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Executive Summary

Maine Mentoring Partnership (MMP) developed a syiaed distributed it electronically
to mentoring programs in Maine in order to bettederstand the characteristics of the
programs and to help identify ways in which MMP aaprove its service to local
programs. It is hoped that this survey reportuseful tool for local mentoring providers,
funders, legislators and other supporters of mergor

Key Findings

Results from the survey show that site-based mieigt@rograms (in schools)
compose more than 80% of mentoring programs in &dhmough community-
based programs make up 66% of mentoring prograrikaine. (Many
responding programs have more than one componenéwotoring, with some
site-based mentoring and some community-based mieg.{o

Cumberland County is served by more than halhefrhentoring programs
statewide. Piscataquis County has no mentoringranog, while Hancock,
Somerset and Washington County have only two. Muaia half of all programs
do their own fundraising.

Eighty-three percent of mentoring programs addcasser or life skills and 91%
of programs integrate recreational activities ithi®ir mentoring.

Overall, programs in Maine follow national standafdr safe and effective
practices for mentoring. A most striking examplétos$ is that more than half of
mentoring relationships statewide last two yeannore. National standards and
research shows us that in order to be effectivetonimg relationships should last
at least nine months. Furthermore, relationshipsdbn’t last at least that long,
are potentially harmful for mentees.

There are twice as many mentees in one-to-one faomaatoring relationships
with adults as there are in one-to-one peer mergaglationships. The number of
youth involved in team or peer mentoring accounbiady about an eighth of the
number of youth involved in traditional, one-to-anentoring relationships.

A conservative estimate for the number of youtlaawaiting list to receive a
mentor statewide is 500. Some of these youth wait &s long as three years to
receive a mentor.

There are twice as many female mentors in Mairteexe are male. In fact,
recruitment of male mentors came up more than asamne of the biggest needs
of mentoring providers.



Introduction and Methodology

Maine Mentoring Partnership (MMP) opened its fostine survey on October
10, 2006. The survey was a revised version of MNIRB4 paper survey that
incorporated current feedback from MMP’s Providé€®uncil. The purpose of the
survey was to assess the needs of individual megtprograms around the state, while
at the same time collecting data for what is alyegming on statewide with mentoring
programs. The survey was composed of 5 sectB®asic InformationProgram Details
Characteristics of Menteg€haracteristics of MentorandHow Can MMP Best Serve
Your Organization?

Once the survey was released, weekly reminders segreout in MMP’s e-
newsletter and a link was made available on thesitebAn additional 104 phone calls
were made to those programs that were, at the lisbed in MMP’s online directory.
After three weeks, MMP closed the survey with ddifyresponses. Through November,
the MMP Americorps VISTA member updated the exgtmline MMP directory, after
noticing through follow-up phone calls that manggrams had closed, some fell under
bigger umbrella organizations, and some just hadauarate contact information.

Each program was contacted for updates in two whags: initial e-mail was sent
back as a dead end, programs were postal maildte Jostal mail was returned to
sender, the program was called. Once the onlirebdae of programs was updated,
MMP did a cross-comparison of those programs #stonded versus those programs
that exist. A master list of non-respondents was ttreated. Members of the Provider’s
Council made phone calls to each program, encougagiem to respond to the survey. A
postal mailing was sent out to each non-respongiingram announcing the reopening of
the survey and providing the link. Additionallyneails and e-newsletters were sent, with
the survey link included, and the survey was reatgd for three weeks.

The final result was 39 survey respondents (areas® of twelve), out of
approximately 82 identified mentoring programs iaiMe listed on the MMP website,
www.mainementoring.org. MMP was pleased with tli%drespondent rate.

Basic Information

See Appendix A for the complete list of programssdninformation is included in the
Maine Mentoring Partnership 2007 Survey Results. Agpendix B for the updated
directory of programs in Maine, many of which wapalated from the survey results.

Types of Mentoring Programs

78.9% of program respondents (30) are school-bassdoring
organizations/programs.

65.8% of program respondents (25) are communitgdbasentor organizations/
programs.

5.3% (2) are faith-based mentoring organizatiomg/ams.



An additional 7.9% (3) characterized themselveth@n“other” category, saying
“site-based”, “disability specific”, and “schooleed to have an adult anchor
established in order to participate.”

The survey did not include definitions for thespdy of mentoring, but uses
nationally accepted definitions (MENTOR/National Mering Partnership) as follows:

Site-based mentoring: Takes place primarily at®iteesuch as a school,
workplace, juvenile corrections facility, faith-lgbsinstitution, community center,
etc. Site personnel typically provide coordinatésrd supervision of the program
and mentor/mentee matches.

Community-based mentoring: In this type of mentgyritne mentor and mentee
decide (often within program guidelines) where aindn the mentoring activities
will take place. Local and/or regional mentoringgmam staff provide
coordination and supervision of mentor/mentee nesch

Unfortunately, MMP listed “school-based” instead mibre inclusively, “site-based”
as an option, though many of the site-based pragemschool-based. This distinction
may have caused some inaccuracies. Many prograenate@s both school-based and
community-based, which accounts for the well-oM@% response rate.

