had lived in six differe
foster placements, while her sister stayed mostly in residentied.oall in all, she was in the care

system for eight years, in numerous foster placements and at the group home. Over the eight
she said she felt wanted and part of the family in just two foster families, making a total of four
months outofeigh @ S NBE ¢6KSNB akKS FStd waSdaatSR |y

She was about twelve years old when she first started to drink and had her first joint. She and
friends accessed drink belonging to her fostarer. She ran away from this foster placement on &
number of ocasions and was brought back by the Guards. The first time she really got into tro
gAGK GKS DdzZr NRa ¢l & ¢gKSy akKS gha F2d2NIGSSy(
crashed a car. She was cautioned under the Garda Diversion Programme. Subgacjdents
involving the Guards were mostly around being brought back to foster placements drunk or aft
running away. From the age of thirteento twerlyy S a4 KS gt a WKSI At &
RNAY 1 Qe { KS al @SR KSNJtd spmhdd weekendSod dritkikahdbd ol Ko
the age of eighteen to twenty, she shdified clothes and make&p and stole drink from
supermarkets.

' AaAEGSSYy akKS tS¥i G(KS OFNB adaeadSy | yR N&
inthS £ 20Ff OKALILISNI FYyR (GKSYy Ay I KFEANRNB&AS
went into rehab for addiction issues she stayed on in the house on her own. At this point, she
started to take Valium. When she was about eighteen she movedrohtoown and her drinking
got heavier. A FAS training course provided enough money to pay for her drink but when the ¢
finished, she started stealing drink again. She eventually got charged with these offences and
before the court.

This led tdher being put on Probation. Her Probation Officer was the first authority figure whom
felt ever genuinely cared and she felt able to open up to her. The Probation Officer referred he
into a training place she had fallen away from, a local trgigiourse which combined FETAC
modules with work experience, and she completed a bronze level Gaisce Award. She was als
referred to a service for women who are homeless or at risk of becoming homeless.
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She was referred to Le Chéile for Mentoring at gogt also. Since she trusted and respected her

Probation Officer, she trusted the organisations she referred her to. She was introduced to the
Chéilec2 NRAY I 12N g K2 &aKS F2dzyR WSlFae G2 aI ]
former hobbies These included sports which she had fallen away from by the age of thirteen. T
Coordinator matched her with Saiyy y R G KSe& WwWOf AO1 SR ad N A3IKI
meeting up with a friend rather than an authority figure. They startething, she was introduced
to the local running club, and they researched Gaelic football clubs locally. She also undertook
youth project, which was a personal and social development pilot programme that allowed her

Le

i2Q Iy
he

ol &Q
a local
to

carry out research on childran care. As she had no Leaving Cert, she completed FETAC modules

with the local training organisation and with her project portfolio, she got accepted into college

{KS aleéa GKIFIG aKS O2dzZ R OFfft {1 ffe& aidzheliad f
a0dzFFE YR (GKS aiddzZFFf aKS YA3IKEG ySSR KSt LI 4
the localtraining organisation all supported her with her application to college. College was a b
change for her and she was not prepafedwhat was required. Sally and Le Chéile, she says, h¢
her work through the issues and prepare herself for a return. She has since got a steady job a
renting a place of her own.

I SNJ FAYylLFE O2YYSyia
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* Names have been changed
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Chapter6 Mentoring Process

6.1 Referral stage

6.1.1 Source and conditions of referral

The Probation Service makes the vast majority of mentoringriraf to Le Chéile. Only a handful are
made by any other service, viz. the Garda Siochana (Juvenile Liaison ©8fi€@s$ The number of

mentoring referrals in the years 202915 is shown in Table 6.1.

Table 6.1 Mentoring referrals 2033015 by tyge and source

Probation Service| Garda Siochana Total

2013 Young Person 127 2 129
Parent 24 0 24

Total 151 2 153

2014 Young Person 121 7 128
Parent 41 1 42

Total 162 8 170

2015 Young Person 108 4 112
Parent 33 1 34

Total 141 5 146

In 2015, the Probation Service referred 108 young people for mentoring. The mentoring was a
condition of the Probation Bonds under which the young people remained at liberty in the
community and in respect of which a report was subsequently prepared for the. 8hen Le

Chéile was established in 2005, it was to enable use by the courts of the Mentoring Order under the
Children Act 2001. Mentoring Orders are rarely used nowadays and a view commonly expressed at
interviews with Probation Service and Le Chéiléf stas that the Probation Bond allows greater
flexibility than the Mentoring Order, with greater discretion, for example, around breaching a young
person for norcomplianceThe Probation Bond also offers a degree of choice to young people that
is absentn a court order, and which is thought useful in encouraging their participafiba.Garda
Siochana referred four young people for mentoring in 2015 under the Garda Diversion Programme.
Mentoring is effectively a voluntary process for young people refeimeatis way since it has already
been decided to deal with their case by diversion and they have already been cautioned under the
Diversion Programme. In 2015, the Probation Service also referred 33 parents for parent mentoring

and the Garda SiochanarefNE R 2y S LI NByd® t I NByiaQ LI NI AOALIN

Gt dzyGF NEd® LG Ada a2YSGAYSa G GKS LI NByGaQ 24y
ordinators and takeup and commitment are high.

Some referrals were made where mentaginontributed to activity carried out under Community

Service Orders, primarily for parents but also for young persons. No such cases were identified in the
file examination as part of the evaluation and numbers may be smabrdioators reported that

mentees tended to be enthusiastic in such cases. According to the Probation Service, community
service is intended to help the community and is an alternative to imprisonment. Participants can
expect to work in a supervised group carrying out practical tagkh as painting, gardening or

graffiti removal or be on an individual placement helping in a charity shop or in a food centre
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providing meals for persons in need. Mentoringuld appear to be different kind of activity and its
suitability as a Communitgervice Order activity may merit further reflection

6.1.2 Regional variations in referral rates

Referral rates vary by region and within regions. Where a Young Persons Probation (YPP) team
operates, that can be the main source of referrals but YPP sedomot operate everywhere and

they normally deal with undet8s only so that Le Chéile relies on a wider range of individual officers
for referrals of young adults. Region lin 2015, one YPP officer accounted for the vast bulk of
referrals (19 of 24yhile another four (including another YPP officer) accounted for the remainder.

In Region2, seven Probation Officers accounted for the total of 12 young person cases in 2015, with
two referring three cases each and one (from a YPP team) referring twoediba covers a wide
geographical area involving a number of different probation areas. Staff mobility may also explain
some of the differences. It is clear from interviews with Probation Service and Le Chéile staff that the
availability of local serviceasfluences referrals to mentorindn Region 1a variety ofsuchservices is
availableIn Region 2it was reported that referrals tended to be maiheone urban aredo alocal
service rather thamo mentoring, although mentoring was acknowledged asifigva different focus

and offering potential benefits.

Probation Officers differ in their approach and preferences as regards referrals. Probation Officers
are case managers for offenders assigned to them and must have discretion in referring them to
whatever service they think is most appropriate. In one expressed view, mentoring was a favoured
option often in conjunction with referrals to other services. Another view was that it was important
to observe the principle of minimum intervention and tail@nrgces very closely to identified needs:
often services offered similar benefits. Some also felt that multiple referrals risked confusing young
people and setting them up to fail. However, the Le Chéile experience was that mentoring helped
mentees make sese and keep control of their commitments and appointments, including court
appearances. It may be that some Probation Officers laasertainunderstanding of mentoring and
could benefit from greater exposure to it. From remarks made by some ProbativitSstaff, the
volunteer status of mentors was an impediment to referring clients with particular needs such as
mental health or aggressive behavioural issues where professional expertise would appear more
appropriate. Some would also see types of offeigdas rendering them unsuitable. This would
appear to underestimate the variety of experience and expertise among meihdtse pastlLe

Chéile itselflid not accept referrals for young people with convictions for serious offences such as
assault causingarm or sexual offences but exceptiomsve been madahere there is no risk to
volunteers and there are volunteers with the necessary experience. Mentoring in such cases
requires approval from the CEO. Le Chéile would encourage Probation Officersuts diases with
Coordinators before rejecting mentoring and would like to see mentoring almost as the default
option and rejected only where there were strong reasons against. Their experience showed that all
cases are different and sometimes the cases gppear most improbable initially are the ones that
have the most successful outcomes.

Further investigation of variations in referral rates would appear warranted fdrtteer
development of agreed referral criteria or guidelines could also help stdimapolicy and practice
across the regions. It would be important to retain flexibility in the criteria so as not to automatically
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rule out categories of offence or offender. A good working relationship betweanwdioators and
relevant Probation Officerwas seen as crucial.

Coordinators made a number of comments about the referral process. Noting that Probation
Officers were gatekeepers to the mentoring service, some commented that they encouraged
Probation Officers to give mentoring a chance evehdfinitial assessment was that it would not

work. Some caprdinators said that they would also encourage consideration of mentoring where
referrals to other services broke down, or despite assessments that young people were too chaotic
or already had suiifient supports (e.g. in residential care). It was noted that children sent into
detention had often failed to engage witither services but mentoringadnot usuallybeen

offered. Le Chéile staff and a number of mentors also pointed out the importaneeobftion
hFFAOSNAR WaSttAydQ YSydaz2NRAy3a (2 é2dzy3d LIS2LI S=Z
relationship they enjoyed with their Probation Officer and that this influenced their agreement to
mentoring.

6.1.3 Impact on case loads

Differerces in referral practice among Probation Officers may be reflected in differences in Le Chéile
caseloads between regions. Someardinators have had to operate waiting lists of referrals in their
regions while others mentioned having to be creative in svalygenerating referrals (such as JLO
cases). Consideration should be given to ways in which such differences could be ironed out,
exploring the scope, for example, for intergional transfer of cases in bordering areas. In some
instanceshighreferralnumbersincluded some whossuitabilitywas perhapsquestionable and

early terminations resuétd. However, the generadreferenceseemed to bdor getting higher rates

of referralevenif this involved higher rates of neengagementhan getting low ratesof referral

with only W & IbefCBasesLe Chéile managepointed outthat mentoringcould succeed in cases

that did not look very promising on paper and that they would be reluctant to deny a young person
the opportunity. One manager remarked K I { titnéis 2n¥ 18ost challenging cases with the most

g K
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Differences in referral practice may impactorZdNRA Y I 62 NBRQ O2y G NRE 2F
raised as a problem. Gwdinators fave a Key Performance Indicator target of ten young person
mentees and five parent mentees whose cases are currently active. The experience differed in the
two Le Chéile regions focused on in the evaluatiofegionl, 24 cases were listed in total

including nine active at the end of the year and 16 at1yé@r.In Region 2twelve young person
mentee cases are listed for the whole of 2015, including six cases still active at the end of the year
and seven active at the migkear point. It is important thathe targets are interpreted flexibly and

take account of fluctuations and constraints outside the control of theminator. They may be

more important aguidesto ensure that quality of service to mentees and support for mentees is
not undermined andinreasonable burdens are not placed onardinators. They should be

reviewed from time to time in consultation with eardinators.

A number of cenrdinators and mentors made a case for mentoring greater numbers of young
adults. The rationale was thately were more mature and more likely to engage, recognising that
they may have squandered supports available to them along the way. Referrals from this age
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category would require buin from a broader range of Probation Officers in adult offender teams.
Others suggested that older or younger clients were most likely to engage but ones in the middle
category less likely. It was pointed out thaisimme regionspriority is given to undef.8s and

referral of young adults is subject &pproval of the Senior Bbation Officer.

6.1.4 Parent mentee referrals

Parent mentees have a child who is under Probation supervision at the time of referral although the
child may not be mentoredReferrals of parents were not reported to be problematic. All are

approved by he Probation Service and many originate from that Service. JLOs make a small number
of referralsin two regions, since 201€oeordinators may also identify suitable cases and carry out a
degree of preparatory work before bringing the case to the attentibthe Probation Servicén

Region 1seven cases were listed for 2015, with six active at the end of the year and all seven active
at mid-year.In Region2, three parent mentoring cases were listed for 2015, with one active at the

end of the year and tw active at the mieyear point. Referral forms for parents are relatively simple
and include information about the mentee, the family composition, status of their chil@Hviss the

t NEOlIGA2Y {SNIAOS:I GKS t NRBOLI (AtReyamiy Taleds OfSvbikia LIS NI S
order of preference and the intended duration of mentoring. Not all fields are always completed.

6.1.6 Risk and safety

Safety of mentors is always a key consideration. Le Chéile requires full disclosure of risk and while i

was claimed that assessed risk level was not provided in a number of instances, it is likely that co
ordinators would be informed of any perceived heightened risk. File examinatRagion showed

that information on risk level was included in refdrfarms in four cases out of 16 files (two
WYSRAdZYQZ 2yS Wi26Q YR 2yS AYRAOFGAY3 (GKIFG GKS
Chéilemanagergeported that referrals werearelyrefusedbut hadbeenwherethere was a
perceivedriskarising fom gang membership and feuding or a mental health diagnosis.

6.2 Initial stage and matching

In 2015, Le Chéile had a total of 196 young person mentees cases on its books. Of these, 30 cases
(15percend never commenced. Reasons were provided orfdil0 of these cases: 13 referrals

were withdrawn, four went into custody and three did not engage. Potential reasons for withdrawal
are that the young person fails to engage with the Probation Service in the first instance or makes it
clear to the Probtion Officer that he or she does not wish to avail of the service. Parent mentee
referrals are more likely to go ahead, but nevertheless in 2015 eight out of 66 cagesr¢a) did

not commence. Often cordinators put considerable effort into trying &t up initial meetings in

such cases.

Once a referral is received, -oodinators set about making contact with the potential mentee: Co
ordinators stated that this initial contact can sometimes be difficult, especially for young adults
where contact haso be direct rather than through parents. Follewp contactcan also be
problematic. One cordinator referred to an experience of achieving only four contacts out of 16
that were set up. This is frustrating and timensuming but they are slow to give apd make
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numerous attempts. A substantial amount of paperwork is also involved. Sometimes]inators
have more than one meeting and possibly an activity before they tackle the paper work lest it put
potential mentees off. It can be important to buidrelationship before it is possible to ask personal
guestions and complete forms. Patience early on can pay dividends later but they recognise that
they must operate within certain time constraints. A numbecofrdinators commented that the
interview & a tweway process and mentees are assessingrdnators too.

For young person mentees, they must complete an application form which asks among other things
about their skills and interests, ideas and areas where a mentor could help, activities thikellike

to get involved in, personality characteristics they would ascribe to themselves, the type of person
they would like as a mentor and why they want a mentor. An initial meeting form is also completed
to record details of the meeting and key messaigad commitments (e.g. concerning

confidentiality, turning up for meetings). Consent forms are completed that convey agreement to
take part, provide medical and other personal details and agree to sharing of information with
named services with which th@ung person might also be engaged.

