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 Executive Summary                                                                                                                                                                                                                                     
This evaluation of the mentoring programme was commissioned by the Northern Ireland Association for the Care and Resettlement of Offenders (NIACRO) in April 2005 as a requirement of the principal funders - the Children's Fund and Big Lottery Fund (previously Community Fund).The programme has delivered mentoring services in the 4 health board areas in Northern Ireland aimed at promoting social inclusion and providing support for marginalised children and young people, by recruiting and training volunteers from the local community to act as mentors. At July 2005, NIACRO had provided one to one mentoring services to approximately 250 children and young people [aged 10-17 years] at risk of offending /re-offending.

The programme was evaluated using a range of quantitative and qualitative indicators to address the terms of reference. Given the highly personal and complex nature of the relationship between mentee and mentor, significant emphasis was placed on examining the nature of the interaction, and its impact on the parties involved. The sample is, of necessity, small scale representing a ‘snapshot’ of the views and opinions of the young people at a given period in time. There are two principal reasons for this. Firstly, it was felt that in small conversational type sessions ‘behavioural issues’ associated with interviewing larger subsets of children/teenage young people could be more easily managed. Secondly as a consequence of the smaller group sizes, the young people would feel less inhibited or ‘embarrassed’ discussing their feelings about what having a mentor meant to them. Thus while the subset of young people in the 4 focus group sessions is not statistically significant (in terms of the overall number who have been involved with the programme) it nonetheless provided a depth of qualitative data essential to understanding the mentoring relationship.

The evidence obtained confirms the two fundamental principles on which the NIACRO programme is founded : acceptance of the programme by young people is directly related to the mentoring relationship between the adult mentor and the young mentee being entirely voluntary in nature, and young people are more likely to develop a sustainable relationship with a mentor, and to regard him/her as a positive adult role model, where the mentor had no association with other adults in authority in their lives (police, teachers/ educationalists, social workers, probation officers, even parents, with whom they may have/have had difficult relationships). 
Key findings 
· To date a total of 245 young people have engaged with the NIACRO programme and almost 150 volunteer mentors have provided 1:1 mentoring support
· Almost 85% of all the young people referred were successfully matched with mentors
· The ‘core’ age group for mentoring intervention is 10-15 years, with almost three quarters of all young people engaging with the programme falling within this age range
· Fewer than 1 in 5 mentees were school leavers (aged 16+).   
· Three out of every 4 young people on the programme had an identified problem with school attendance or behaviour in terms of the formal or ‘mainstream’ education system
· Almost half of the young people interviewed were interested in becoming mentors themselves
· Almost a quarter of volunteer mentors in the NIACRO programme are male.  
· Over two thirds of mentors are aged between 20 and 30, and 14% are aged 40 or over.
· Mentors and mentees never requested someone of the same religion or faith, and Catholic/Protestant mentoring relationships are the norm. 
· All professional agency respondents stated the mentoring programme delivered a quality service and added value and complemented the work of their respective agencies 
· Referral agency respondents reported that the NIACRO programme had ‘credibility’ with young people and that it was well accepted ‘on the ground’
· Almost 90% of referral agency respondents confirmed that, in their opinion, no other agency or programme could have achieved the level of success enjoyed by the NIACRO initiative
· The mentoring programme has achieved best practice and "Approved Provider” status through the Mentoring and Befriending Foundation 

· Staff felt greater emphasis needed to be placed on addressing training needs specific to the themes and issues affecting work with disaffected young people
· The University of Surrey, in a major evaluation of national mentoring projects for the Youth Justice Agency in Britain, found that it took 'the best part of a year to 18 months'  before a mentoring programme became fully operational. 
Summary of key recommendations 

· Consider offering personal development programmes for both mentees and mentors.
· Explore the potential for a mentoring programme aimed exclusively at parents/ guardians and pilot such an initiative to test viability and effectiveness.
· Explore the dynamics involved in achieving positive inter personal relationships between disaffected young people from diverse cultural, social and political backgrounds 
· Develop a ‘typology’ of the characteristics contributing to the success of mentoring programme 
· There is a need for empirical evidence regarding the longer term benefits of mentoring in achieving reduced levels of offending, and the benefits of such programmes in promoting enhanced participation in education, training and employment. NIACRO is critically placed [subject to the availability of funding] to undertake a longitudinal study to obtain fuller information about individual mentee behaviour over time, post completion of the mentoring programme.
· Review existing IT systems and procedures as a matter of priority to ensure all are being used to their full capacity, and data capture and input is consistent across all programme bases. 

· Ensure all management information systems are sufficiently robust to capture the data requirements of both funders and research / evidence based policy comment needs 
· Produce an annual marketing plan to redress trends/imbalances across the programme through targeted marketing and promotional activities 
· Undertake regular quality audits to ensure that best practice and quality standards are the norm 
· Share knowledge, skills, expertise and learning built up through the programme with other NIACRO projects which include mentoring as a principal or ancillary activity. 