Figure 1
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Geographic Service Areas of Mentoring Programs

The geographic service area for programs breaks ds follows:

Table 1
Androscoggin County 10.8% (4)
Aroostook County 5.4% (2)
Cumberland County 51.4% (19)
Franklin County 10.8% (4)
Hancock County 2.7% (1)
Kennebec County 8.1% (3)
Knox County 13.5% (5)
Lincoln County 5.4% (2)
Oxford County 10.8%
Penobscot County 10.8%
Piscataquis County 0
Sagadahoc County 8.1% (3)
Somerset County 5.4% (2)
Waldo County 10.8% (4)
Washington County 5.4% (2)
York County 24.3% (9)
Statewide 0

In Piscataquis County, there is an evident hokeviailable mentoring services. The
county breakdown of mentoring organizations’ sex\aceas, however, does seem to be
in line with the population breakdown in the statéaine. Service area does not tell us
how many youth are being served in each county.y\Waagrams serve multiple counties
and could be getting the bulk of their numbers frmmy one or two counties. There’s no
place on the survey that would specifically tatipt question of how many youth served
per county in Maine.

Where Mentoring Takes Place

81.6% (31) of programs say that mentoring takesepila a school
52.6% (20) in the community at large

18.4% (7) in another community center or agency

18.% (7) in a program’s individual facilities

10.5% (4) a workplace

2.6% (1) a juvenile justice facility

0 in the virtual community, and an additional

13.2% (5) in the other category, stating “churdtiliy”, “local theatres”,
“northeastern U.S.”, “Cape Elizabeth Community $&s After-School
Program”, and “Domestic Violence Transitional Howgi Again, many
programs have different kind of mentoring happemiithin, which accounts for
the over 100% response rate.



When Mentoring Takes Place

When asked about the program’s operational year,
63.2% (24) reported that they operated during theal-year, and an additional
26.3% (10) of programs said they operate from JyrDacember
10.5% (4) programs reported that they operatedconabination of academic-
year and year-round, while one reposigekifically that they operated from
October-October based on a “state c@tpe agreement”.

Program Details
Active One-to-One Mentoring Relationships

There are approximately 2,472 one-to-one mentaetagionships happening in 34
programs state-wide. Many programs gave an estimatder, which is why an exact
total is unclear.

8 programs reported having 3-10 matches (threegglibmsmallest number
any program reported above zero).

8 programs reported having 11-25 matches.

7 programs reported having 26-50 matches.

4 programs reported having 51-100 matches.

4 programs reported having 100 plus matches, thggegrams averaging
around 430 each.

1 program reported that their “peer program variesiich can be considered
as not applicable to this particular question, sitie following question asks
about one-to-one peer mentoring relationships.

2 Programs reported having no one-to-one matches.

Five respondents skipped this question.

In total, 16 programs in Maine could be considex@all mentoring programs (3-25
matches), 11 could be considered medium-sized (®9;&nd 4 could be considered
large (101 plus matches) when looking solely ataihe-to-one match numbers reported.

Active One-to-One Peer Mentoring Relationships

There are approximately 1,228 one-to-one peer miegteelationships in 30 programs
across the state.
4 programs reported having between 1-10 peer matche
4 programs reported having between 10-25 matches.
3 programs reported having over a 100 matches,amghreporting 110, one
reporting 120, and one reporting 868.
2 programs reported having 26-50 matches.
3 programs reported “program varies”, “n/a” andr‘eahool has them but they
are not part of our program”.



One program said that their numbers vary, so exacibers were unattainable
from survey results.

14 programs reported having no peer matches.

9 respondents skipped this question.

Clearly, there is less peer mentoring happeningwide, with more than a third (36%)
of survey respondents reporting no peer mentotirad.arhere are three large peer
mentoring programs in Maine and eight small, witlhydwo programs medium-sized.

Active Group Mentoring Relationships

MMP defined group mentoring in the survey quesasrione adult mentoring no more
than four youth”. The survey specifically asked fiombers of mentors and mentees
listed separately. Respondents report 151 mentgéisipating in group mentoring
statewide, 102 mentors, and an additional 102@patnts who are not identified as either
a mentor or mentee.

10 programs reported having fewer than 31 grouptoniry participants.

1 program 106 group mentoring participants.

1 program reported 78 group mentoring participants.

1 program reported n/a, one program reported “séarie

14 programs reported having no group mentoring.

11 respondents skipped this question.

Active Team Mentoring Relationships

MMP defined team mentoring in the survey questi®fiseveral adults working with a
small group of young people in which the adult oty ratio is no greater than 1:4”. The
survey specifically asked for numbers of mentois imentees to be listed separately.
Additionally, two respondents gave the same ansevegroup and team mentoring,
which could mean, due to misunderstanding of gremgbteam mentoring definitions, the
survey might include 35 dually-counted participaftsthout that taken into account,
MMP’s survey reports 43 mentees and 14 mentorsamtmentoring relationships, with
an additional 280 participants who cannot be idiedtias a mentor or mentee.
- 5 programs reported small numbers, with under 30qgzants.

1 program reported 50 team mentoring participants.

1 program reported 180 team mentoring participants.

1 program responded n/a.

1 program responded “they are here, just not aifsppart of the program”.

18 programs reported having no team mentoring commy leading team

mentoring to be the least-practiced formal mentpstatewide.

12 respondents skipped this question.



Total Number of Mentees Matched in Programs

The total number of mentees matched with mentotisar#5% of programs that
responded statewide is 3,728. Some programs resgdamith a number range, such as
30-50, in which case the average of that rangeusead. If a number and a plus sign were
used (such as 30+), that base number was usednttusion, there could be mentees
engaged in these programs that are not accountédiiogiven the responses, 3,728 is as
accurate as possible. Programs that could notayivexact number may reflect an under-
developed data and tracking system. Of the 35 prmogithat responded to this question,
there are:

11 small-sized programs, reporting 5-25 mentee the average of 13.5

mentees per program.