The completed application form informs the process of matching the individual with a mentor. The
guality of information is uneven. Most provided information on interests, althougbrdinators

pointed out that expresen of interest did not always equate with actual level of activity. Interests
varied widely and common interests included sports, gym, horses, cars, shopping and cinema.
Prominent among ideas and areas where a mentor could help were getting back intatiedyuc

getting a paritime job and tackling the driver theory test, although roughly a quarter expressed no
preference. It is not clear to what extent mentees identified possible areas from friends who were
mentored or from ceordinators or came up with #hideas themselves. Applicants identified a wide
range of possible activities. Popular activities included sports, ke, fishing, mechanics, pool

and cinema while cultural activities such as reading, galleries and drama were mentioned by a
minority. The young people tended to be fairly positive in describing themselves in terms of being
funny, funloving, outgoing, chatty and sporty although many also described themselves as shy and
even lazy. As regards preference as to mentor, most mentees vegneery specific, asking for
a2YS2yS gK2 gla WyAaAoSQ: WwWazdzyRQ>X WOKFGdGeQs WS ae
interests. Most did not express a strong preference as regards the gender of the mentor although
some did. Reasons for wantingreentor also tended to be quite general, with most referring to

having something to do or someone to talk to, to keep them out of trouble, keep their mind
occupied or get them out of the house. Several said that they did not want a mentor initially but
would try it. Others said that they wanted to be motivated or supported to make something of their
lives. One specifically mentioned making a fresh start after a spell in Oberstown.

A different, more open approach is taken with parent mentees. The inigaitimg form includes

consent and commitment elements, a statement of what they hope to get from mentoring,

identification of key strengths within their family and setting of goals in respect of their child

OYF Yyl 3Ay3a GKSANI OKA f HpQuih thie Shild-agtikhidaNility taihilStheNhildNS € |- G A 2
to learn and develop), their family (behavioural problems that they would like to change) and

themselves (selflevelopment as regards skills, interests and hobbies).
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Based on the referral contact withe Probation Officer and initial meeting with the mentee, the co

ordinator identifies a mentor to be matched with the mentee -&@dinators typically know their

volunteer team well and spoke about often having a mentor in mind as the discussion with the

mentee progresses. They completeassessment of mentor suitability and confirm their

availability. The matching process is crucial to the success of mentoring and entails consideration of
personalities and interests. In rural areas, geography playseawith a limit on how far mentors

(and to a lesser extent participants) can be expected to travel. The success of the matches is borne

out by the fact that the vast majority of cases involve just a single mentor over the whole period and

that where a chang is required, the reason has to do with changes in mentor circumstances such as

a new job. IrRegion lall bar two mentees out of 16 had a single mentor, while one had two

mentors and one had three. A similar picture emergeBggion2, with 14 of 16 skected cases

involving the same mentor throughout and two cases involving two mentors each. One mentor in
Region2NBFSNNBR G2 | WOt laK 2F LISNER2YIIfAGASEAQ 6AGK
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spoke positively of the matching process and thecNRA Y I G2 NBRQ oAt AGe G2 Sail
matches. In many ways, this is hardly surprising given the calibre of mentors that make it through

the screening |ad training process and their willingness to embrace change. But the final matching

still requires careful and artful matching by the-@alinator taking several factors in to account.

Mentor flexibility is important; one mentor who was matched four timeaid that his charges were

Fff RAFTFSNByGsS GKIG GKSNB gla y2 WYFIAO 61 yRQ |y
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The time lapse between referral and start of mentorg&ssiongan vary. The nainal average in

Hamp FT2NJ GKS co OlFasSa (KFd 6SNB RSSYSR (2 0SS Wwaoc
average for 145 cases that commenced (including those terminated early) was 28. Not too much can

be read into the range of values since a smafhber of extreme values (e.g. minimum 0, maximum

562) are artefacts of recorkleeping. The lowest value related to artificial, retrospective file entries

and the maximum value reflected a first date of referral rather than the relevant recent date of re

referral. The average can be influenced by seasonal factors, especially the Christmas break, as well

as other factors alluded to above such as difficulties establishing contact.

6.3  Activities and goal setting

Two phases can be identified: a relatibigsbuilding phase and a more challenging, tarfmtused

phase. Both are seen by all parties to be important but a need for flexibility in timing was

emphasised. The first phase is critical and takes priority. The focus for mentors and mentees is on

getting to know each other and on building trust. This is achieved primarily through participation in

fun, nonthreatening activities and simply sharing time talking. Onembnator likened in to going

2y I RFEFGSY Geé2dz 32 2y (08 WRIXNQOERZEQNE RLEa&WNYAl (3
i K S NXoéditatofs 2nd mentors pointed out that to rush this phase risks undermining the quality

of the relationship and ultimate failure. Several@alinators remarked that it was the activities that

drew merntees into mentoring to begin with and they only began to engage meaningfully once the
FOGABGAGASE KIFIR LINPINBaZASRY ab2g GKSEBQNB AysIS y2¢
Coordinators said that mentees who just went along for the aceégitand did not engage were the

exception rather than rule. They also pointed out that just keeping appointments is an important
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step and indicator of progress. Many noted that mentees often began to take care of their
appearance and dress more smartly floeir meetings and this improved their séthage.

Coordinators and mentors recognised the need to move from trust building to goal setting phases.
The relationshigbuilding phase is expected to lasB6veeks but in practice it is often longer and is
tailored to the individual. One mentor stressed this need for adapting to the capacity and readiness
of mentees to set goals: he currently had a young person who after 18 months was not yet ready to
be challenged he would have run a mile if goals had besat earlier. Other mentors referred to
steadier, subtle promotion of positive lifestyle choices and getting mentees to do things for
themselves. They also thought it was necessary to accept as hormal that young people are not sure
about what they want andhange their minds. Some felt that setting specific goals and targets was
not the beall and endall and it could be enough for mentees to learn sedirth which would take

them on to the next stage themselves. This was particularly true if they camebfiokgrounds

where their achievements were put down or not celebrated. An important message was also that
here was value in just being healthy and staying out of trouble. At the same time, mentors saw the
value of coaxing them along and suggesting tryomgething different, weaning them way from the
comfort of routine.

No2yS alg¢g G(GKS IOGAGAGASAE Fa WNBglINRa F2NJ ol R 0SK
heard. Some cordinatorsalso commentedhat mentoring wapen to being perceived as aasy,

fun optiont mentees mightalk about doing the driver theory test or having their nails done,

without mentioning othemore challengingspects of mentoring.

Onece2 NRAY 2N O2YYSYyGSR GKIFG | (1Seée 2028QiSA IS Aa
AYGSANY A2y A-grdidatdra &d reatdrs rénfu®es bid-ttie re@nce of the context

and background of mentees. Some young mentees were arriving hungry and having a meal was a

basic prerequisite to anything else. Others had littk@erience of basic social conventions (e.g.

ordering food or using utensils) or felt that they did not fit in. One mentor pointed out that what

a2YS YAIKG asSS Fra I WNBgFNRQ 6Se3d | YSEHE Ay { dz
practically everyonelse would see as normal bwbuld be alien to many mentees. Participation in

simple activities helped overcome shyness, build confidence and bring about a sense of belonging

and equality. Several eardinators made the point that sharing experiences nloina built a

relationship of trust as a step towards gesadtting but also facilitated mentees opening up and

discussing concerns in ways that might not work in formal counselling.

The types of activities undertaken vary widely depending notably on memtferences, local

availability of activities and duration of mentoring. Based on experienttesitwo regions common

activities for young people included meals, cinema, pool, bowlingtagiing, walks, and pitch and

putt. For female mentees, typicalactivities also included shopping and getting nails or hair done.

Individual mentees also participated in sport, jogging, cooking, theatre, circus askiitieg.

Activities for female mentees also included a malpecourse and pregnancy yoga classesitd/io

libraries and internet cafes often centred around the driver theory test. Mentors sometimes

accompanied mentees to other services, including MABShandentist. In one case, a frequent
FOGA@GAGE ol a + @Ararild G2 wjeysd abdddtriiutedtd thefb& el & & K S NEF
becoming more integrated in the local community as a result. Some mentees and mientoose
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rural areagegretted the absence of options locally, even for meals. A number-ofdioators
commented on this too, witisome having identified potential activities but not being able to
arrange access because of a lack of rural transport. In some cases examined, activities were not
listed, sometimes because the mentee left the area or the case terminated early. The grincipa
activities for parent mentees wergoing forcoffee or meals and walking and talking. These were
supplemented from time to time by activities such as having hair and nails done and very
occasionally a cinema visit.

Coordinators and mentors emphasiséite need to go softhsoftly as regards targetetting and

stressed the importance of the mentoring process itself. Specific targets for young people may be set
in terms of issues like a return to education, driver theory test, engagement in activitissleahe

home or tackling substance use but the more formal targgting tends to take place at review
meetings (se&ection6.5). Mentoring is more about challenging behaviour and attitudes in subtle,
progressive, encouraging and supportive ways at@ethat the mentee can manage. Role

modelling is key and mentors demonstrate appropriate behaviours and attitudestdimators and
mentors emphasise the values of respect, understanding and persistence. Challenging occurs in the
context of orgoing convesations over the period of mentoring. This applies to parent mentoring

also but targets are usually set more systematically and earlier for parents, building on the initial
meeting between parent and eordinator.

Coordinators check in with mentees amdentors on an orgoing basis during mentoring, by phone
or text. This is seen as particularly important in the early stages.

6.4 Mentor-mentee relationship

Young person mentees who were interviewed were universally positive about their mentors.

Average sores for mentotrelated variables ranged from 9.0 to 9.9 on a scale-b®1 See Table 6.2.

tKSe O2yaraidsSydate aLkR1S OSNER KAIKEE lo2dzi GKSYO®
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Parentmentees who were interviewed were even more positiygee Table 6.2 for average scores,
which ranged from 9.2 to 9.9 on a scale €f. One commented spontaneously about her mentor:

GhK 8KSQa t20Stes 4KSQa 0688y (3NMBIT O2 YIY2FNB 14K St 24
lyeoz2zReé> 4KS KIR OKAfRNBY | yR SELISNASYOS IyR AT
YSyi(i2NRa 48yasS 2F KdzY2daNE sAftAy3IySaa G2 &aKENB &
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The quality of the mentoring relationshig likely to be a major factor in explaining the positive
scores for impact and attribution in Chapter 5.

Table 6.2 MentoiMentee Relationship

Extent to which, on scale of-10, the mentee Young person Parent
X fTA]TSRkI20G 2y oA (dopaBy 22 @ 9.4 9.8
X ¥FSt4 I22R Ay (GKS YSyid2N 9.2 9.4
X ¥FSti 02NBR Ay (KS YSyi(?2 1.2 1.0
X YSYG2NJ ¢l a AYyGadSNBadSR A 9.6 9.8
X YSYG2N) gl a F20dzaSR 2y 9.8 9.2
X YSYG2N G221 GKSANI LINBTS 9.7 9.7
X FStd alriArafFisSr 9.6 9.7
X O2dzZ R GNHzaG GKS YSyd2N 9.9 9.9
X FStd OFfdSRkfA]SR o0& (K 9.9 9.6
X FStd OKIffSyaSR o6& GKS 9.3 -

X FStl adzZJL2NISR o6& (GKS Y 9.4 9.5

6.5 Review meetings and closure

Review meetings are an important parttbe mentoring process. They allow a review of progress to
date and a look at areas on which the mentor might work with the mentee in the future. The same
emphasis is put on acknowledging strengths and positive achievements as identifying relative
weakneses and areas for improvemenifter the initial relationshigouilding phase, a first case

review meeting is held to check in with the young person and mentor that the match is working out
and to set a bench mark for outcome areas that will be monitoresLiasequent case review
meetings.

Le Chéile guidelines urge that review meetings should be aemtred and childriendly and that

the coordinator should ensure that they are as friendly and otimidating as possible. The
guidelines recommend thahentors talk the mentees through the format of the meetings in

advance. The experience of young person mentees who were interviewed as part of the evaluation
was generally very positive as regards involvement and overall satisfaction, the two aspects
enqgured into. They gave an average score of 9.0 out of a maximum 10 on both issues and scores
ranged from 6 to 10 (n=6).

Mentors at interview and in focus groups expressed the view that the review meetings were

valuable and that actual practice was good.ifss were stressed and young people were often

surprised and encouraged by indications of progress. So were their parents: one mother said she
F2dzy R AG ayAO0S G2 KSI NJ 32 2 R-ordirfatery dlisa said they datre K SNJ & 2 y
useful meetimgs for checking in regarding mentorentee boundaries and faxplaining why

mentorswere not always able talo things(e.g. a particular mentoring activity)

Le Chéile used an eigtimension outcome measurement tool ungiarly2016. It involved

participants assigning scores oflD on how they perceived mentees on each outcome area. In
theory this would allow measurement of progress over time but it was also useful, and perhaps most
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useful, in facilitating a structured discussion and identifying aoéaslative strength and weakness.
See Figures 6.1 and 6.2 for a description for the outcome areas and measurement tool used during
the period of the evaluation.

Figure 6.1 Description of Le Chéile Outcome Areas

Meaningful U of Time i.e. attendance at Mentoring Sessions, Level of Engagement wi
Mentor, Trying new activities, Engaging inSacial Activities
Communication Skills i.e. Verbal and Nowerbal Communication skills e.g. eye contact,

body language, initiating cwersation, ability to express themselvi
clearly

SleosnvE Biissnlicnelele=sl i.e. Physical health, emotional wdlléing, substance use

Relationships i.e. Relationships with family members, friends, peer groups, in
school, community

Offending i.e. Underganding of impact of offending behaviour on self, peer:
family, wider community, willingness to make amends for offend
behaviour, reduction in risk of reffending, reduction in level of
offending

Pro-social Attitudes & i.e. Understandingmpact of antisocial attitudes and behaviour on
Behaviours self, community, peers, adults. Improved gsocial attitudes and
behaviours.
i.e. Identity and selimage, decision making, goal setting,-bfills,
seltesteem, selconfidence, thiking about the future.
Education & Training i.e. commitment to learning/seeking employment, planning and

researching learning options/job opportunities, participation in
learning or employment

Coordinators and mentors acknowledged a need to measucgmess but felt that the scores at

review meetings were not a good basis for analgsrey should be used for the purpose for which

they were designed, namely, as a tool for having a structured discussion with the young person

about past progress and fute plans and not as a precise measure of outcomes. One mentor
ddzA3SaiGSR GKFd (KSeé aakKz2dZ R 0SS dzaSR F2NJ 0KS & 2 dzy

Some ceordinators questioned the ability of mentees to be truly geffiective and some who wer

involved with several services were prone to talking the talk rather than being open and honest. At

the same time, mentors said that unrealistically high scores by the mentees were challenged

appropriately. One mentor expressed reservations about a tengef some young people to be

negative in assessing themselves but this was not universal. Maondo@tors and mentors felt

GKFG GKS 22t yR LI LISNB2N] 6SNB OKIFfftSyaiay3a F2N
A simple approach was desinle. Initial reaction to the new toahtroduced in 201@/as that it was

an improvement. One probation officer thought that reviews could be a little drawn out and wordy

and involved to much paperwork; in her opinion, they should be more conversationdifese

flowing.
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Figure 6.2 Le Chéile Young Person Mentoring Outcome Measurement Tool

Communication Positive Lifestyle
Skills Choices

Meaningful Use of Relationships
Time

Offending

Education &
Training

Personal Pro-Social

Development Attitudes &

Review meetings are not necessarily held as frequently as recommended in Le Chéile guidelines. Co
ordinators spoke of an expectation to hold them evemee months buit is ot alwayspossible to
comply. No review meetings were held in seven of the 16 cases examirikegion 1but five of

these were of relatively short duraticemd the mentees did not engage and/or there was little

activity to review Another five cases had review meetings more or less as expected but others were
held considerably after the due datdue to the mentee cancelling arrangements or not being
contactable, the case being on hold or the mentee being preoccupied with othegstigioing on in

their lives Informal contact between cordinator and mentee would typically take place in the
absence of formal reviewReviews wersomewhatmore frequent inRegion2 and only two of 16

files examined showed no reviews, including oned teaminated early and one whose mentoring

was interrupted by a term of imprisonment. @edinatorsin the focus grougrgued that flexibility

was needed as regards timing of reviews to take account of client capacity and usefliss.
mentioned difficdties where mentoring sessions were not regular and frequghit was hard to
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get mentees to attend something that was fun, how could they entice them to review meetings. On
the other hand, one mentor felt that consistent review meetings were a majength, especially
compared with other services.

Theco2 NRAYF2NBEQ YR YSYyi2NBQ SELISNASYOS O NASR |3
Officers atmentoringreview meetings. Le Chéile guidance suggests that they should attend and that
meetings cald even take place in Probation officé%ews differed as regards the impact of the

preserce. me cceordinators and mentors reported very positive relations between young people

and their Probation Officer and felt that they contributed constructivaelgupport of the mentee.

They could also provide additional useful information to which they were privy. It could also be good

for them to hear positive things about their clients or to see different sides to ti@tmersfelt that

even where they wereupportive, they still represented officialdoand thathaving them present

couldchange the ethos of mentoring aneeakenthe relationship with the mentorTheyfelt that

young people wersometimesa bit more guardedh their presenceExamples were alsoited of

differences of opinion aboutwhen and howto focus onsettinggoalsand changing behaviour

particularly during the relationshipuilding phaseProbation Officesinterviewed thought it was

important to attend reviews where possibéand thata stuctured review was always good. They

recognied & G KS alyY$S GAYS GGKIG GKS ReylrYAO O2dZ R 06585
relationship with the Probation Officer was paamd that it could be hard for young peoyite open

upin a formal settingwithone acknowledging K & GA ¥ L 32 (G2 I NBGASGH GA
ol O1 I Yy RA Sefidr Prdbhatibri Gfficer argued that all voices were important and thought

Probation staff should continue to be involved

Review meetings and egoing checkn by coordinators also take place with parent mentoring but
are very straightforward and unproblematic in comparison. The paperwork is also simpler, with a
focus on discussing progress towards past goals and setting new ones.

Le Chéile guidance stipulatdsat at theend of mentoring a case review is arrangel weeks prior

to the end and an exit strategy is devised with the young person. This exit strategy is designed to
look at supports available outside of mentoring and help the young people set fubaie fipr
themselves. Such planned meetings work well where they take place. However, they are the
exception rather than the rule, for a variety of reasons including failure of the young person to
maintain contact, relocation of the young person to othertpaf the country or abroad, committal

to detention or imprisonment, or ending of the Probation Bond period (throoigtech proceedings

or expiry of the period)One mentor also mentioned the arrival of a temporarsitingjudge who

took a hard line andrdered detention of several young people, including a mentee with whom
great progress had been made; continuation of mentoring proved impossible due to lack of access.

Mentors felt that it was important that mentoring relationships end appropriately.iggdould be

difficult at the best of times since a good relationship has usually been built up. This is especially the
case with parent mentees where the period of mentoring is nearly always significantly longer than
with young person mentees. It was ingble that mentors built friendships even though they work
within clear boundaries and it was hard to walk away-o@tinators commented that final review
meetings were positive celebratory events almost by definition because the mentoring concluded
succeasfullyg the negative cases were usually already off the books.
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Coordinators and mentors were critical pfematureends to mentoring relationships that often

took a long time to build up but which had unfinished businékgmally, mentoring ends when
probation supervision ends butekibility was neededometimesto allow continuation after the

formal period agreed with the Probation Servi€éexibility wasaid to beavailable in some regions
but seemed increasingly hard to get. It usually requitezlapproval of the Senior Probation Officer
because the young person was put on voluntary probation. Itfelashat there could be pressure
from time to time to reduce the number of people on voluntary probation for reasons totally
unrelated tomentorid | YR A Y RA@ARdzZI £ 3 Q v StReRwpactcaullbel dzLILI2 NI @ (
exacerbated if the ending of mentoring coincided with the withdrawal of oievices. Specific
examples of where needs arose included transition from care, imminent Leaving Certiésalts,
recent loss, particularly difficult personal circumstances and progression from addiction. Flexibility
had been allowed in some of these instances but not in all. A number of mentees who were
interviewed said that they would have liked their ntering to continue for a whildonger. Given

that parent mentees participate in mentoring without any court requirement and thatatherage
period of mentoring is longer than for young person mentébsre would seem tobe scope to

provide for a degreefdlexibility around closure dates

For young persomentees, he average duration of mentoring successfully completed cases
2015 was 10.2 months. The maximum pericas®0 monthsand relates taan exceptional case
interrupted by a period spent abad. The average duration of mentoringaative casei 2015 was
7.7 months calculated tahe end of the calendarThe maximunperiod in active cases wd$
months.AImost a thirdof successfullgompleted cases lastimore than one yeaand 18 percentof
active casebadalready lasted more than one yearé & S I. Rukdrer infogmAtion is provided in
Table 6.3.

For parent menteesthe average duration of mentoring successfully completaxhses in 201%as
14.5 months. The maximum periechs34 months. The average duration of mentoringactive
casedn 2015 was 9.9 months O £ Odzf I (i S Randih2 maxisiinNarid wag 2R months.
Almost a halbf successfullgompleted cases lastl more than one yeaand 30percent of active
caseshadalready lasted more than one yearé & S |. RiRter irfoyfrfation isgainprovided in
Table 6.3.

A comparison of the figures shows that parementoringis of longer average duration than young
person mentoring and that mentoringf relativelylong duraton is not unusual for both young
people and parents.

These figures overstate actual durations since the date of completion is somewhat arbitrary and
reflects theco-ordinatorQa RSOAaA2Yy (2 O2yAaARSNI 0KS OFasS Of 238
after the last contact with the mentor or eordinator. Cases are often kept open in the hope that

the mentee will respond to efforts to get them to-engage. This is commendable of course but the

date of completion becomes an unreliable indicator of actiiahtion of mentoring. A more reliable

indicator would be date of last mentoring session or revilhig notedalsothat four young person

OrasSa RSy20(SR ad Wwadz00SaatdzZ O2YLX SGAz2yaqQ f1Fads

T
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Table 6.3 Duration of mentoring (2015)

Young Person Mentees

Parent Mentees

Successfully

Successfully

Duration of mentoring Active Active

completed completed

n % n % n % n %
Less than six months 23 35 41 61 1 5 12 44
Six months 2 3 0 0 0 0 0 0
More than six months 40 62 26 39 20 95 15 56
Total 65 100 67 100 21 100 27 100
More than | year 21 32 12 18 10 48 8 30
More than 2 years 3 5 4 6 3 14 3 11

Active cases: durations calculated to 31 December
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Chapter7 Social Return on Investment
7.1 Introduction

Activities are normally cordered worth pursuing if the benefits exceed the costs or sometimes if

they exceed them by a certain amount. Measurement of costs and benefits is not always easy and is
particularly challenging the area of social interventions. Greater significancetenadittached to

things that can be bought and sold and have a clear market price but many important things get
overlooked as a result. It is generally easier to measure costs than benefits.

Social Return on Investment (SROI) was developed fronbenstft analysis and social accounting
and is about value rather than money. It provides a framework for measuring and accounting for a
wider range of impacts of actions and activities than is normally captured in measurement
techniques. It seeks to consider s&and environmental costs and benefits as well as traditional
economic costs and benefits based on market price. It uses monetary values to represent all such
costs and benefits and attempts to establish monetary values for all inputs and outcomes.

A dallenge in evaluating programmes is that it is often difficult to get good outcomes data and to

find suitable measures for important benefits. Proxies are often used where direct measures are not
available. Much of this is often speculative and judgemientzere there are no right or wrong

answers. It is important therefore to set out clearly what assumptions are being made and the basis

for choosing specific measures. Key SROI principles include stakeholder involvement, understanding
what changes as a rel of the intervention being measured, only including what is material (i.e.

GKI G YAIKG AYyFEdzSyOS | ail {-Saireng ah@ansparenySfOA aA 2y 0 X
calculation. Avoidance of owetaiming puts a premium on conservatism in estimatio

The process of identification and involvement of stakeholders has been described in Section 3.1 and
the process of developing theories of change in Section 4.2. Understanding clivachgzed by

mentoring was further refined in consultation with thedhvation Steering Grouand in focus

groups with Le Chéile and probation staff and ment@mly including what is material was achieved

by excluding impacts that were unlikely to exceed a threshold of relevance and significance or were
too uncertain to beelied upon.The value of presocial behaviouby menteesandtheir integration

in the community was excluded accordingly because of part incorporation in other impacts
(engagement in education and reduction in offending) and uncertainty about timingxéedt of
occurrence. Impacts on probation and police supervision caseloads and school discipline were also
excluded because they were not deemed significant enough to influence denisiking.

Avoidance of oveclaiming was ensured through adoption @inservative assumptions throughout,
including, for example, use of the least favourable survey findings of impact and attribution,
generally using coordinators and mentors as the source rather than memé@essumptions and
calculations are fully trangpent and have been shared with the Evaluation Steering Group and key
stakeholders and will be available for wider scrutiny.

Calculating an SROI for any programme of action involves a number of stages, notably (i) mapping
outcomes and impactior all rdevant stakeholdergshowing relationship between inputs, outputs
and outcomes), (i) verifying and putting a value on outcomes, and (iii) accounting for impacts that
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cannot be attributed to the programme (that might have happened anyway or might be @bk

to other factors).These steps need to be taken in consultation with identified key stakeholders and
results verified with them. Actual calculation involves summation of positive impacts, subtraction of
negative impacts and comparison with costséstment.

The SROI calculated value is discounted to take account of a number of factors. To begin with, the
expected duration of each benefit is considered. Durations can vary. The benefit from a medical
operation may last a lifetime, for example, whesehe benefit of a short course of acupuncture or
physiotherapy may be considerably less. The duration of many final outcomes of mentoring can be
expected to be relatively lonasting and similar to each other and the estimated durations are set
out in Clapter 7 for each outcome. Values in years 2 to 5 are discounted at a cumulative rate of 5.0
percent, in recognition of the higher value of cash today compared with cash in future years. The
rate of 5 percent is the standard rate recommended by the Depantroé Public Expenditure and
Reform in its Public Spending Code 2012. Exibjis a related concept that addresses the reduction
over time in causality between the intervention and the effect: the intervention is less directly
responsible for the outcomeaeh year as the direct impact weakens.

A reduction for deadweight and attribution also needs to be considered. Deadweight is the term
used for change that would have occurred anyway in the absence of the intervention being
evaluated. Attribution is theerm used to take account of change caused by interventions by other
services and agencies. In the present evaluation deadweight and attribution were considered jointly:
participants in surveys and interviews were asked to estimate the contribution of miegttaking
account of both what could have been expected to occur anyway (for example due to natural
maturing or experiences of the criminal justice system) and what might have been due to other
interventions (such as counselling, restorative justiceaatnily supports).

Displacement is also normally considered in SROI calculations. This refers to the causation of
negative effects to others by the intervention being measured. There was no evidence of positive
impacts on mentees or others being offsetimy way by negative impacts anywhere else. A small
number of cases were noted where mentee positions were worse at the end of mentoring but there
was nothing to suggest that mentoring caused or contributed to this deterioration but that they
were the contiuation of existing trajectories under the influence of negative factors that were
already at play.

The end result of an SROI is a simple ratio of benefits to costs. This crystallises the value of a
programme in an easdlgommunicated figure and cdre very useful in its own right. However, the
process of calculation may be more important in that it facilitates strategic discussions between
stakeholders and a focus on understanding the constituent elements of the socialavelensuring

that the oveall social value is maximised. It can provide an opportunity to change the way things are
done and complement any strategic review.
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7.2 Impact of young person mentoring
7.2.1 Scope of impacts

In this evaluation, the benefits of mentoring are attribd for SROI calculation purposes to those

who complete mentoring successfully, i.e. are mentored for a sufficiently long period that expected

benefits can accrue. Le Chéile had a total of 196 Probation Seeféeed cases on its books across
alleightiNS3IA2ya AY Hnmp® hFT GKSaSz cp oSNB Ofl aaAFAS
4dz00SaaftdA#teQ FyR ct ¢6SNB OflFaaAFTASR a WIHOGAGDSC
O2YYSYOSRQ 2NJ WiSNXYAYIlI G§SR SI NI &fohthshoFmoiekOBthec p O2 YL
67 active cases, 26 had been active for more than six months at the end of the year. Le Chéile had a
further five cases categorised as Garda Juvenile Liaison Officer (JLO) cases. Of these one had been

active for more than six mongtby the end of the year. For purposes of calculating the SROI, the

benefits of mentoring are attributed to the 27 mentees whose cases were active for at least six

months and the 42 whose mentoring was completed after at least six months, 69 in total.

Benefits of mentoring can also apply to cases which were of less than six months duration. Some
recognition needs to be given to this in calculating the SROI. However, it would be imprudent to

assume the same level of impact as for those of longer duratida include cases that were of less

than four months duration. To err on the side of caution, cases which were of between four months

and six months duratioare included in the calculation of the SR®half the value of the impact for

cases of longeduration. Of the 65 completed cases, 13 lasted less than six months but more than

four. Of the 67 active cases, another 13 had been active for less than six months but more than four.

h¥ GKS W h OFasSazr 2yS wadzO0S a kesktrnfsiimodtAsyt LY SGSRQ (
more than four. Thus impacts at half rate apply to 27 cases.

Some impacts of mentoring are seen as intermediate outcomes contributing to other outcomes and
to include them in the calculation of the social return on investmerd agparate impact would be

to double count their benefit. Thus, impact on relationships with authority figures is seen as an
intermediate outcome contributing notably to involvement in education, work and training,
improvement inrelationships with parentand other family and improvement in wddking and is

not valued separately. Likewisepprovement in communication skills is not included in the
calculation as it largely associated with or subsumed in other impacts, such as improved
relationships, seftonfidenceand weltbeing that are already included.

The percentage improvement for each impact is a combination of the quantitative results from the
survey ofco-ordinators and mentors and the survey of young person mentees péheentages
emerging fron the young person survey are higher than those fromdberdinator and mentor

survey for all but one impact (involvement in activitie)e higher scoreare not used in SROI
calculations because of the principle of conservatism and also becausentipdessizefor young
personsis relatively small and potentially biasédot to factor them in, however, would be to ignore
the word of the people directly affected and the qualitative evidence from the interviews and focus
groups. The combined score used SROI purposes is a simple mean of the two scores. Thus for the
value of improved family relations, the percentage improvements fromctiherdinator and mentor
survey and mentee survey respectively were 11.3 percent and 25.7 percent and the value used i
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the calculation of the SROI is 18.5 percent. The same pattern of scores emerges in respect of
attribution (i.e. higher scores by the mentees themselves) and the scores are combined in the same
way for purposes of calculating the SROI.