13 medium-sized programs, reporting 26-99 mentegitls,the average of 51

mentees per program.

10 large-sized programs, reporting 100-478 menteils,an average of 290

mentees per program.

Figure 2: The chart below illustrates the total nuen of mentees in 39 reporting programs statewide.

@ One-to-one mentees
m Peer mentoring mentees

O Group or Team mentees




Time-frame in which Mentees Meet

This question was asking the time-frame in a yeagiformat, giving the suggestion of
September 2005-June 2006, as opposed to day ofetble time-frame, such as
“Wednesdays from 2-5".
19 Programs indicated that they run during the ®woif the school year, with
start times ranging from September-October andtiemes ranging from
April-June.
9 Programs indicated that they run year-round,dghaiarting times range
from January to September but the duration is 18thso
4 programs gave answers that made it difficultdtednine the time-frame
their mentors/mentees meet and/or do not followBleenents of Effective
Practice, which recommends mentor/mentees meat feast a year or a
school-year in order for the relationship to be oy beneficial, but not
harmful. These four programs reported: “varies’aries from one month to
one year”, “January 2006-present day”, “Septembeceinber 2006".
3 Programs indicated having a combination of yeand and school-year
time frames, depending on what aspect of the progranentee is enrolled
(many mentoring programs have multiple programs).
One program reported that pairs meet for nine nwaothhe year but that
starting times vary.

Life Skills or Issues Addressed By Mentoring Progra m

This question was posed in a “check all that apfdyhat.
- 82.9% (29) address career or life skills.
62.9% (22) address school performance
62.9% (22) address post-secondary aspirations.
60% (21) address career aspirations.
40% (14) address school retention.
37.1% (13) address disability issues or transition.
31.4% (11) address job readiness or job skills.
2.9% (1) address community re-entry.
28.6% (10) address “other” things not listed, inlhg; “social and
community awareness issues”, “community servickighcial skills,
disability rights, self-advocacy”, “developmentatbnship based—not
prescriptive”, “interpersonal skills, problem-salgi’, “fun”, “relationship
building”, “social skills, interaction with largefsall group; reading”, “40
Developmental Assets”, “just being a friend”.
4 programs skipped this question.
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Activities or Services Integrated into Programs

This question also had a “check all that applyhiat.

- 91.4% (32) integrate recreational facilities/adies.
80% (28) integrate arts and crafts.
77.1% (27) integrate board games and related aesvi
11.4% (4) integrate counseling.
2.9% (1) integrate eating and sleeping facilities.
0 integrate childcare.
40% (14) programs indicated that they integratemthnlisted things,
including: “community service”, “drama, music, thea stage management”,
“learning about the different ways people in thesiatry live and community
service”, “community service”, “a variety of workghs”, “matches decide
their own activities, nothing is organized or sfietj “group activities”,
“fun”, “events for matches”, “small group discussjganel; cultural event;
community service”, “community service”, “communiican skills,
collaboration”, team building”, and “transition inéngs”.

Program-Sponsored Social Events

This question was posed in a “check all that apfythat, with four options. 93.3%
(28) of programs responding to this question spoasgents designed for mentors and
mentees together.
- 33.3% (10) programs sponsor events for just mentors

36.7% (11) programs sponsor events for family aishdls.

13.3% (4) programs reported sponsoring “other” kinflevents, including:

“‘community”, “Celebrations for Community Servicedgcts”, “group work”,

and “recreation activities for all students in ouganization”.

9 programs skipped this question.

Some of the program responses indicate that pragesenmore than just, solely, a
mentoring program and events are open to all irecbin those programs.

Time Commitment Required for the Mentoring Relation ship

This was an open-ended question, with the exampéngf “12 months, 1 hour/per
week”. Of the thirty-six responding programs:
14 have school-year programs with a 1-2 hour/pa&akve®@mmitment.
10 programs have a combination of different typementoring, but all had a
minimum of one-hour a week commitment for at lease months.
8 programs offered responses that were difficutiati@gorize. These
responses included: “2-3 hours/wk for 30 weeksarigs by match”, “1 hour
per week” (this appears twice), one-two hours akweigh a minimum of a
semester but encouragement for a school-year, Hwos a month for dinner
and a meeting, one eight hour cultural event’is‘ih year”.
4 have year-long programs with a 4-6 hour/monthro@gment.
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Some of these hard-to-categorize responses ar® dine uniqueness of the
program, such as the ten-hour a month commitmehtavcultural event,
reported by one program.

Some responses indicate a lack of tracking, aswébrivaries”, and some
responses indicate a misunderstanding of the questiich as “it is a year”.
With the exception of the eight programs that affecdlt to categorize, at
least 28 of the 36 respondents (78%) follow thertelets of Effective Practice
(national standards), which recommends at leashooea week for an entire
school-year.

3 programs skipped this question.

Number of Relationships that Continue Past the Firs  t Calendar Year

This is a difficult question to analyze becausedineey asked for an open-ended
response and did not give examples of how it shbaldnswered, such as in a percentage
of overall total of mentees served or just in nurebBlumeric numbers were translated
into percentages based on questions earlier isuhey that asked for the total number
of mentees served in the program. A percentagehesscalculated for each individual
program, unless a percentage of mentor/mentegoredhips that last beyond the first
calendar year was originally reported by the progitself. The individual program
percentages were averaged to estimate the statawsdage number of mentor/mentee
relationships that continue past the first calerydar.

- 12 programs reported a high number of mentor/meamdegonships lasting
beyond the first calendar year (71%-100%), wittaaerage of 88.5% of
relationships lasting beyond that first calendary@&his means that 31% of
responding programs report a high number of mantmtee relationships
lasting beyond a single calendar year.