Mentoring impactn many parties. The primary parties affected are the mentegsung people
and parents; and thefamilies of mentees, including parents of young mentees who are not
themselves being mentoredtate agencieisnpactedinclude the criminal justice systemd(ice,
courts, probation service, prison/detention servicesfldhe health serviceThe benefits accruing to
these stakeholders are set out in the following sectid@smmunities are also affected in terms of
reductions in offending and ansiocial behawviur andbenefits are included in respect of cost of
crimes avoided.Costs of mentoring are calculated in respect of Le Chéile and Probation Service staff
andvolunteers(even thougtthe volunteers are not paid)Benefits tovolunteers arise in respect of
satisfaction and selfievelopment but were not measured as part of the evaluation and are not
considered other than as part eénsitivity analysidNo other costs are included. In future
evaluations it may be necessary to include costs in respect ofrirefesigents such as Gardai and
detention centre stafbut the current level of referrals from these sources is too low to make a
material difference No negative effects or displaced costs are attributed to mentdriribe SROI
calculation The literaturewarns of possible negative effects on young people whose mentoring
breaks down prematurelipecause of withdrawal of mentoksut no evidence was found in the
evaluation ofsuch withdrawalsThe impacts of mentoring can be shegrm and longterm. The
focus of the SROI is on thearefuture and impacts beyond five years are not included in most
instances because of uncertainty and likely dilution effects.

7.2.2 Value of improved family relations

The value of improved family relations cannot be measureectly. A common proxy value is the

cost of family therapy sessions. This is the approach that was used in calculating the SROI for Le

/| KSAfSQa NBaAG2NI 6AQPS 2dzad A0S ASNBAOSY I LINRPE& ¢
ecnn ovazR@A4. $he ratiale is that people would be prepared to pay this amount to

achieve improved relationships. A drawback with this approach, however, is that it values an

outcome in terms of the cost of another input. An alternative is to value thelvedtig that ensues

from improved relations and it is this approach that is adopted here. The value used is that of the

New Economic Foundation (NEF Consulting 2010: 33) which assesses the value of supportive

relationships at £15,500. This is a monetary esgntation of the value to an individual who benefits

from supportive relationships, defined as frequent and high quality relationships with close friends,

family and others who provide support. Some of these supports are valued separately under other

headngs in this report and an adjustment is made therefore to take account of the value of

improved relationships with peers (7.2.3) and improved selhg overall (7.2.8). The adjusted

Gl fdzS 2F AYLINROSR FI YAfe& NBf I (k/eufencydordvertgrrused Sl dzA ¢
on 12/9/16).

Given the nature, intensity and duration of the mentoring sergompared witf S / KSAf SQa
restorative justice servige dropoff rate of 20 percent is consideredasonable, which compares

with a dropoff rate o 30 percent used in the evaluation of the restorative justice service (Quigley et
al, 2014) Gven that deadweight is already incorporated in the attribution rate, no separate
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adjustment for deadweight is necessary. The duration of benefit is calculafedrayearsand the
standard discount rate of 5 percent is applied. The SROI value is calculated therefore as shown in
Table 7.1 and incorporates the value for young person mentees of improved relations both with
parents and other family members.

Table7.1 Value of improved family relations

Unit value €857 €857
Number of mentees 69 27
Percentage improvement 18.5% 9.3%
Attribution to mentoring 0.44 0.44
Period of benefit 4 years 4 years
Drop-off 20% 20%
Discount rate 5% 5%
Value EMNXZOOT € 805
Total value €EMT ZMMNH

The parents and other family members of young person mentees also benefit from improved family
relations. Some parents are themselves mentored and the benefit to them of improved family
relations is included in Section 7.3. It was possible in this evaluation to establish the number of
parents whose children are mentored but who are not themselves mentored. It has been estimated,
however, at roughly 50 percent. To err on the side of caution, a figure eftortehas been used

herefor SROI calculation purposes, and, in the absence of information on mentee family
composition, no provision is made for benefit to other family members. The same proxy value is
used as for the mentees themselves, namely the value of supportive relatsnstalued at
MMpZIpnnX SldAGlIESyld (2 emyIZodgyd ¢KS FdzZ f | Y2dzy/i
provision elsewhere in the SROI calculation for any element of the benefit to this group. The same
assumptions are made as regards deadweigrapebff, duration and discount rate as for young

person mentees.

Table7.2 Value ofimproved family relationsg parents of mentees

Unit value €18,398 €18,398
Number of beneficiaries 23 9

Percentage improvement 18.5% 9.3%
Attribution to mentoring 0.44 0.76

Period of benefit 4 years 4 years
Discount rate 5% 5%

Drop-off 20% 20%

Value EMNOHZIPPT EHNZNTO
Total value EMHHZCTN

© Le Chéile Mentoring & Youth Justice Support Services 2017 91



7.2.3 Value ofimproved peer relations

This evaluation adopts the same approach to valuing improved peer relations aseds the

SOl fdz2 GA2Y o0& vdzZr ftAdGe alidSNAR 2F [S / KSAfSQa NB3
dzi SR Cdz2A 6l NI Qa {dzo02SO0GA@BS 2StftoSAy3d 62N] ¢KAOK
by estimating the amount of money that wabbe needed to keep individuals as satisfied with life as

if they could not enjoy that good or service. They estimated the value of being a member of a social

group at £1,850. The value for a person aged uiteis higher at £2,959 which is equivalent to

€ 0 2 p MM D-offratSancdRieRIUration are assumed to be the same as for improved family

relations.

Table7.3 Value ofimproved peer relations

Unit value €3,511 EOZPMM
Number of mentees 69 27
Percentage improvement 16.4% 8.2%
Attribution to mentoring 0.43 0.43

Period of benefit 4 years 4 years
Discount rate 5% 5%

Drop-off 20% 20%

Value EPNZYYT € X hpc
Total Value ecnxyno

7.2.4 Mentee involvement in activitiesoutside the home

The impact on mentees of involvement in activities outsige home can be viewed as contributing
to other outcomes (notably development of social and communication skills andas#ltlence,
involvement in presocial activities and reduction in offending and astcial behaviour). However,
there are other separa benefits as regards mental and physical health which need to be
considered over and above health benefits from reduced substance misuse.

The value of improved involvement in activities draws on the work of Fujiwara on social wellbeing.
ThevalueoF NBIjdzSy i Y2RSNI G§S SESNOA&S A& OFftOdzA I SR | i
3.0, May 2016). For SROI calculation purposes, the benefit is expected on average to last four years

with similar deadweight (zero) and draglf rates as assumed for impved relations with parents

and family.

Table7.4 Value of improved health from activity outside the home

Unit value €4,565 EnNZpcp
Number of mentees 69 27

Percentage improvement 27.5% 13.8%
Attribution to mentoring 0.52 0.52

Period of benefit 4years 4 years
Discount rate 5% 5%

Drop-off 20% 20%

Value EMONZMCP EHCZHpPAN
Total Value eEMcnNnznmwmn

© Le Chéile Mentoring & Youth Justice Support Services 2017 92



7.2.5 Substance misuse

For purposes of calculating the SROI, the benefit of alcohol and drug use are taken together given
that there is considerable ovepiebetween mentees as regards both sets of usage. For example, 45
percent of mentees had the same rating for alcohol and drug use at the start of mentoring and 46
percent at the end and differences tended to be small and compensatory, with a slightlyrgreate
improvement as regards drug misuse. The percentage improvement for substance abuse is-the mid
point of the alcohol and drug values. The values for the various SROI constituents are shown in Table
7.5. The proxy indicator for the value of an improvementhiat used in the restorative justice

service evaluation, namely, the value of a sthtaded, NG@nanaged substance misuse-h2ek

day programme. The benefit is ascribed to the same number of mentees as before, given that the
lower number of mentees witBubstance misuse issues is factored into the percentage

improvement figure. The duration of benefit and droff rates are assumed to be the same as for

the evaluation of the restorative justice service and, as with other impacts, no adjustment is made
for deadweight because it is already factored into attribution.

Table7.5 Value ofreduced substance abuse

Unit value €1,650 EMZICpn
Number of mentees 69 27

Period of benefit 4 years 4 years
Discount rate 5% 5%

Drop-off 20% 20%

Alcohol | Drugs | Combired | Combined
Percentage improvement 22.5% |26.9% |24.7% 12.4%

Attribution to mentoring 0.37 0.42 0.39 0.39
Value €EOHZCCT €ECXZO0 MM
Total Value eodpZnpy

7.2.6 Involvement in Education, Work and Training

The value of reengagement in education or engagemémiwvork and training for Le Chéile mentees
can be encompassed in the estimated value eémgagement in education alone on the basis of the
available evidence indicating that a minority were actually engaged in work after mentoring and the
majority who eyerienced change primarily got involved in education or training at different levels.
Following Quigley et a(2014), the value of remaining at school is calculated based on the average
additional income received once employed if the individual had detegd secondary education.

The same approach is adopted here. The figure is based on an estimate of net present value of
second level education divided by the estimated work life. This amounted to $2,847 for males and
(although not included in the previowvaluation report) $2,361 for females. Using both figures and
weighting for the gender divide of mentees, the value of having completed send level edusation
OFf OdzZA& F ISR KSNB Ia | ¢gSAIKGSR F@PSNI IS 2F PHITTP
assumed duration of benefit is the same as for the earlier evaluation andaffapincluded at 20
percent.It is noted that levels of education and skile also generally associated with social
outcomes such as levels of health, trust, democracy and social cohesion but no separate
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allowance was made for these in the previous evaluation and none is made in the current
calculation. Asmall number of menteewere identified as having gone on to third level education

but details were imprecise as regards completion rates and levels achieved. No value was included in
the SROI calculation therefore, based on the criteria of including only what is material@dihgv
overclaiming.

Table7.6 Value ofengagement in education

Unit value €2,444 eHXInnn
Number of mentees 69 27

Percentage improvement 31.5% 15.8%
Attribution to mentoring 0.46 0.46

Period of benefit 5 years 5 years
Discount rate 5% 5%

Drop-off 20% 20%

Value Eyyzyecc EMT 2ZO0YT
Total Value EMACZHPH

7.2.7 Selfconfidence

The value ofthechanded o0l &SR 2y CdzZA gl NI Qa {dza2SOGA@S 2 St ¢
value calculator assigns a value of £9,283 to improvements in youth confidensealent to

eMMInAMod® ¢KS LISNA2R 27F 0SySThidfrate & 20-paréededs SR (G2 06 S
applied. A separate adjustment for deadweight is again not required.

Table7.7 Value ofimproved selfconfidence

Unit value EMMZAMO EMMZAMO
Number of mentees 69 27

Percentage improvement 34.7% 17.4%
Attribution to mentoring 0.64 0.64

Period of benefit 4 years 4 years
Discount rate 5% 5%

Drop-off 20% 20%

Value € p2r662 €98,347
Grand Total €601,009

7.2.8 Well-being

Hopefulness and happéss are not just contributing factors to other valued impacts but outcomes
with intrinsic value linked to mental welleing. They were measured separately in the surveys but
are combined to provide a single indicator of wieding. To include them sepagdy would be to
doublecount the impact. A proxy of relief from depression and anxiety is used for SROI calculation
purposes here and has a value of £11,819 for youth (Value Calculator version 3.0, May 2016),
SljdzA @1 £ Sy (2 e mn -Dffirates dre dssiaNddibd senflar to tfidde f&r BIGH LJ
confidence.
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Table7.8 Value ofimprovedwell-being

Unit value €14,022 EMMNZNHH

Number of mentees 69 27

hope happiness| combined| Combined

Percentage improvement 43.2% 35.6% 39.4% | 19.7%

Attribution to mentoring 0.65 0.53 0.59 0.59

Period of benefit 4 years 4 years

Discount rate 5% 5%

Drop-off 20% 20%

Value eccdpZdmn EMOMZNTN
Total Value eynnzdyn

7.2.9 Reoffending

Reduction in criminal and ardgocial behaviour has a value for offenders which can be measured by
reduced stress from less frequent involvement with the criminal justice system. In the present
evaluation, that value can be said to be subsumed already in the valuation of hopefulness and
happiness.

Of far greater importance is the value to potentialute victimsandthe criminal justice agencied
crimes avoided. Estimating what might happen in the absence of an intervention is difficult and
should take account of a number of factors, notably initial likelihood -@ffending and expected
desistancepatterns (e.g. aging out of offending). In the absence of authoritative evidence about the
mentee group, reliance has to be placed on other sources. Of particular relevance is the Central
Statistics OfficéCSOWork on threeyear recidivism rates of offelers who were subject to

probation orders (Entral SatisticsOffice, 2015). The CSO analysis established an overall recidivism
rate of 37.3 percent, with higher rates for males (3Be3ceni and especially young males (65.2
percentfor under 18s and 48&.percentfor males aged 1-24). Rates varied by original offence type,
with rates of 41.8 percent for theft type offences, 37.8 percent for criminal damage and 41.6 percent
for public order offences. The rates refer to reported, recorded offences conumitithin three

years of commencing probation that resulted in a court conviction. They could therefore be seen as
a conservative estimate of +effending. All young people referred by the Probation Service for
mentoring by Le Chéile are on probation bomdsimilar. A composite reffending rate of 40

percent therefore seems reasonable for the mentee cohort.

To calculate the value of avoided crime, estimates are needed of the number of offences that would
have been committed and the associated costthoke offences. The CSO analysis does not show
frequency of new offending, merely first new offence. UK Ministry of Justice statistics for preven re
offending for England and Wales for the year ending September 2014 fourdfteneling rate for
juvenilesof 37.8 percent within one year and an average frequency -offfiending of 3.19 new
offences. Lower rates of feffending (30.§erceni were found for juveniles given a naustodial
sentence and for those aged -P® (28% approx.). Using Ministry of Jastdata as a guide, it might

be expected that revffenders in the mentee age bracket would, if unchecked, commit an average of
onerecorded offence and, drawing on CSO data, that the offences most likely to be committed
would be public order/drug offencesheft, burglary, criminal damage and assault. It seems likely
that the mentee cohort would commit at least two other unreported or unrecorded offences.
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The Home Office (2005) estimates the economic and social costs of crimes against individuals and
households. It includes costs in anticipation of crime (defensive expenditure and insurance
administration), costs as a consequence of crime (physical and emotional impact, value of property
damaged or stolen and not recovered, victim services, lost outputeadth Service costs) and

costs in response to crime (total criminal justice system, incluglatiging, prosecution, courts,

probation and detentio In 2003/2004, costs were calculated as £634 for theft (other than vehicle
related), £3,268 for burglarg866 for criminal damage, £1,440 for common assault and £8,056 for
wounding (assault causing harm). No cost figures were available in respect of public order and drug
offences but these consist primarily of criminal justice system costs and averagiogntieal

justice system element of costs for assault, theft and criminal damage might reasonably be assumed
to be £227. On the other hand, unreported or unrecorded offences would by their very nature
exclude criminal justice system costs. In 2003/2004ystdd costs for unrecorded offences would

be £333 for theft (other than vehiclelated), £2,131 for burglary, £740 for criminal damage, £1,185
for common assault and £7,078 for wounding (assault causing h&sm)Table 7.9.he economic

and social cosbf crimes avoided through mentoring might be considered a composite of the cost of
the above offences multiplied 0 (number of new recorded offences in a year) plus the adjusted
cost of unrecorded crime by 2.0 (number of new unrecorded offences iaR. yehis yields a cost of
crime per offender of £,3992 N1,66Q

Table7.9 ¢ Estimated costs of crimeg)

Recorded crime Unrecorded crime

Theft (other than vehicleelated) 634 333
Burglary of dwelling 3268 2131
Criminal Damage 866 740
Assault 1440 1185
Wounding 8056 7078
Public order offences 227 --

Drug offences 227 --

SourceRecorded crimetHome Office Online Report 2005 (p7)

The period of benefit is estimated for SROI purposes at 5 years, as was the case in the evaluation of

[ S / KSAEtSQa NBaid2NI (A,Qa84). hdzirdapafi@ae isthe dad taoSat I0v dzA I S &
percent. No separate adjustment is made for deadweight as it is already included in the attribution

rate. See Table Y0.