7 programs reported a low number of mentor/merdkionships lasting
beyond the first calendar year (ranging from 0-308&bh the average of these
programs being 14% of relationships. 2 programerntegd having no
relationships last beyond the first calendar year.

6 programs reported a moderate number of mentotéaerlationships

lasting beyond the first calendar year (rangingfi@l%-70%), with an
average here of 54% of relationships lasting beybedirst calendar year.
57% of mentor/mentee relationships statewide legobd the first calendar
year of a program.

77% (28) of the 36 respondents indicated that thes®toring relationships
were one-to-one mentoring relationships.

33% of the 39 responding programs (13) did not gidecipherable answer to
this question by either not answering or being eagu

8 programs skipped this question.
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Training Resources

This questlon was posed in a check-all-that-apmignét.

59.5% (22) indicated that they use resources peaviy the Maine
Mentoring Partnership.

37.8% (14) indicated that they use materials predidy the National
Mentoring Partnership.

37.8% (14) indicated that they use other matersalsh as: materials created
in-house by individual organizations, SEARCH Ingtt materials, KIDS
Consortium materials, materials from the BostonedaBartners for Youth
with Disabilities (PYD), William Bridges TransitioRramework, Maine
Association of Nonprofits, Women, Work and Commynand the University
of Maine Cooperative Extension.

29.7% (11) indicated that they use resources peaviy Big Brothers Big
Sisters.

18.9% (7) indicated that they used no training ueses.

Two programs skipped this question.

Program Funding

The survey asked programs how they were fundedireak-all-that-apply format.
Thirty-seven of the thirty-nine programs responttethis question.

Table 2

Funding Source Percentage of Programs Who Have It
Corporate Donations 32.4%
Local School District 27%
Private In-State Foundation 27%
Private Out-of-State Foundation 13.5%
Maine Dept. of Education 8.1.%
Maine Office of Substance Abuse 8.1%
Maine Dept. of Health and Human Servigegs 1%
Maine Dept. of Corrections 5.4%
Maine Dept. of Labor 0

Title IV: Safe and Drug-Free Funds 5.4%
Private Foundational Donations 29.7%
In-kind Donations 51.4%
Fundraising 56.8%
United Way 29.7%
U.S. Dept. of Education 2.7%
U.S. Dept. of Labor 5.4%
U.S. Dept. of Health and Human Services 2.7%
U.S. Dept. of Corrections 2.7%
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Other, including: colleges where the 43.2%

mentoring program is sponsored, umbrella
organizations, Title IV Advisory Board,
MBNA, Corp. for National and
Community Service, Local Service Club
Donations, and two reported not being
funded this year

Mentoring Programs and Collaborations

When asked if individual programs collaboratedifally or informally, either for the
purpose of funding, training or resources, 36 paioty responded.

80.6% of programs said yes.
19.4% of programs said no.

When asked names and city/town of collaboratorgragrams responded. 68% of
responding programs collaborate with more thanarganization. Collaborators include:

Table 3

Collaborating Organization

City/Town of Organization

BBBS Bath/Brunswick

Brunswick

Brunswick HS Connections Brunswick
Communities for Children and Youth Augusta
(C4CY)

Maine Mentoring Partnership Farmingdale
MSAD 75 Topsham
Riverview Foundation Topsham
Sweetser

Volunteers of America NNE

Brunswick United Way Bath
Lewiston School District Lewiston
Auburn School District Auburn
Lisbon School District Lisbon
Jay/Livermore School Districts Jay, Livermore
Five Town Communities That Care Camden

Towns of St. George and Thomaston

St. George anthabkton

Rippleffect

Portland

Portland Parks and Rec Portland
Biddeford Community Bicycle Center Biddeford
S.U.B.O.N.E. Portland
Habitat for Humanity Portland
Most Holy Trinity Church Saco
Maine Bon Appetit Biddeford
Maine NAACP Portland

14



Maine Interact Clubs

Rotary District 7780

Cape Elizabeth Community Services

Cape Elizabeth

Gorham Middle School

Gorham

BBBS Southern Maine

Portland

MELMAC Education Foundation

Avristotle Investors Inc.

Maine Community Foundation

New England Job Corps

Monmouth FRIENDS Team

Monmouth

All Towns in Sagadahoc County

Sagadahoc County

21°' Century Learning

YMCA, Biddeford

Project SAFE and SMART

Portland Public Schools

University of Maine at Farmington Farmington
Raymond PTA, Raymond Village Library, Raymond
Raymond School Dept.

SEARCH 2f' Century Afterschool

Programs

MSAD 5

Greater Portland Mentoring Partnership Cumberlandn@y
York County Mentoring Partnership York County
KEYS of Promise York

Kittery Children’s Leadership Council Kittery
Portland Mentoring Alliance Portland
Aroostook Mental Health Center Presque Isle
Walmart Presque Isle
Hedrich’s Vending and Country Kitchens| Presque Isle

(for snacks)

Mentoring Programs and Scholarships

Thirty-six programs responded to the question oétiver or not they offer scholarships.
13.9% reported yes and
86.1% reported no.
The five programs that responded yes, and fouttiaddi programs, answered the
follow-up question of how these scholarship proggare organized.

- $500 annual scholarship based on funds from tHeChefstenbury STAR
Award. Award was designed and names after the@irsssroads student and
funding began from a grant from United Way and Kasunk Savings.
Eligible students must be graduating seniors whotarestudents within
Crossroads and demonstrate a quality communitycgebackground.
Applicants must write an essay each May.

Money is available for students who cannot affarattend mentor programs
expeditions. Students and parents fill out a fofnmtznt.
Need-based Scholarships available for Summer oficeprogram.

15



Scholarship available for Youth with Disabilities.

Report of “no fees required for program” (possimlisunderstanding of the
guestion).

Program offers up to $500 as a mentoring scholansiaitch for Corporation
for National Service Funds (the Presidential Free&zholarship) for
students who have participated in the mentoringatinye in program’s
community, but who have also completed over 10G$oticommunity
service. This scholarship program has been fivesy@arunning.

Weeklong camp scholarships with no criteria othanta desire to attend.
“Free for all fifth and sixth grade girls who woul#le to participate” (also a
possible misunderstanding of the question.

“Scholarships for what? The program or for postweseary school? If for the
program, yes. If for post-secondary school, no.”

Survey results on this question indicate that MMBI@d have been more specific about
kinds of scholarships, such as “for post-secondducation” or “for program
participation”.

Data Tracked By Program

Programs were asked, in a check-all-that-apply &ymo indicate what data they track.
Thirty-six programs responded to this question.

91.7% (33) track the number of matches in theigpm.

83.3% (30) track the duration of matches in theagpam.

52.8% (19) track the relationship success of menteth significant adults.
44.4% (16) track the attainment of program-spegbals

41.7% (15) track the relationship success of menigth peers.

36.1% (13) track the academic standing of mentees.

38.9% (14) track the demographic data of mentees.

33.3% (12) track the demographic data of mentors.

16. 7% (6) track other things, including: “IL goalactivities of matches,
academic performance improvements as reporteddohées, parents and
mentors, Developmental Assets Profile, “little cahted reporting”.

Characteristics of Mentees

In the future, MMP could be clearer in the follogiquestions, asking specifically for
numbers and not percentages.

Female Mentees

Approximately 1,580 female mentees are served ne8§fonding Maine programs. The
survey had 27 numerical answers.

16



Male Mentees
Approximately 1,138 mentees are served by 29 ralipgrprograms. The survey had 27
numerical answers.

Ethnicity of Mentees

For the following five questions, MMP asked spexifiy for percentages but still had a
mixed response where some responses included tef4hedm but many did not. For the
sake of compiling data, MMP will assume the % valtieach response, whether it is
included in the response or not. The percent viapeesents the percentage of the
program’s total mentee population.

Percentage of African American Mentees

Of the 39 responding programs, 30 responded tajthestion. Fifteen programs (50%)
reported serving no African American mentees. Aini@dmerican mentees represent an
average of 1.5% of the total mentee populationeskby 28 reporting programs. One
program answered “N/A” and another program answaraknown.”

Percentage of Hispanic Mentees

Of the 39 respondents, only 29 responded to thestipn. Fifteen programs (52%)
reported serving no Hispanic mentees. Hispanic easntepresent an average of 2.4% of
the total mentee population served by 29 repogihograms. One program answered “?”,
another “N/A” and another “unknown”.

Percentage of Native American Mentees

Of the 39 respondents, only 29 responded to thestipn. Seventeen programs (58%)
reported having no Native American mentees. Ongrpro answered “?”, another “N/A”
and three answered “unknown”. Native American mentepresent an average of .38%
of the total mentee population served by 24 repgmirograms.

Percentage of Caucasian Mentees

Of the 39 survey respondents, 29 responded tajtlgstion. Twenty-one programs
responded that 90% of or higher of their progranmtee population is Caucasian.
Caucasian mentees represent an average of 90% witéth mentee population served by
29 reporting programs. Two programs answered “unkri@and one answered “N/A”.

Percentage of Asian Mentees

Of the 39 survey respondents, 28 responded tajtigstion. Eighteen out of 25 programs
reported serving no Asian mentees. Asian mentgegesent an average of 1.9% of the
total mentee population served by 28 reporting Eog. One program answered “N/A”,
one program answered “unknown” and another prograswered “1 participant”.
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Minimum Age of Mentees

Of the 39 survey respondents, 33 responded tatlastion.
16 (51%) have a minimum age requirement of 5-8s/e#Ht.
8 (26%) have a minimum age requirement of 9-11s/ekt.
6 (29%) have a minimum age requirement of 12-14syefl.
1 (3%) has a minimum age requirement of 15 or older
1 respondent answered “school-aged” and anothefwaaes”.

Maximum Age of Mentees

Of the 39 survey respondents, 32 responded tatigstion.
17 (55%) programs have a maximum age of 17 or oldee program
responded that their maximum age was 60. Withdungethis 60 into
account (because it would greatly skew the averdigeaverage maximum
age of mentees, where the maximum age is oves 1IB.iSix programs are
serving youth into their 20’s.
8 (25%) programs have a maximum age between thelagé6.
2 (6%) programs have a maximum age between thecd@e$0.
2 (6%) programs have a maximum age between thecidds13.
2 programs answered as having an age maximum ag&"no
1 respondent answered “N/A”.

Required Age Difference Between Mentors and Mentees

Sixteen programs (51%) responded simply “no” anel mmgram responded with
“N/A”.

4 programs responded with a 3-5 year age differertb@een mentors and
mentees.

3 programs responded that mentors must be atl8ast

3 programs were vague, one specifiying that it ddpd on what the match needs
were and the other two that the relationships a€eltdt and youth only.

2 programs strive to have a ten year differencevéeh mentor and mentee.

1 program responded as “YES” but gave no furtheaiation

7 programs skipped this question.