Table7.10 Value ofreduced reoffending

Unit value per crime €1,660 €1,660
Number of mentees 69 27
Percentage improvement 37.8% 18.9%
Attribution to mentoring 0.56 0.56
Period of benefit 5 years 5 years
Discount rate 5% 5%
Drop-off 30% 30%
Value €77,131 €15,091
Total Value €92,222
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7.2.10 Value of detenton avoided

TheHome Office figures for the economic and social costs of crime include an element of costs for
the criminal justice system which include costs of policing, prosecution, courts, probation and
detention. They are average costs across allraiés and offenders and factor in likelihood of
conviction and imposition of a custodial sentence. However, they are likely to underestimate the
likelihood of detention for offenders who are already known to the system as offenders and who
have avoided custdy in relation to the index offence for which they have been referred for
mentoring. A number of the mentees have in fact served time in detention or prison in the past.
Therefore an additional allowance has been made for detention avoided through thetied in
offending outlined in Table T0.

The estimated reffending rate is 40 percent, as outlinedSection7.2.9. This equates to 27.6 of

the 69 mentees who were mentored for at least 6 months and 10.8 of the 27 mentees who were
mentored for betwea four and six months. Thus in the absence of any mentoring impact, 38
mentees could be expected to-mfend, be convicted and face a potential sentence of detention or
imprisonment. Given their prior offending, a conservative estimate of the number vadubddoe so
sentenced is 12 roughly a third.

For evaluation purposes it is assumed that with the support of mentoring eight of these do-not re

offend and thus savings in detention arise in respect of eight. The surveys and interviewees provide
supporting evidence. According to the surveycofordinators and mentors, there was an increase of

Mp AY GKS ydzYoSNJ 2F YSydSSa 3IA a6ffendingabthetedddS & G NI
mentoring and eight mentees improved by the three highest rmargossible (7, 8 or 9). The survey

of mentees showed an increase of six in those on scores of 1, from a smaller sample size, with four
improving by scores of 7, 8 or 9. Individual testimonies of mentees who were interviewed provide

further supporting exdence.

The value of the saving is the marginal cost of detention or imprisonment. Offenders of the age

profile of Le Chéile mentees are detained in the Oberstown Children Detention Campus or in adult

prisons. An average of the detention and prison castherefore used. The annual cost of a child in

I OKAfR RSGSYylGAz2y OSYdGNB AYy Hnmo 6l a eomnInnn |y
€Ecy>XcHY OLNRAK tSylf wST2NXY ¢NHZAGES HamMcO® | FSNI =
20pNDOSYy i 2F GKS Gz2alf O02adGdxr GKS YINBAyLFft Ozaid 27
to the 8 young persons who without mentoring might be expected to spend time in detention school

or prison. The period of benefit is estimated at six manfstimated average period of detention)

and no adjustment for discountordreép¥F A & NBIjdzZANBRd® ¢KS ySiG @It dzS
estimate and takes account of the fact that cost of detention is factored into the cost of crimes use

(Table M) in calculating the value of reduced-o&fending (Table 7.0).
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Table7.11 Value ofdetention avoided

Unit value €38,263
Number of mentees 8

Attribution to mentoring 0.56

Period of benefit 0.5 years
Value EYPITAD

7.2.11 Value of benefits to tle Health Service

The value of benefits to the Health Service of reduced alcohol and drug abuse also need to be
considered. The same approach to SROI calculation is adopted here as was used in the evaluation of
the Le Chéile restorative justice servichrdugh the survey of cordinators and mentors, substance
misuse was found to have improved by 24.7 percent on average. Between a quarter and a third of
mentees were given high ratings-18) as regards the part alcohol and drugs played in their lives at

the start of mentoring (26 percent and 32 percent respectively). The percentage with these ratings
dropped significantly after mentoring (9 percent and 7 percent respectively). A majority of mentees
with high ratings had high ratings for one substance hitboth, implying about 45 percent with
problematic use before mentoring and about 13 percent after mentoring. Applying these

percentages to the 6thenteeswho had been mentored for at least six months suggests that about

31 mentees were in the highest rga at the start of mentoring and about nine mentees remained in
that bracket at the end of mentoring. Thus 22 mentees could be said to have moved away from
problematic use. This is evidenced by testimonies of individuals interviewed. Others also reduced
their substance use from lower starting points. Some mentees received help from other services,
including residential treatment, but attribution to mentoring was 39 percent on average and higher

for those in the higher use bracket. The cost of individualttreent for problematic substance use

gra SadAYFGdSR i e 71.32019 032\ Vhe period ef behefitdzledimated atS i | f
two years, with dropoff of 20 percent, the same as in the restorative justice evaluation.

Table7.12 Value ofhealth service costs avoided

Unit value €7,054
Number of mentees 22

Attribution to mentoring | 0.39

Period of benefit 2 years
Discount rate 5%

Drop-off 20%

Value € pnXpoH

7.3 Impact ofparent mentoring

7.3.1 Scope of impacts

The benefits of mentoringre attributed for SROI calculation purposes to those who are mentored
for a sufficiently long period that expected benefits can accrue. Le Chéile had a total of 66 parent
mentoring cases on its books across all eight regions in 2015. Of these, 21 ssifieddy Le

I KSAES a KIFE@Ay3
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of at least six months duration. Of the a€tive cases, 15 had been active for more than six months
at the end of the year. For purposes of calculating the SROI, the benefits of mentoring are attributed

to the 20 whose mentoring was completed after at least six months and the 15 mentees whose

caes were active for at least six months, 35 in total.

Reduced benefits of mentoring are also calculated for cases which were of less than six months but
more than four months duration. To err on the side of caution, half the value of the impact is
included in the SROI calculation for such cases. Of the 21 completed cases, 1 fell into this category as
did 18 of the 27 active cases. Thus impacts at half rate apply to 19 cases.

As for young person mentees, some impacts of mentoring are seen as intermediatenes
contributing to other outcomes and to include them in the calculation of the social return on
investment as a separate impact would be to double count their benefit. Thus, in the case of
parents, mprovement in communication skills is not includadhe calculation as it largely
associated with or subsumed in other impacts, such as improved relationshipsosfitfenceand

well-being that are already included. A number of other impacts are combined to avoid double

counting.

The source ofjuantitative information on impacts is theurvey of parent mentees, informed also by
the qualitative information from parent mentees and from-oadinators, mentors and Probation

Service staff.

7.3.2 Mentee involvement in activitiesoutside the home

The im@ct on mentees of involvement in activities outside the home can be viewed as contributing
to other outcomes such as salbnfidence and welbeing. However, there are other separate
benefits in the area of physical health which need to be consideredvdlbe of improved

involvement in activities draws on the work of Fujiwara on social wellbeing. The value of frequent

Y2RSNI} GS SESNDODAAS Aa
2016). For SROI calculation purposes ltbeefit is expected on average to last four years with a

Ol £ Odzt F GSR I

drop-off rate of 20 percent. Deadweight is incorporated in attribution.

Table7.13 Value of improved health from activity outside the home

MHZYYyn

Unit value €3,417 EonNmMT
Number of mentees 35 19

Per@ntage improvement 37.1% 18.6%
Attribution to mentoring 0.76 0.76

Period of benefit 4 years 4 years
Discount rate 5% 5%

Drop-off 20% 20%

Value EMNNZNOT €EHTXHCH
Total value EMHT ZC (b
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7.3.3 Value of improved family relations

In calculating the SRO A Y

Hamp F2NJ[ S

| KSAt $Qa

NBEad2NI G§ABS 2

proxy value for improved family relationships of the equivalent of six family therapy sessions
(Quigley et a] 2014). This is a conservative estimate of the value of thesipge it equates to the

input cost of sessions rather than the benefit that flows from the intervention. An alternative
considered here is the value of the wbbing, ability to handle stress and hopefulness that flows

from improved relationships. This discussed in Section 7.3.7 and summarised in Table 7.16 and it is
not necessary to include a separate valuaticane.

7.3.4 Value of increased involvement in education, work and training

The nature of improved engagement in education, work and tngifor parent mentees is different
from that of young person mentees. Many parents had already completed second level education
and their increased activity in the period of mentoring took the form of involvement in shorter
courses and vocational training.small number got pattime or fulltime employment. The basic
starting point in valuing the impact is similar however: the proxy used is the average additional
income of an individual who has completed secondary education. This is the notional vaiué eve
the parent does not subsequently enter the workforce. The figure is based on an estimate of the
private net present value of second level education divided by the estimated work life. This
amounted in 2013 to $2,361 for females and this figure is s#®ck the vast majority of parent
Sljdzl G4§Sa
The assumed duration of benefit is the same as for the young person mentees. A higheffdrbp
30 percent is included. No agjtment is required for deadweight, which is already included in

YSyisSSa

attribution.

Table7.14 Value ofengagement in education, work and training

6SNBE FTSYI{f{Sd ¢KAaA

02 enHInTd 066 ¢

Unit value €2,079 EHZNT D
Number of mentees 35 19

Percentage improvement 35.0% 17.5%
Attribution to mentoring 0.76 0.76

Period of benefit 5 years 5 years
Discount rate 5% 5%

Drop-off 30% 30%

Value €ECMXZCANH EMCZITHM
Total value ETY2ZO0OHO

7.3.5 Value of improved parenting skills

A similar approach to the valuation of improved family relationships (in 7.3.8edli® adopted here
in valuing improved parenting skills, using a proxy value of the equivalent of six parenting skills

a83arz2yas

GKAOK A&

gLt dzSR

value is calculated therefore as shownTable 7.5.
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Table7.15 Value ofimproved parenting skills

Unit value €800 Eynn
Number of mentees 35 19
Percentage improvement 31.8% 15.9%
Attribution to mentoring 0.79 0.79

Period of benefit 5 years 5 years
Discount rate 5% 5%

Drop-off 20% 20%

Value EHPZPYH ecxdnn
Total value EOHZpPHP

7.3.6 Value of improved seftonfidence and selesteemc parents

For purposes of calculating the SROI, the scores focaefidence and selsteem are combined,

as they measure much the same thifige value ofthechange a o6l &SR 2y CdzZ2A gl NI Q&
Wellbeing work. The May 2016 value calculator assigns a value of £13,065 to high confidence in

I Rdzft G axX SldA@rtSyld (2 empIpnnd ¢KS LISH#A@AR 2F 0Sy
of 20 percent is applied. A separate adjustment for deadweight is again not required, since it is

incorporated in attribution.

Table7.16 Value ofimproved selfconfidence and selesteemc parents

Unit value €15,500 €15,500

Number of mentees 35 19

Percentage improvement 40.3% 20.2%
Attribution to mentoring 0.79 0.79

Period of benefit 4 years 4 years

Discount rate 5% 5%

Drop-off 20% 20%

Value eEpmMmmBZnc EMOMZcnmMm
Total value eEcpnImMnc

7.3.7 Value of improved wellbeing, ability to handle stress andgefulness

Emotional welbeing, ability to handle stress and hopefulness were measured separately as cross

checks but are related. They are contributing factors to other valued impacts but they are also

outcomes with intrinsic value linked to mental wbking. A poxy of relief from depression and

anxiety is used here for SROI calculation purposes and has a value of £36,949 for adults (Value

/[ £ OdzE I G2NJ OSNEAZ2Y odnI al & Hnwmvofbrae delpsain@dto Sy G G 2
be similar to those for deconfidence. The improved wdiking flows directly from parent

mentoring and indirectly from improved family relations.
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Table7.17 Value ofimproved weltbeing

Unit value €43,837 €43,837

Number of mentees 35 19

Percentage improvement 38.6% 17.8%
Attribution to mentoring 0.75 0.75

Period of benefit 4 years 4 years

Discount rate 5% 5%

Drop-off 20% 20%

Value EMZOHOZNMO eophzmnap
Total value EMECYHZMHDN

7.4 Costs of mentoring

The main costs of mentoring arise in respect of Le Chéile andohation Service. For SROI
purposes, a value @soassigned to mentotime It is assumed that the costs of mentoring time
(costed at for example the minimum national wage) are cancelled out by these benefits. No other
costs need to be factored into thdr®I calculation, e.g. Garda or detention services that support
mentoring to a very small extent through JLO referrals and facilitating meetings in detention.

Le Chéile costs attributed tmentoring (both parent and young person services) amounted to
ePHOZIHCP AY Hamp® ¢KAa G201t O2YLINRASR RANBOG O2
YSYG2NAy3a O02ada | 002dzyid F2NJ 0KS odzZ 1 2rdgiofsS / KSAf
and the restorative justice service in Limerick accounting for the rest.

Probation Service costsise in respect of Senior Probation Officer time, primarily in relation to HQ

and regional activities, and Probation Officer time at the refestagje and at initial meeting and

review meeting stages. The average annual salary cost of a Senior Probation Officer is estimated to

0S ecpZnnn ola Ay GKS vdzZftAde al GGSNR S@Ifdzd GA2Y
epoZcpy A BSROIZaSuURtion tg indudeSalaejated costs, notably PRSI (+2p&kcend,

pension (+13ercen) and overhead (+2perceny in accordance with Department of Public

Expenditure and Reform guidelines (Public Spending Code, 2012). It is estimate8RChe

calculation that Senior Probation Officers spend 24 hours per annum at meetings in Le Chéile Head
hFFAOS YR y20KSNJ ny K2dzNB LISNI Fyydzy Ay (GKS NB:
ALSYRAY3I / 2RSE HamHOX (GKS G2d0Ff Fyydzf 0O02ai Aad e

Thel SNI 3S Fyydzrt alflNE Oz2ad 2F || tNBOFGAZ2Y hFTFA
al GGSNE S@Fftdddazy 2F GKS NBad2Nr 6A@S 2dzadAaAO0S LN
calculation to include salaielated costs, notably PRSI (+d®perceni), pension (13 percent) and

overhead 2%ercenh ® t N2ol GA2y hFTFFAOSNI GAYS A& aLlsSyd d N
FYR G NB@GASg adlF3asS o6waidlFaSuQuaed ! g2NJAy3I | aadzyl
made for 15Qeferrals. The latter is derived from the figure of 108 young person and 33 parent

referrals in 2015 with a margin for caution and to cover JLO referrals (3 in 2015). A working

assumption has been made of 2 hours per review case, 180 active and congasesdper annum,

2.5 reviews per case per annum and attendance by Probation Officers at 25 percent of reviews. At
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As regardvolunteer mentor time, total mentoring and training/support hours have been estimated

at 5,598, calculated as follows. Mentors were reported to have spent 2,120 hours mentoring young
person mentees in 2015 and 1,558 hours mentoring parent mentees, bolo8678 hours (Le

Chéile, 2015). To this should be added the number of hours spent at training and support sessions at
local and national level, estimated at four sessions per annum, four hours per session, for 120
mentors: a total of 1,920 hours giviagd the grand total above of 5,598 hours. Using average

K2 dzNX & S| NY AeytalBatigidsOfficer Quértedd, 2015), the total cost would be
EMHNDZTT PP

Thecombined total cosbf Le Chéile and Probation Servarevision and volunteer mentoirhe is
thusel1,093,647

7.5 Summary ofbenefits/costs

A summary of values of benefits and costs is presented in Table 7.18. This shows total benefits worth

€ 55614 YR (20 09368 i GKREF &A St RAa66LG7yTBdratiodBy STA G 2 F
benefits to costsi.e. the social return on investment, isthe$.350 Ly 20 KSNJ 62NRaz SO
2y [ S |/ KSAt S vS8ynbacikivaud. NB ( dzNy & ¢

N>

This can be broken down between young person mentees and parent mentees. A clear separation of
berefits for each of the two groups exists since the valuations were calculated separately. However

the costs of mentoring for each group are not separate@asily. An estimate can be provided by

assigning joint costs in proportion to the number of case®férrals are used as a basis for

allocation, the ratio of Young Person referrals to Parent Mentee referrals 3.27:1 (based on a ratio of

108:33 in 2015). If, instead, active or completed cases are used as the basis of allocation, the ratio of
Young Persoto Parent Mentee cases is 2.75:1 (based on a ratio of 132:48 in 2015). A compromise

ratio of 3:1 is used in the present estimate. On this basis, costs allocated to Young Person mentoring

g2 dzZ RB20R%we & St RAY I | P e02andaySScialh Sii 2N eawys LABE@HS a G YSy i
/2aGa FEt20FiSR (2 RWBHRBRFASKYBYY R NRK Yy BEA @3adaRS D0 2 T
{ 20AF f wS G dzNY 9.22yThis higleSratiyos gaient th@ntoking derives mainly from

the high valuations of conficee/selfesteem and welbeing/ability to handle stress/hopefulness.
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Table 7.8 Summary of benefits andosts andSocial Return on Investment
Benefits Table | + | £ dz$
Young Persons | Improved family relationships young mentees 7.1 17,142
Improvedfamily relationshipg parents 7.2 122,670
Improved peer relationships 7.3 60,843
Increased involvement in activities 74 160,414
Reduced substance misuse 7.5 39,058
Increased engagement in education, work, trainin 7.6 106,252
Increased seltonfidence 7.7 601,009
Improved welbeing 7.8 800,984
Reduced reoffending, antisocial behaviour 7.10 92,222
Reduced detention 7.11 85,709
Reduced health costs 7.12 94,532
Totalg young persons 2,180,837
Parent Mentees | Increased involvemenh activities 7.13 127,699
Increased engagement in education, work, trainin 7.14 78,323
Improved parenting skills 7.15 32,525
Greater selHconfidence, selesteem 7.16 654,106
Greater welbeing, ability to handle stress, 717 1,682, 24
hopefulness
Totalc Parent mentees 2,574,777
All mentees Grand Total Benefits 4,755,614
Costs
Young Persons | Costs 75% of total costs 820,235
Net Yield 1,360,602
Young Persons | Social Return on Investment 2.66
Parent Mentees | Costs 25% of total cets 273,412
Net Yield 2,301,365
Parent Mentees | Social Return on Investment 9.42
All mentees Le Chéile costs 923,265
Probation Service costs 45,603
Volunteer mentors 124,779
Total costs 1,093,647
Net Yield 3,661,967
All mentees SocialReturn on Investment 435

7.6 SensitivityAnalysis

The purpose of sensitivity analysis is to assess the extent to which theeSRIDWvould change if
someof the underlyingassumptionsvere changedThe aim of such an analysis is to test which
assunptions have the greatest effech standard requirement is to check changesgiimates of
deadweight, attribution and droff, valuations of outcomedigancial proxie} the quantity of the
outcomes, and the value of inputerhere non-financial inputshave been valuedrheapproach
recommendedby The SROI Network (2012:@9jo calculate how much each estimateeds to be
changedn order tobringthe social return ratidgo 1:1. This showthe sensitivity othe analysis to
changes in estimates.

© Le Chéile Mentoring & Youth Justice Support Services 2017

104



The sasitivity analysis in this section looks at changedeadweight, attribution and drojff,
valuations of key benefits (particularly to parents) and the percentage improvements reported
under key headings. It finally looks at the effect of excluding besniebm mentoring for periods of
less than six months duration.

It should be noted that the assumptions made in the SROI calculation are conservative to begin with
and sensitivity analysis is not suggesting that the revised lower assumptions are mlistcre
Sensitivity analysis is merely testing the impact of making different assumptions.

Deadweight was incorporated in attribution in the current study since people were asked about the
effect of mentoring taking account both of other services anéinkould have happened anyway,
without differentiating. Cutting the combined rate of attribution and deadweight by half had the
effect of reducingk S { wh L 0 %. D&ublihgfthe @rdmffeate dor each impact brought the

{ wh L R2 85/Thi§igvohed changing 20 percent and 30 percent drop off rates to 40 percent
and 60 percent respectively, which are exceptionally high rates.

Reducing byalf the value of improved webleing for young person and parent mentees reduced
0KS {wBlg KRE Se K® f GAy3I GKS dzyAl @ tdaS 2F €t AYLI

Limiting the benefits of mentoring to those who have undergone at least six maftmentoring,
ignoring the benefit attached to mentoring for those mentored for between four and six months,
KFIR GKS STFFSOUG 23B5NBRdzZOAYy3 (G4KS {whL G2 ¢

¢2 NBRdzOS (G4KS {whL (2 emodnnI Al 62dzZ R o0StsySOSaal
from mentoring for less than six months excluded, unit values of benefits reduced by 50 pandent

the amount of improvement reduced b percent, with all these changes made in combination.

On the upside, the only sensitivity test carried out wasegpect of inclusion of volunteer benefits.

The evaluation did not collect information that would allow calculation of benefits for mentors as

was done for direct beneficiaries (including number of beneficiaries, extent of change and

attribution to mentoiing). The social return on investment does not therefore include these benefits.
However the evaluation ditIN2 @A RS A y T 2 NJY lréadogsyor egomigganddzy i S S NA Q
continuing as a mentdrom analysis of mentor files andentor interviews and focus gups. In one

region, eight of 18 mentors reported that they were pursuing third level education courses that
required a practical placement and they chose mentoring for that reason. Others cited altruistic
reasons such as wanting to give something badotoetyor help young people facing challenges in

their lives.Many reported satisfactionseltdevelopment and skill formatione/ K S AafinSal &

national surveys of volunteeis 2014 and 201%&lsoprovide information on benefits of

volunteering underfour headings: new perspectivesxperience, new skills and opportunity to

contribute to the communityIn the absence of harder information from mentors it is not possible to
value benefits to them and it is merely noted that if the benefits equalleccthsts, the social return

2y Ay @Saiy $4ofl Fuug éxbliationsShoald seek to quantify such benefits.

In conclusion, its worth pointing outagainthat the original assumptions are conservative and err on
the side of cautionincluding excluen of benefits to volunteers from mentorind@ he sensitivity
testing was on the basis of making assumptions even more restrictive. All the sensitivity tests give
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confidence that the SROI is soundly based and show that returns are high even under extremely
negative and unrealistic assumptions.
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Chapter 8 Findingsand Recommendations

8.1 Findings
Finding 1 Thelmpact of Mentoring

Mentoring has significant positive impacts on a range of fronts for young people and parents who
engage with the service. Fgoung person mentees, key benefits include reductions in alcohol and
drug use and offending behaviour; improved smifhfidence, hopefulness and happiness; greater
involvement in structured activities outside the home and in education, work and traigunl;
improved communication skills and relationships with parents, other family, peers and persons in
authority (Sections.1). The majority of young person mentees experienced some level of
improvement and for many the changes were substantial and signtficncluding as regards

moving away from negative peersr~eagaging with education, reducing alcohol and drug use and
becoming more presocial. The biggest overall gains were made in the areas af@diflence,
hopefulness, communications, engageméntctivities and, crucially, offending behaviotlihe
reduction in offending behaviour is a significant finding given international experience (Chapter 2)
and the offender profile of Le Chéile mente&g¢tiord.2). Not all mentees experienced
improvementin all areas since many did not have significant problems to begin with (for example
they enjoyed good family relationships or did not have substance abuse problems) but mentoring
was credited even in such instances with keeping things on an even ke@liorising deterioration.
While recognising the contribution of other interventions, the attribution to mentoring was high.

For parent mentees, benefits accrue in terms of improvedaaifidence, selesteem, emotional
well-being, hopefulness and albflito manage stress; improved parenting skills and better
relationships with their child and other family members; and greater involvement in activities
outside the home $ections.2). The most significant benefits for parent mentees were in the areas
of self-confidence and emotional weliieing. Parents identified having a space for themselves and
having someone to talk to as critical elements of mentoring. Parentalbeaily and support are
seen as important for parents in their own right and as prerdtpsdor working constructively with
young people in their care.

Finding 2 Social Return on Investment

¢KS G2aG1rt @rtdzS 2F [ S / KSAft SQa 850R§an®chidisyitd a4 SNIJA O S
€ M X 1 ¢ giv¥ing a sodial return on investmentof35@ Ly 20 KSNJ 62NRAX SOSNE e
I KSAt S YSy 236k sodial \WBeKetAidd7 ). This represents a significant return on

investment. The social return on investment provides a framework for taking account of a wider

range of impaat of actions and activities than is normally captured in traditional-besefit

analysis. It seeks to include social and environmental costs and benefits as well as more familiar

economic costs and benefits. Some of the positive impacts of mentoririgtaren steps or building

blocks towards achieving final outcomes, while others have intrinsic value of their own as well as
contributing to final outcomes. Theakis for the calculation of the social return on investment of

€4.35is set out in Chapter 7. It excludes intermediary benefits where appropriate to avoid possible
double-counting.
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Finding3 Mentoring Model

The current model of mentoring for young pde@nd parents is robust and fit for purpose. Key
stages are the initial mentee meeting with-oadinators and the subsequent matching of clients and
mentors (Section 6.2), relationshijuilding and goasetting phases (Section 6.3) and-going

reviews ail closures (Section 6.5). Joint participation in enjoyable activities at the start of mentoring
was seen as critical to relationsHyilding and laying the foundation for subsequent change. A
striking feature and key strength of Le Chéile mentoring isttieemely positive relationship

between mentor and mentee (Section 6.4). Other key strengths inclugedinator relationships

with offender, families and mentors; flexibility in arrangements; persistence and perseverance; the
volunteer nature of mentorsbeing norjudgemental, supportive and challenging; and the focus on
the mentee (Section 4.4). Although possible areas for minor improvement are identified in the
report, the current model works well for youth and parent mentees.

Finding4 The Role oWolunteer Mentors

The vital role of volunteers in delivering mentoring was stressed throughout the evaluation. Their
abilities and experience are acknowledged and valued by Le Chéile at all levels. The fact that
mentors are volunteers was highlighted repedly in the evaluation as a key strength of the Le
Chéile model. Mentees themselves appreciated that someone would be interested enough in them
to give of their own time. This helped strengthen the mentoring relationship and was cited as a
factor in mentes turning up for sessions, often at critical stages. Le Chéile devotes considerable
energy to supporting volunteers and mentors spoke highly of this, consistent with the very levels of
satisfaction revealed in the annual volunteer surveys as regards inducaining, orgoing training,
group supervision, ogoing support and overall experience of mentorigg¢tiord.4).

Finding5 Areas of Unmet Need

Field work for the evaluation focused in particular on two regions. Mentoring is provided in six other
regions. Their experience was also taken into account, primarily throughdieator focus groups

and surveys. All regions are subject to the national performance targets of having an average of ten
young person mentee and five parent mentee cases opamgtone time. This takes account of

other Le Chéile services such as family support programmes and restorative justice. The profile of
cases and case mix varies between regions. In some regions, waiting lists operate and not all
referrals can be accepteth other regions, cerdinators identified scope for greater numbers of
referrals, whether of young people or parenks.rural areast was felt that potentiakcasesmight

not be referred because @nticipatedpractical difficultiesof access to mentorand activities All

this suggests an element of unmet need even in existing regitmsever,offending by young

people is not confined to the existing regions dngeemdikely that similameed arises elsewhere.

No service is currently available in tNerth West and West for example and may be scarcely
available in some other counties or parts of counties. It seems unfair that the clear and substantial
benefits of mentoring should be deni¢d offenders, their families and communities by dint of
geograhical location, notwithstanding logistical chaligss in reachinghoreisolated cases
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Finding6 TheCase for Early Intervention

The vast majority of young person referrals to Le Chéile originate in the Probation Service, with a
handful of referrals fryY G KS DI NRI { N2OKt yI Qa4 Wdz@Sy At S [ Al A&z,
Service referrals are made by Young Persons Probation teams and adult teams. A number of
mentees and their parents commented that they would have benefitted from earlier access to
mentoring and wished that they could have done Sedtion4.4). This was recognition of the value

of mentoring to them but also an acknowledgement of hardship that might have been avoided.
Some mentors and eordinators made similar comments and felt tiraentoring was sometimes

seen as a service of last resort, when other interventions failed. They too favoured earlier
intervention, while acknowledging that some mentees might not be ready to engage fully with
mentoring at a younger age. Their main pointsithat it was too late for some young people when
they had got involved in offending and had gone through the court system. This may be reflected in
the fact that about a quarter of cases referred in 2015 never commenced or terminated early and an
unknownnumber are deemed unsuitable by the Probation Service to begin with. It is also possible
that mentoring impacts might be stronger if intervention was earlier. Two possible points of
intervention were identified: (i) when school attendance became a proldemhen family support
services became involved and (ii) when the young people came to the attention of the Gardai and
their cases were processed under the Diversion Programme. Several mentorsantihetors also
made a case for mentoring for older agehorts, up to age 255ction6.1). They thought that many

in this age category would have matured but could make the transition from offending behaviour
more quickly and smoothly with the help of a trusted older mentor.

Finding7 Mentees from Care Bckgrounds

A number of cases examined as part of the evaluation involved young people from care
backgrounds. Mentors in one focus group noted a significant difference in cases involving young
people from such backgrounds. They said that they typicalbiiad a lot of seltriticism and
complexity, with a backtory of rejection and hey argued for specific consideration of the topic to
ensure an effective service for this vulnerable grolipe mentors also referred to specific
scheduling and facilitatiodifficulties in respect of accessing children in care which had caused
frustration and which they felt were avoidabl@ne mentee said that shehad had something like
mentoringwhenshewas in careshemight not have ended up in troubl&ectiord4.4). She thought
that it would be beneficiaf mentoring was availabl®r young peoplan careindependent of Tusla
and accessiblen a voluntarybasis As regards the transition from care on reaching the age of 18 (or
later in some cases), mentoring wagseas having a valuable role in providing support through this
difficult phase. The mentee above highlighted the value of flexiliilityer caseand acknowledged
continued support of the Probation Officer,-codinator and mentoafter leaving careOthercases
revealed the difficulty of staying in touch with young people who changed addresses during the
period of State care, either with foster carers or in residential care or both.