Mentees with Mental, Physical or Hidden Disabilitie s Served by Program

Of the 39 survey respondents, 30 responded tajtiastion. Because the question was
open-ended, there was a variety of response.
2 programs responded with “all” their mentees haweental, physical, or
hidden disability.
5 programs reported serving no mentees with mephgkical, or hidden
disabilities.
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3 programs reported specifically that this numbaititracked, and one
responded with “N/A” and one with “?”.

Of the programs that reported numerically, theeedr3 mentees with mental,
physical and/or hidden disabilities served formallyprograms state-wide.

1 program responded with a percentage (10% to aetexhough this
guestion asked for the number of mentees, ratlaertte percentage.

Specific Populations Targeted by Mentoring Programs

Of the 39 respondents, 33 responded to this quedelow are the specific
population targets, and the percent of programisubathese targets based on the 33
responding programs representing statewide dawquiastion was asked in a check-all-
that-apply format.

Table 4

Population Target Percent of Programs| Number of Prgram
Female 66.7% 22
Male 60.6% 20
School Difficulties 57.6% 19
Single Parent 36.4% 12
Mental Disability 24.2% 8
Parent-less 21.2% 7
Foster care 21.2% 7
Physical Disability 18.2% 6
Court-involvement 6.1% 2
Pregnant and Parenting 6.1% 2
Teens

GLBTQ 3% 1
Religious Affiliation 3% 1
Imprisoned Youth 3% 1
“Other” open-ended 39.4% 13
including everyone,

matches done by request,

learning disabilities, youth

who are willing to engage

in service, and students who

are “at-risk”
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Primary Characteristics Used for Matching

Thirty-four programs, of the 39 survey respondergsponded to this question. The

guestion was posed in a check all that apply format

Table 5

Characteristic Percent of Programs | Number of Programs
Gender 85.3% 29
Common Interest 82.4% 28
Race/Ethnicity 11.8% 4
Religious Affiliation 2.9% 1
Disability 2.9% 1

“Other”, including: skill and 23.5% 8

personal needs, location,
individual parent and
mentor preferences,
academic needs, willingne
to serve others, preference

U

around age

S

Additional Characteristics Desired, but not require

d, for Matching

There were 21 total respondents to this questiba.qguestion was posed in a check all

that apply format.

Table 6

Characteristic Percent of Programs| Number of Prograns
Gender 42.9% 9
Common Interests 47.6% 10
Race/Ethnicity 23.8% 5
Religious Affiliation 19% 4
Disability 14.3% 3

“Other”, including: “strong 23.5% 8

female role models”,
“academic level to help
with schoolwork”, location,

car and license
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Number of Mentees on a Waiting List

Thirty-three programs, of the 39 program resporglarnswered this question. Those 33
programs report more than 485 children and youttvaiting lists for mentors.
- 13 programs (42%) reported that they have 1-10 eesnbn waiting lists, with
an average of 6.5 mentees per waiting list.
9 programs (29%) reported having 11-50 menteesveaiting list, with an
average of 27 mentees per waiting list.
6 programs (19%) reported that they had 0 menteegadting lists.
2 programs (6.5%) reported having 51-100 menteegaitmng lists, with an
average of 72.5 mentees per list.
2 programs simply answered “many” and “unknown”jle/lother programs
merely gave estimates.
1 program (3%) reported having over 100 (113) meshtan a waiting list.

Period of Time Mentees Wait to Receive a Mentor

Thirty-four of the 39 survey respondents resportddtiis question. The question was
posed in a multiple-choice format.

Table 7

Time Duration Percent of Program$  Number of Program
1-3 weeks 11.8% 4

1-3 months 17.6% 6

3-6 months 8.8% 3

7-10 months 0 0

More than 10 months 41.2% 14
“Other” includes: unknowns and 23.5% 8

one program responded “3 years”

Mentees Who May Be Dually-Enrolled in Mentoring Pro  grams

Thirty-three programs responded to this questioostyprograms do not know if they
have a mentee dually-enrolled. The purpose ofgihéstion was to make sure mentees
were not counted in overall survey data twice. A®ltest of MMP’s discernment, there
are only a small number of mentees (fewer thanat@ may be counted twice.

Mentee Training Provided

Thirty-four programs responded to this questioftyfpercent (17) said no, and fifty
percent said yes.
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Program Contact with Mentees

Programs were asked if they stay in touch with esnin a check all that apply format.

Thirty-three programs responded to this question.

Table 8
Mode of Communication | Percent of Programs Number of Programs
who use it who use it
Group Meetings 54.5% 18
Email Correspondence 36.4% 12
Individual Meetings 63.6% 21
Written Correspondence 27.3% 9
Telephone Contact 60.6% 20
Other, includes: school, 18.2% 6
family meetings, program
activities

Thirty-three programs responded to the questidmoef often the program interacts

with/contacts their mentees.

Twenty programs (60%) keep in touch with mentedsast once a month,
with many saying bi-monthly and five specificallyentioning touching base

weekly.

The rest of the programs were vague, writing thiilgs“as needed” and
“varies by mentor”. This appears to be an area vpevgrams could

professionalize by standardizing their communigatio

Characteristics of Mentors

Figure 3

Gendered Breakdown

o Male
®m Female
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Number of Male Mentors Statewide
Thirty programs responded to this question. Ongram responded as “25%” and
another as “already said!” Twenty-eight progranmore682 male mentors statewide.

Number of Female Mentors Statewide

Twenty-eight programs reported a total of 1,448dkEnmentors statewide. One program
responded with “75%” and another with “already Eaithere are twice as many female
mentors statewide as male mentors.

Ages of Mentors

Number of Mentors under the age of 14

Thirty-three programs responded to this question.
32 programs reported 51 mentors under age 14 stitew
One program sited “HIPPA” (state privacy regulatidor schools) instead of
responding directly.

Number of Mentors age 14-17

Thirty programs responded to this question.
29 programs reported 1,291 mentors between theddes17. Most of these
mentors are current high school students.
One program sited “HIPPA”.

Number of Mentors age 18-25

Twenty-nine programs responded to this question.
28 programs reported 400 mentors between the ddés2b. Of those 400
mentors, 386 are current college students.
One program sited “HIPPA”.

Number of Mentors age 26-55

Twenty-eight programs responded to this question.
27 programs reported 580 mentors between the d@&s55.
One program sited “HIPPA”.

Number of Mentors over age 55

Twenty-seven programs responded to this question.
26 programs reported 205 mentors over age 55.
One program sited “HIPPA”.
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Figure 4

Age Breakdown
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older

Number of Mentors on Waiting Lists
The thirty programs responding to this questiororegal 40 mentors on waiting lists
statewide.

Recruiting Mentors
Thirty-four programs responded to this questiore Gjhestion was posed in a check-all-
that-apply format.

Table 9

Place of Recruiting Percentage of Programs | Number of Programs
who use it who use it

Churches/Synagogues/Plages 38.2% 18

of Worship

Print Advertising 37.1% 16

Radio/Television 26.5% 9

Schools/Colleges 76.5% 26

Service Organizations 47.1% 16

Speaking Engagements 52.9% 18

United Way 44.1% 19

Website 55.9% 19

Word of Mouth 88.2% 30

Other: includes school 20.6% 7

newsletter, current mentors

tables at events, foster parent

trainings
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Screening Mentors
Thirty-three programs responded to this questidris Guestion was posed in a check-all-
that-apply format.

Table 10

Type of Screening Percentage of Programs | Number of Programs
who use it who use it

Written Application 93.9% 31

Face to Face Interviews 97% 32

Phone Interviews 33.3% 11

Reference Checks 78.8% 26

Local Police Checks 24.2% 8

Maine Motor Vehicle 42.4% 14

Records Check

Maine Bureau of 54.5% 18

Identification Criminal

Background Check

Sex Offender Registry 45.5% 15

Check

Maine Dept. of Human 36.4% 12

Services Record Check

SafetyNET/MENTOR 12.1% 4

National (FBI) Fingerprint 9.1% 3

Check

Other, includes: BBBS 21.2% 7

background checks, schoal

and youth development orgs

that do own screenings,

school systems,

Choicepoint Volunteer Sel.

Cost of Programs to Complete Screenings
This question was asked in a check-all-that-apmignat. Twenty-seven programs
responded to this question.

Table 11

Funding Source Percentage of Programs | Number of Programs
who have it who have it

Inclusion in overall 63% 17

operating costs

School Department 22.2% 6

Grant 22.2% 6

Local Law Enforcement 0 0

Other: Including mentor 5.9% 2

pays one-time fee, not

funded
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Mentor Training
Thirty-four programs responded to this questionualbloe components of initial mentor
tralnlngs they offer. The question was in a chetkhat-apply format.

79.4% (27) of programs use individual instructinrtheir mentor training.
76.5% (26) of programs use a handbook in theirainmbentor training.
58.8% (20) of programs use group seminars in thiiial mentor training.
5.9% (2) of programs use “other” tools, includingipies or availability of
trained personnel, as part of their mentor training

Thirty-two programs provided information about ti@urs of initial training mentors

receive.

80% (24) of programs provide 1-3 hours of initiadmtor training.

13% (4) of programs responded that their trainemgths vary, with two
programs reporting a maximum of 20 hours of initrentor training.
6% (2) of programs provide 4-6 hours of initial rartraining.

6% (2) of programs provide a half hour or lessnatfal mentor training.

Thirty-one programs provided information about tloeirs of on-going training mentors
receive annually.

32% of programs (10) offer 1-3 hours of on-goirajrtiing annually.

23% of programs (7) reported that their trainingsyvor happen on an as-
need basis

19% of programs (6) offer 4-10 hours.

13% of programs (4) offer 10-20 hours.

10% of programs (3) offer no on-going training.

3% of programs (1) provide weekly training.

Support and Supervision of Mentors
Thirty-four programs responded to this questionicWwhwas asked in a check-all-that-

apply format.

Table 12

Type of Percent of Programs | Number of
Support/Supervision who use it Programs who use it
E-mail Correspondence 91.2% 31
Telephone Contact 79.4% 27
Individual Meetings 79.4% 27
Group Meetings 73.5% 25
Written Correspondence 44.1% 15
Other, includes: “I do what| 5.9% 2

it takes to support and

maintain relationships” and

trainings




Frequency of Support/Supervision Interactions

Thirty-one programs responded to this follow-up sjice.
- 60% reported having at least monthly contact.
40% reported having at least weekly contact.
3 programs responded that contact varies.
1 program responded that they already answeredteistion.
Many programs reported using more than one tym®wwimunication/supervision
at varying intervals.

Other Requirements Mentors Must Meet

Twenty-three programs answered this open-endediqunewhich gave examples of
“educational, religious, occupational, etc.” andleasprograms to be specific. Programs
had a variety of responses.
College-based programs, such as the Universityes¥ England’s Mentoring
Program or the Bowdoin College Mentoring Prograavehthe requirement that
the mentors all be students in the college.
Many programs answered that it varies or that trese no additional
requirements.
Still other programs had much more specific craefiom no use of
drugs/alcohol/tobacco (under-aged mentors) to areguirement of 20 or 21, to
having program-specific experience.