Finding8 Mentoring in Detention

Experience with mentoring in detentipwhether in Oberstown or one of the prisons, has been
broadly positive $ection5.3). The mentoring can be a continuation of mentoring started in the
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community or be initiated in detention. Mentees and their families appreciated the support at a
difficult time and mentors commented that it strengthened the basis for mentoring after release. It
was not always possible to arrange mentoring in detention, particularly if detention occurred or
ended unexpectedly, was of short duration or brought an end to Riobh&ervice involvement.
Transfers between prisons at short notice also frustrated attempts to visit in some instances.
Practical challenges arose in respect of travel and access, suitability of facilities and inability to
participate in an activity togéter. Travel to Oberstown, from rural areas in particular, raised issues
of time and cost. Visits to prisons normally took place in professional visit rooms which are screened
but it was an advantage that they were in addition to family visits rather thahedr expense.

Mentors found visits daunting initially. Individual experiences showed that the limitations identified
were not insurmountable barriers. A pilot programme of mentoring initiatédle in Oberstown
commenced idate 2015andit isnot possble yet todraw conclusions

Finding9 Referrab

The Probation Service makes the vast majority of mentoring referrals to Le Chéile, referring 108
young people and 33 parents in 20X%e€tion6.1). Most young person mentees are subject to

Probation Bond, with mentoring as a condition. Reference was made to mentoring being part of
community service orders in a small number of cases. The evaluation showed significant variations in
referral rates across and within regions. Some Probation Officers weneenegeferrers to Le

Chéile, sometimes referring to other services also, while others made few referrals to mentoring. It
was recognised that Probation Officers are case managers for their clients and must have discretion
in referring them to whatever seise they consider the most appropriate to their needs.

Nevertheless, cordinators identified potential for mentoring in a greater number of cases,

including cases seen as challenging or where referrals to other services had failed. They encouraged
Probatbn Officers to discuss cases with them before rejecting mentoring. It was feluplozted

referral criteria or guidelinesould be helpful in standardising policy and practice. It would be

important at the same time to retain flexibility so as not to amiatically rule out categories of

offence or offender.

Finding10 Closure Stage

The duration of mentorindpr youth menteeds determined by the length of theirrpbation
supervision with mentoring endng when thatsupervisiorends Section6.5).In a snall number of
cases, it is beneficial for the young person to continue mentoring beyond this point because of
continuing needExamples of needs identified in the evaluation included transition from care,
imminent Leaving Certificate results, recent berement, particularly difficult personal
circumstances and progression from addictibtentoring beyond the originally agreed period
generally requires that the young person be put on voluntary probation but the number of young
people on voluntary probatioonould be restricted for reasons unrelated to mentoring and the
AYRA@GARdZ f aQ FlgkbityrhadtaeN.hllawdzl ih 3@rskchipstances but not in adndit
was said to have become more difficult to achieliee impact could be exacerbatedhietending of
mentoring coincided with the withdrawal of other servic€xordinators and mentors called for
greater flexibility, mainly for short extended period$e fact that parent mentees participate in
mentoring without any legal requirement and flamger periods than for young person mentees
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would suggest scope for greater flexibility for young people. Extensions would need to be short to
ensure that other young people would not be deprived of mentoring opportunities.

Finding 1L Parent Mentoring

Parent mentees do not necessarily have a child who is or was being menadtteriigh they always
have a child who is subject to Probation Service supervidlationally parent menteeseem just as
likelynot to have afo have a child being mentored. Befits of mentoring accrue regardless and the
parent is better placed to deal with the child who is in trouble and to restore and develop a healthier
home environment for themselveendany siblings. Much anecdotal evidence emerged from
Probation Officersgo-ordinators and mentors that mentoring works best where parents are
supportive and preactive and least well where parents are obstructive or unsupportive. Many
parents and their children benefit from involvement in family support and parenting progesmm
which can supplement mentoring.

Finding 2 Public Profile

Le Chéile is conscious of the need to promote the mentoring service and is very active in doing so. A
number of ceordinators and mentors suggested a revamp of promotional material, seeirga n

F2NJ IANBIGSNI dzasS 2F a20Alt YSRAI FYR N}IXRA2Z2 (G2 SEL
address any gender imbalance among mentors: a shortage of younger males was mentioned in some
regions although this was not always perceived as a prolfBectiord.4).

Finding 13 The Partnershipwith Probation

The relationship between eordinators and Probation Officers recognised as important, not least

in generating referrals, and was generally regarded as positive and professional. Whiged,ex
co-location of offices helped build and maintain good levels of interactioror@imators understood
clearly that Probation Officers were case managers for their clients and needed to be kept informed
of their progress in mentoring. Opinion was sawhat divided amongrobation Officersgo-

ordinators and mentors about the extent to which Probation Officers should be involved in
mentoring review meetings. Advantages and disadvantages of different approaches were outlined.
Advantages includedontribution ofrelevant case information, heiag first hand of client progress

and gving encouragement. Disadvantages included a risk of the client being more guarded
premature focus on tasks and goals dhd collaborativeethos of mentoring and the menter

mentee relationshigpeingweakened(Section6.5).

Finding 14 Information Systemsand Case Tracking

[ S / KSATSQa AYTFT2NNIGA2Y aeadSya OF LJidz2NE Ay F2NXYI
management purposes. Hard copy files on each mentee and mergoetained locally. Case

information is also kept electronically although printed output from the system proved difficult to

use. Summary details of each case are also kept regionally and nationally on Excel spreadsheets.

These records show, among otheirys, dates of referral and start and completion of mentoring as

well as current status of cases. The evaluation highlighted some limitations of the data, including
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lack of a unique identifying number for cases carried over from one year to the next anplletion
dates that recorded case closure rather than date of last mentoring acts#gtion6.5).

A number of ceordinators and mentors commented that the administrative system was getting
tighter and less flexible and that paperwork was becoming nome&rous. The need for

comprehensive referral information and accountability to funders was recognised but some felt a
review was warranted. Le Chéile is aware of the challenge and has taken a number of initiatives in
recent times, including the introductioof tablets for use in client reviewSégctions.2, 6.5).

Coordinators and mentors also queried the level and type of information sought from mentees at
reviews. Many felt that the old outcome measurement tool was challenging for young people,
difficult for them to relate to and produced questionable scores and responses. The new
measurement tool was seen as an improvement. They pointed out nevertheless that the review was
primarily about having a constructive meeting with the mentee to review progmedate and

identify future steps and not collecting data per sge¢tion6.5).

8.2 Recommendations
Recommendation 1  ServiceExpansion

Le Chéile should continue to be resourced to provide mentoring services in existing regions to both
young people ad parents as mentoring makes significant differences to the lives of mentees,
delivers benefits for wider society and provides excellent value for money. Given the high social
return on investment from mentoring and in the interests of equal access tacesrmationally,
additionalresources should be provided to allow expansion of Le Chéile services to areas of the
country that are not currently served. Consideration should also be given to building capacity to
deliver mentoring to greater numbers in eiihg regions where there is unmet or latent demand.

Recommendatior2  Mentoring Model

The current model of mentoring for young people and parents is robust and fit for purpose and
should be retained. Key stages are the initial meetings withrdinators, matching clients and
mentors, regular mentoring sessions,-gaing reviews, relationshipuilding and goasetting phases

and closures. Key strengths includeardinator relationships with offender, families and mentors;
flexibility in arrangements; grsistence and perseverance; the volunteer nature of mentors; being
non-judgemental, supportive and challenging; and the focus on the mentee. These should continue
to be nurtured and best practice identified and shared.

Recommendatior8  Early intervention

Given the benefits associated with early intervention, consideration should be given to providing
YSYG2NAy3a (2 2FFSYRAY3I 2N Wi NRA|1Q @2dzy3a LIS2 LI €
offending. This could involve Le Chéile acceptingrrals from sources such as Garda Juvenile

Liaison Officers (in an expansion of the current practice) and Tusla (the Child and Family Agency).
Experience with such early intervention should be monitored closely and reviewed.
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Recommendatiord Volunteer Mentors

The input of volunteers is critical to the success of mentoring and is widely recognised: Le Chéile

support for volunteers in the form of egoing supervision, training and conferences, is highly valued

and should be maintained and developed. Exgrees should continue to be reviewed on an on

J2Ay3 olaira FyYyR 0Sad LINFOGAOS &aK2dZ R 06S ARSYGATA
procedures manual should continue to be reviewed and updated regularly.

Recommendatiorb ~ Mentees from CardBackgrounds

A review should be carried out of the mentoring needs of young people from care backgrounds and

[ § / KSAtSQa FtSEAoAftAGE G2 FTRIFILWG Ada NBaLryasSsz A
residential care settings, and continuisgrvice after age 18 or after the expiry of legal orders such

as probation bonds.

Recommendatior6  Mentoring in Detention

Experience to date with mentoring in detention, whether initiated in the community and continued
in detention or initiated in detation and continued after release, has been broadly positive and the
newfunded programme to develop mentoring in detention settings can be expected to make a
further positive impact. The experiences and challenges documented in this report should be taken
in to account in developing the programme.

Recommendatior? Referral Criteria

Le Chéile and the Probation Service shaaldew existing referral criteriand encourage higher and
more consistent referral rates across Probation regions and staff. Réfestiould of course
continue to take account of the needs and suitability of mentees and the availability of other
services, as well as the safety of mentdhile referral of young people with increased levels of
needcould entail a higher risk of eatigrmination, theywould at least have the opportunity to
engage. Probation Officers are key gatekeepers to the service and ways to maximigp siaild
be examined and sharedConsideration should also be given to expanding the service to young
adultsup to age 25, in line with emerging European Union norms.

Recommendatior8  Closure Stage
Mentoring generally ends witthe expiry of a probation bond or probation supervisidhe current
flexibility to prolong mentoring beyond that poishouldcontinue so ago avoidendingsupport

where there are ongoing needs or upcoming significant life events (such as exam results or leaving
home).
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Recommendatior® Parental Involvement

In the light of evidence that the impact of mentoring on young peopledatgr if their parents are
involved proactively, ways to encourage their involvement should be developed, through their
participation in parent mentoring, family programmes or other parenting and communication
courses or otherwise. In the light of evidenaf benefits directly to parents and indirectly to their
children, the participation of parents in parent mentoring even where their child is not a mentee
should continue.

Recommendatiorll0 Public Profile

Given its success, the profile of mentorifgsld be raised with a view to promoting client referral
and takeup, volunteer satisfaction and recruitment, greater understanding by the public and
increased funding. Promotional material about mentoring should be reviewed so as to make it
attractive totarget groups such as younger male volunteers.

Recommendation 11 Case Reviews

The structure and format of case revieslsould be reviewedo create a standard, consistent
approach The review shoulthke account of experiences to date and incorp@#te views of ce
ordinators, mentorsand Probation Officersas well as senior managef$he review shouldonsider
among other thingshow to promote and protecthe ethos and processf mentoring while
accommodatindghe case monitoring and revieweeds ofreferring agencies.

Recommendation 2 Information Systemsand Case Tracking

[ S / KSAtSQa RIGlF aeadsSya akKz2dZ R oS ,NB@RoBs SR Ay
work underway in 20168nitiatives to reduce the administrative burden on miers and ce

ordinators (such as the introduction of tablets for use in client reviews) should be developed further.

An appropriate balance should be sought between the need to take account of mentee capacities to
provide information and the need for accatability and measurement. The information should be

analysed on an cgoing basis to update some of the findings in this evaluation and assist

recommended reviews of practice.
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Appendix 1 Focus Group / InterviewQuestionsg Young Person Mentees aritheir Parents

1. Focus Group / Interview ThemeasYouth Mentees

Personal details / basic case data
Begin by confirming known personaltdiés before moving on to more 4idepth reflections. Include:
0 number of mentors
o reasons for change if more than one
0 gender of mentor(s)
o period of mentoring in months.

Overall view on mentoring
View on overall usefulness/effectiveness of the mentoringgoamme for their child, on a scale of
1-10

Reasons for participating in mentoring
Ask about the most important reason
Explore other reasons
Possible reasons include
o felt had no choice
wish to avoid court sentence
pressure from family
desire to use opgrtunity offered to change life
fed up with hassle from Gardai, etc.

o O O O

What you hope(d) to get from mentoring
Ask about the main thing they hoped for
Explore other hopes
Possible hopes of young mentees include
0 get occasional change of scene
talk to someoe outside family and usual circle
try new leisure activities
learn to communicate better
improve relations with parents and family
improve relations with friends
improve relations in school
get help tackling alcohol, drug and/or tobacco use
access eduwtion or training
get ajob
build skills
get less hassle in the community, and
improve sekconfidence.

O O O OO OO0 O o o o o
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What you get/got from the mentoring
0o What was the most significant outcome for the mentees?
To what extent would they attribute this outcome to menitog?
0 What other programmes and services have they been involved with over the mentoring
period?
To what extent might these programmes and services have influenced this most significant
outcome?
o0 What other significant events in their lives might have ieficed the outcome?
o To what extent did the mentoring help mentee set and achieve goals (on scale {t0)? 1
Relate also to any hopes mentioned from list above

The extent of change, if any
In relation to the following specific areas, measure extent of mumat by reference to selfating
on scale of 410 at beginning of mentoring and end/now:
o how use spare time level of engagement in hobbies, sports, leisure activities outside home
and school/training/work
o how like, listen to and get on with others
V ease and extent of communication and listening
V relationship with parent(s)
V relationship with other family
V relationship with friends, peers
V relationship with people in authority
0 alcohol and drug use
V consumption of alcohol
V use of hash
V use of other drugs
0 educdion, training and work life
V extent of engagement, whatever level, including quality of attendance
V extent of academic, training or other achievement
V identify nature of previous and current activity (e.g. school, Youthreach)
0 attitudes and behaviours ithe community
V involvement in new offending, after mentoring began, after mentoring finished
V involvement in antisocial behaviour
V involvement in presocial behaviour (positive community activities such as club)
o how feel about self
V selfconfidence
V seltesteem
V emotional wellbeing
0 hopefulness about future
V level of hopefulness about a positive future for self
Check extent to which mentees attribute each change mentioned to the mentoring programme,
using scale of-# where 1=not at all, 2= a little, 3=a lot, dempletely
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Relationship with Mentor

o0 anything liked in particular about the mentor

o0 anything disliked in particular about the mentor
On scale of 110:

o extent to which liked/got on with/enjoyed company of mentor

o SEGSyiG (G2 6KAOK FStd 3I22R Ay YSyd2NDna O2YLI y:
o SEGSyld G2 6KAOK FStidG 062NBR Ay YSyidz2NDna O2 YL
0 extent to which felt mentor interested in the mentee

0 extent to which mentoring was focused on the mentee

0 extent to which felt mentor took mentee preferences antkeirests into account

0 extent to which felt satisfied or dissatisfied

0 extent to which felt could trust mentor

0 extent to which felt liked/valued by mentor

0 extent to which felt challenged by the mentor

0 extent to which felt supported by the mentor.

Review Pocess(Scale of 4110, elaborate on answers)

o Extent of involvement in review meetings
Satisfaction with review meetings
Extent of involvement in closure of the mentoring
Satisfaction with closure
Why did mentoring end?
Would you have liked it to continue?

O O O O O

Overall strength=of the mentoring
o what worked/s well and why?