How Can MMP Best Serve Your Organization

The final portion of the survey wanted to know hig\WIP can best utilize its services in
support of the variety of mentoring programs actbssstate. All of the following
guestions were asked in an open-ended format.

Greatest Needs of Local Mentoring Providers

The two recurrent threads in the twenty-six opeteglnanswers to this question are:
Mentors (sometimes categorized as adult mentonsabe mentors or volunteers
in general) and
Funding, sometimes specified as funding for a coatdr, or funding to replace a
VISTA position at the end of its term.

A few programs specified that they wanted more ojpaty to share resources.

Programs’ Greatest Challenges

Many programs emphasized a need to pay their diyreolunteer staff
coordinators.
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Some programs mentioned that a misconception of mieatoring is/is not can
be a deterrent for potential mentors.

Some programs emphasized a challenge as focusitige @uantity of mentoring
matches when they would prefer to focus on theityual

Professionalizing mentoring programs so to prowalesistency over time also
emerged as a challenge.

Funding and mentor recruitment were consistentyrra threads in each of the
twenty-six program responses.

Most Important Services of a Statewide Mentoring Pa  rtnership

Twenty-two programs responded to this questionr@a@as an overwhelming
consistency of needs in each program’s response.
- Many specified that a statewide partnership shpubdide funding or access to
and information about funding.
Assistance in marketing and recruitment, as wedl ammework for sharing
resources.
Advocacy and Support Trainings, as have been dotieeipast.

How MMP Can Improve Its Services

Thirteen programs responded to this question.
- Many programs reported that they were pleased MNHP’s services.
Some programs wanted more PR coverage statewidarded MMP to continue
to be a voice for advocacy at the state level.
One program asked specifically for help recruitimgh profile mentors.
One program asked specifically for help profesdiaimay volunteers and staff.

Concerns About the Future of MMP

Nine programs responded to this question.
- A few programs reported that they had no concerns.
A few programs were concerned about continuing ifuoppéor MMP.
Programs emphasized concern for MMP’s growth astaguability and
mentioned that, without MMP, the mentoring movenraight lose its
momentum, as well as resources for training, suppaod technical assistance.
One program wrote, “We could be going backwardgeflost MMP.”
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Conclusions and Recommendations

In a few places, survey questions could have bksiiied by MMP and/or examples
given. The first would be to have listed site-baseshtoring rather than school-based
mentoring to be more inclusive and exact unidgres of Mentoring ProgramgVhen
asking for the number of relationships that corgipast the first calendar year, the
response selection could have been a series cdmiaanges rather than an open-ended
response. When asking about scholarship avaikatitie response selection could have
been more specific as to the type of scholarshipedigibility criteria for applicants.

A number of questions were skipped by a large peacge of programs. Programs could
have noted more directly if the question was n@liapble. MMP could design future
surveys so that skipping questions is not an o@rmhsite “N/A” as an appropriate
response example. There were also places wheregpnegvere not specific, giving only
an estimate or a vague “varies”, which was notulssfall for survey tabulation and
could indicate a lack of close tracking. In othkcgs in the survey, respondents gave
percentages when numbers were asked or vice-verdaser reading of the survey
guestions could have eliminated this problem. Bo®emmendation here is for more
programs to respond completely. While some prognasre very thorough and specific,
other programs were not.

In conclusion, it seems relevant for MMP to condiet kind of survey with mentoring
program providers once every two years as a wgptge the need and progress of
formal mentoring statewide. With this kind of sune@nducted at regular intervals, the
shifting nature of mentoring programs can be mesbsand the trends associated with
those changes identified. MMP can use these trienitluence policy, funding, and
affective advocacy.

29



Appendix A Participatiig Programs

Alpha One Maine Leap Program

Big Brothers Big Sisters of Bath/Brunswick

Big Brothers Big Sisters of Eastern Maine

Big Brothers Big Sisters of Kennebec Valley

Big Brothers Big Sisters of Midcoast Maine

Big Brothers Big Sisters of Oxford and AndroscogGiounties
Big Brothers Big Sisters of Southern Maine

Black Bear Mentors

Bowdoin College Mentoring

Branching Out Transitional Mentoring Program

Cape Elizabeth School Mentor Program/Escapade Mémtmgram
Central Aroostook Mentoring Program

Case Management for Youth, Inc. Mentor Program
Community Connections

Community Connection Mentoring Program

Community Mentoring

Crossroads Afterschool Drama Program

EdGE

Girl-to-Girl

Girl Talk Mentoring Program

Kittery Schools Mentoring Program/Shapleigh School
Leg-Up

Mentoring Children of Promise

Mentoring at University of Southern Maine

Mitchell Mates Mentoring Program

Monmouth Middle School Mentoring Program

Partners in Education

Pathway Partners

Portland Education Partnership

Portland Mentoring Alliance

Portland Time Bank Mentoring Program

Raymond Mentoring Partnership

Service for Peace

Tiger Pals/YouthLinks

Trekkers, Inc.

University of New England College Community MentgriRrogram
Videomakers and Discovery Places Environmental Club
Winthrop School/Community Mentoring Program

Youth Mentors, Inc.
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National Studies

« 96% of existing mentors would recommend
mentoring to others.

 While the average mentoring relationship lasts
nine months, 38% last at least a year.

(Source: National Mentoring Parthership’s 2005 Mentoring in America poll.)
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