Overall weaknesses
o what might work better, where could improvements be made?
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2. Focus Group / Interview ThemeasParents of Youth Mentees

Personal details / basic case data

Begin by confming known personal details before moving on to morel@pth reflections.

Confirm age and gender of young person participating in the youth mentoring.

Check if parent is also participating as a parent mentee; if yes, see about completing section below
as well.

Overall view on mentoring for their child
View on overall usefulness/effectiveness of the mentoring programme for their child, on a scale of
1-10

h@dSNItf GASg 2y o0SYSTAG G2 GKS LI NBydG 2F OKAf RQ3
View on overall usefulness of theirch RQa YSyYy d2NAY 3 LINPINI YYS F2NI (K¢
1-10

wSlazya F2NJ I IANBSAy3 (2 OKAfRQAa LI NIAOALI GAY3I Ay
Most important reason
Other reasons
Possible reasons include
o felt had no choice
wish to avoid court sentence
pressure if yes,from where
desire to use opportunity offered to change life
fed up with hassle from Gardai, etc.

o O O O

What you hope(d) your child would to get from mentoring
Main hope
Other hopes
Possible hopes include

0 be influenced by a positive role model
get out of thehouse
talk to someone outside family and usual circle
try new leisure activities
learn to communicate better
improve relations with parent(s) and family
improve relations with friends
improve relations in school
get help tackling alcohol, drug and/ortiacco use
access education or training
get a job
build skills
get less hassle in the community and from the guards,
move away from negative influences, and
improve sekconfidence.

O O O 0O OO0 0O O o o o o o o
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What you think your child gets/got from mentoring?

What is/was the masssignificant outcome for him/her?

To what extent would you attribute this outcome to mentoring?

What other programmes and services has their child been involved with over the mentoring period?
To what extent might these programmes and services have méke this most significant

outcome?

What other significant events in their lives might have influenced the outcome?

To what extent do they think the mentoring helped/s their child set and achieve goals (on scale from
1-10)?

Relate also to any hopes mentemhfrom list above

The extent of change in your child, if any
In relation to the following specific areas, measure extent of perceived movement by reference to
rating on scale of-10 at beginning of mentoring and end/now:
o how child uses spare timelevd of engagement in hobbies, sports, leisure activities outside
home and school/training/work
o how child likes, listens to and gets on with others
ease and extent of communication and listening
relationship with parent(s)
relationship with other family
relationship with friends, peers
relationship with people in authority
o OKAfRQa | fO02K2f | YR RNMYzZa dza$s
V consumption of alcohol
V use of hash
V use of other drugs
0 education, training and work life
V extent of engagement, whatever level, including quality of atteradan
V extent of academic, training or other achievement
V identify nature of previous and current activity (e.g. school, Youthreach)
o OKAfRQA FGGAGdzRSa YR 0SKIFI@A2dz2NE Ay GKS O2YY
V involvement in new offending, after mentoring began, after mentoring fieds
V involvement in antisocial behaviour
V involvement in presocial behaviour (positive community activities such as club)
o how child feels about self
V selfconfidence
V seltesteem
V emotional wellbeing
0 hopefulness about future
V £t S@St 2T OKAf Raypdsitivedulide fodaimgel/besselfr 6 2 dz
Check extent to which parents attribute each perceived change mentioned to the mentoring
programme, using scale of4lwhere 1=not at all, 2= a little, 3=a lot, 4= completely

<< <K<<KKL
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/| KAt RQa wStlFliA2yaKALl gAGK aSyid2NJ

On sale of 10:
0 extent to which child seemed to like/get on with/enjoy the company of the mentor
0 extent to which child seemed satisfied or dissatisfied with the mentor
0 extent to which child seemed committed to the mentoring in terms of attendance.

Nature o Benefits for the Parent
Possible benefits include:

0 better atmosphere, less tension at home
better relationship with child
improved ability to talk things over with child
improvement in behaviour at home, doing what ask
greater confidence as a parent
improved ability to challenge inappropriate behaviour by their child
less worry
greater hopefulness and optimism about the future
more time for themselves
other

O O O OO0 OO0 O o

Overall strengthsof the mentoring
o what seemed to work well for their child and why?
o what worked well for them as parents and why?

Overall weaknesses
o what might work better for young mentees, where could improvements be made?
o what might work better for parents of young mentees, where could improvements be
made?
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Appendix2 Survey questionnaire Young Person Mentees

Le Chéile Mentoring Service

Thank you for agreeing to take part in this survey. It should take about 5
minutes to complete. Your answers will not be traced back to you so please
be as honest as you can. You can skip any questionprefer not to answer.

In answering, please tick a box or circle a score.

How old are you? 18 19 20 21 22 or over

Is your mentoring finished? still happening?

Qla When you started the mentoring firstpn a scale of 110, how would you rate how good
you were at talking and listening to people?
Very poor 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Excellent

Q1b  How would you rate how good you are ndtv
Very poor 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Excellent

Qlc  On ascale of #, how mwchwould you say mentorindhelpedbring about any change?
Notatall 1 2 3 4 Completely

Q2a At the start of mentoring, how would you rate how you got on with your parent(s)?
Notatall 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Very well

Q2b  How would you rate how youget on with your parent(s) now?
Notatall 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Very well

Q2c  How muchwould you say mentorindnelpedbring about any change?
Notatall 1 2 3 4 Completely

Q3a At the start of mentoring, how would you rate how you got on with othglin your family?
Notatall 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Very well
Please tick here if you do not have other family and skip to Q4:

Q3b  How would you rate how you get on with them now
Notatall 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Very well

Q3x How muchwould yousay mentoringhelpedbring about any change?
Notatall 1 2 3 4 Completely
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a At the start of mentoring, how would you rate how you got on with people your own &ge
Notatall 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Very well
Q4b  How would you rate how you get on witthem now?

Notatall 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Very well
Q4  How muchwould you say mentorindielpedbring about any change?

Notatall 1 2 3 4 Completely

Q5a At the start of mentoring, how would you rate how you got on with people in authority
(for example: teachers)?

Notatall 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Very well
Q5b  How would you rate how you get on with them now

Notatall 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Very well
Q5 How muchwould you say mentorindielpedbring about any change?

Notatall 1 2 3 4 Conpletely

Q6a At the start of mentoring, howmuch were youinvolved in activities outside the home in
your spare time (for example hobbies, sports)?

Notatall 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Very much
Q6b  How muchare youinvolved how?

Notatall 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Very much
Q6c  How muchwould you say mentorindnelpedbring about any change?

Notatall 1 2 3 4 Completely

Q7a At the start of mentoring, how much of a part did alcohol use (by you) play in your life?
Notatall 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Verymuch

Q7b  How much of a part does it play now

Notatall 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Very much

Q7c  How muchwould you say mentorindnelpedbring about any change?

Notatall 1 2 3 4 Completely
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Q8a At the start of mentoring, how much of a part did drugse (by you) play in your life?
Notatall 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Very much
Q8b  How much of a part does it play now

Notatall 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Very much
Q8c  How muchwould you say mentorindielpedbring about any change?

Notatall 1 2 3 4 Completely

QQa At the start of mentoring, how much were you engaged in education, work or training?
Notatall 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Very much
Q9b  How much are you engaged in education, work or training now?

Notatall 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Very mah

@3¢ How muchwould you say mentorindielpedbring about any change?

Notatall 1 2 3 4 Completely

Q10a At the start of mentoring,how would you rate your selconfidence?

Very low 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Very high
Q10b How would you rate it now?

Very low 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Very high
Q10c How muchwould you say mentorindnelpedbring about any change?

Notatall 1 2 3 4 Completely

Qlla At the start of mentoring,how would you rate how hopeful you were about the future?
Very low 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Very high
Q11b How would you rate it now?

Very low 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Very high
Q1lc How muchwould you say mentorindnelpedbring about any change?

Notatall 1 2 3 4 Completely
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Q12a At the start of mentoring,how would yourate how happy you felt with your life?
Very low 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Very high
Q12b How would you rate it now?

Very low 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Very high
Q12c How muchwould you say mentorindielpedbring about any change?

Notatall 1 2 3 4 Completely

Remember, this is an anonymous survey and you can skip any question

Q13a At the start of mentoring,how would you rate your involvement in offending and anti
social behaviour?

Verylow 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Very high
Q13b How would you rag it now?

Verylow 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Very high
Q13c How muchwould you say mentorindnelpedbring about any change?

Notatall 1 2 3 4 Completely

Thank you for taking the time to complete this survey.
Please return it using the stamped addressenvelope provided.

Thanks again.
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Appendix 3 Focus Group / InterviewQuestions ¢ Parent Mentees

Personal details / basic case data
Begin by confirming known personal details before moving on to medejth reflections. Include:

(0]

O O O O O

family makeup

number of mentors

reasons for change if more than one

gender of mentor(s)

period of mentoring in months

whether child participated in youth mentoring service.

Overall view on mentoring

(0]

View on overall usefulness/effectiveness of the mentoring programméhé&ir child, on a
scale of 110

Reasons for participating in mentoring
Ask about the most important reason
Explore other reasons

Possible reasons include

(0]

O O O O O O

help their child make positive life choices

get support in parenting

identify and develop paremtg skills

develop seltonfidence, motivation and stress management skills
have a positive peer

develop interests outside the home

other

What you hope(d) to get from mentoring
Ask about the main thing they hoped for
Explore other hopes

Possible hoped parent mentees include

(0]

O O O OO0 O o o

get occasional change of scene

talk to someone outside family and usual circle

try new activities and interests

learn to communicate better

improve relations within family

access education, training or work

build skills

get lesshassle in the community, and

improve sekconfidence,selfesteem, emotional welbeing.
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What you get/got from the mentoring Outcomes

(0]

(0]
(0]

What was the most significant outcome for the mentees?
To what extent would they attribute this outcome to menitog?

What other programmes and services have they been involved with over the mentoring

period?

To what extent might these programmes and services have influenced this most significant

outcome?
What other significant events in their lives might have inficed the outcome?
To what extent did the mentoring help mentee set and achieve goals (on scale {16)? 1

Relate also to any hopes mentioned from list above

The extent of change, if any
In relation to the following specific areas, measure extent of mamnby reference to selfating
on scale of 410 at beginning of mentoring and end/now:

(0]

O O OO0 OO0 o o o

o]
Check

involvement in activities and interests outside the home

ease and extent of communication and listening

relations with child who is in trouble

relations with rest ofamily

involvement in personal developmergducation, training or work
parenting skills

selfconfidence

selfesteem

emotional welbeing

ability to handle stress

hopefulness about future

What else has changed for them

extent to which menteestabute each change mentioned to the mentoring programme,

using scale of-## where 1=not at all, 2= a little, 3=a lot, 4= completely

Relationship with Mentor

OOOOOOOOOOOQOO

anything liked in particular about the mentor

anything disliked in particular about the mentor

scale of 110:

extent to which liked/got on with/enjoyed company of mentor

SEGSyid (2 6KAOK F¥Stid 322R Ay YSyiz2NRa
SEGSyil (2 6KAOK F¥Stid 02NBR Ay YSyidz2NRa
extent to which felt mentor interested in the mentee

extent to which mentoring was twsed on the mentee

extent to which felt mentor took mentee preferences and interests into account
extent to which felt satisfied or dissatisfied

extent to which felt could trust mentor

extent to which felt liked/valued by mentor

extent to which felt chdénged by the mentor

extent to which felt supported by the mentor.
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Review ProcesgScale of 4110, elaborate on answers)

(0]

o O O O O

Extent of involvement in review meetings
Satisfaction with review meetings

Extent of involvement in closure of the mentoring
Satisfation with closure

Why did mentoring end?

Would you have liked it to continue?

Overall strengthsof the mentoring

(0]

what worked/s well and why?

Overall weaknesses

o what might work better, where could improvements be made?
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Appendix4  Survey questionnaire; Parent mentees
Le Chéile Mentoring Service
Thank you for agreeing to take part in this survey. It should take about 5

minutes to complete. Your answensill not be traced back to you so please
be as honest as you can. You can skip any question youepmdt to answer.

In answering, please tick a box or circle a score.

Q1 Is your mentoring finished? still happening?

Q2a At the start of mentoring, howmuch were youinvolved in activitiesand interestsoutside
your home in your spare tim&

Notatall 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Very much
Q2 How muchare youinvolved now?

Notatall 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Very much
Q2 How muchwould you say mentorindielpedbring about any change?

Notatall 1 2 3 4 Completely

Q3a  When you started thementoring first,on a scale of 4.0, how would you rate how good
you were at talking and listening to people?

Very poor 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Excellent
Q3b  How would you rate how good you are nov

Very poor 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Excellent
QX On a sale of 4, how muchwould you say mentorindhelpedbring about any change?

Notatall 1 2 3 4 Completely
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a At the start of mentoring, how would you rate how you got on with your son or daughter
who was in trouble?

Notatall 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Very well
Q4b  How would you rate how you get on with him or her now?

Notatall 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Very well
Q4c  How muchwould you say mentorindnelpedbring about any change?

Notatall 1 2 3 4 Completely

Q5a At the start of mentoring, howwould you rate how you got on with others in your family?
Notatall 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Very well

Please tick here if you do not have other family and skip to Q6:

@b How would you rate how you get on with them now

Notatall 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Very well
Q5  How muchwould you say mentorindnelpedbring about any change?

Notatall 1 2 3 4 Completely

Q6a At the start of mentoring, how much were you engaged personal development such as
education, work or training?

Notatall 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Very much
Q6b  How much are you engaged in such activities now?
Notatall 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Very much

Q6c  How muchwould you say mentorindnelpedbring about any change?

Notatall 1 2 3 4 Completely

Q7a At the start of mentoring,how would you rate your parenting skills?

Very low 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Very high
Q7b  How would you rate it now?

Very low 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Very high

Q7c  How muchwould you say mentorindnelpedbring about any change?

Notatall 1 2 3 4 Completely
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Q8a At the start of mentoring,how would you rate your selconfidence?

Very low 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Very high
Q8b  How would you rate it now?

Very low 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Very high
Q8c  How muchwould you say mentorindnelpedbring about any change?

Notatall 1 2 3 4 Completely

QQa At the start of mentoring,how would you rate your selesteem?

Very low 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Very high
Q9%  How would you rate it now?

Very low 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Very high
Q9c  How muchwould you say mentorindnelpedbring about any change?

Notatall 1 2 3 4 Completely

Q10a At the start of mentoring,how would you rate your emotional welbeing?

Very low 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Very high
Q10b How would you rate it now?

Very low1l 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Very high
Q10c How muchwould you say mentorindnelpedbring about any change?

Notatall 1 2 3 4 Completely

Qlla At the start of mentoring,how would you rate your ability to handle stress?

Very low 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Very high
Q11b How would you rate it now?

Very low 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Very high
Q11c How muchwould you say mentorindnelpedbring about any change?

Notatall 1 2 3 4 Completely
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Ql12a At the start of mentoring,how would you rate how hopefliyou were about the future?
Very low 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Very high
Q12b How would you rate it now?

Very low 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Very high
Q12c How muchwould you say mentorindielpedbring about any change?

Notatall 1 2 3 4 Completely

Q13  Overall, howhelpful has mentoring been to you?

Notatall 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Very helpful

Thank you for taking the time to complete this survey.

Please return your questionnaire using the stamped addressed envelope
provided.

Thanks again.
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