· Implement an annual training needs survey to review the training and support needs of volunteer mentors, and establish independently facilitated discussion or ‘team building’ type events for volunteer mentors. 
Chapter
 1.0 Introduction 
1.1 Background 

Following positive evaluation of a pilot mentoring scheme in 2002, the Northern Ireland Association for the Care and Resettlement of Offenders (hereinafter referred to as NIACRO), received funding from Big Lottery Fund (formerly Community Fund) and the Children’s Fund to deliver a programme of mentoring services in each of the 4 health board areas in Northern Ireland
. The Local Strategy Partnership for the Derry/Londonderry City Council area also provided financial support of £71,900 in respect of an agreed number of funded places.The services provided under the programme seek to promote social inclusion and provide support for marginalised children and young people, by recruiting and training volunteers from the local community to act as mentors for children and young people [aged 10-17 years] who are at risk of offending /re-offending. To date NIACRO has provided one to one mentoring services to approximately 250 young people throughout Northern Ireland. Every young person or ‘mentee’ has an ongoing relationship with a volunteer mentor, who in turn is supported by a NIACRO Mentoring Development Worker. 
1.2 Terms of Reference for the Evaluation

In accordance with the terms and conditions of funding contracted with Big Lottery Fund and the Children’s Fund respectively, NIACRO commissioned an associate consultant from Community Evaluation Northern Ireland (CENI) to conduct an external evaluation of the overall mentoring programme.  The following objectives were agreed for the exercise:

· To assess the effectiveness of service delivery, evaluating performance in the context of wider policy objectives 
· To assess how efficiently and effectively grant aid has been utilised under the mentoring programme 
· To examine the adequacy of organisational and project implementation/administration structures and systems 
· To produce evidence based recommendations for improvement in service efficiency and effectiveness
The key issues addressed under each of the evaluation objectives and summaries of the methods used are detailed below.  
To assess the effectiveness of service delivery, evaluating performance in the context of wider policy objectives 
The respective funding applications note a series of measurable objectives against which programme effectiveness was assessed using both quantitative and qualitative methods. Detailed internal monitoring and reporting data were analysed to evaluate performance against target outputs such as the number of volunteer mentors recruited, trained and successfully matched with young people or “mentees”, and participation levels across the programme. This data was complemented by in-depth fieldwork involving face to face interviews and focus group sessions with key respondents: young people, volunteer mentors, and NIACRO staff engaged in programme implementation and management. The views of professional partners involved in the programme - the Probation Service, police and Youth Justice Agency - were obtained through telephone interviews with a representative sample of agencies eligible to make referrals to the programme. In the fieldwork phase of the evaluation focus group discussions were structured not only to explore satisfaction ratings but also to identify any ‘added value’ and/or ‘positive learning’ derived from participation in the programme (including particular emphasis on the dynamics of the mentoring relationship itself). The role of mentoring within wider youth and criminal justice interventions is among one of a number of recommendations in a report by the Justice Oversight Commissioner, the Rt. Hon. the Lord Clyde
, who also noted the need for empirical evidence regarding the longer term benefits of mentoring in achieving reduced levels of offending, and the benefits of such programmes in promoting enhanced participation in education, training and employment.

Chapter 7 of this report includes a review of  programme learning and the potential for NIACRO to provide evidence based comment to inform the debate on whether or not mentoring (which currently is voluntary in nature) could or should become part of a more formal and official response to youth offending.
.
To assess how efficiently and effectively grant aid has been utilised under the mentoring programme 
The efficiency and effectiveness of grant spend was principally considered in terms of value for money. Assessment of value for money was linked to review of the extent to which programme objectives were achieved, particularly with regard to demand for and uptake of, programme services (user throughputs), and outcomes identified within planning documents and original funding proposals. In addition, the evaluator also looked at cost and efficiency issues drawing on performance indicator data from a range of sources including internal financial monitoring information. A further important element was review of financial systems and audit arrangements specific to the programme. This evaluation objective drew on secondary data, programme documentation and related monitoring reports and the in-depth semi-structured interviews undertaken with key NIACRO personnel. 
To examine the adequacy and efficiency of the management and administration structures and systems
The evaluator examined written organisational records and associated documentation in order to assess programme management and administration structures and systems. Structured interviews were held with appropriate NIACRO programme staff, including the Youth Offending Services Manager and the Senior Practitioner with operational responsibility for programme delivery. Also considered under this objective was a review of the adequacy of the:

· systems in place for management, planning and review of the programme;

· systems/structures in place for programme administration;

· systems in place to monitor outputs and outcomes;
· quality assurance methods used by NIACRO. 
To produce evidence based recommendations for improvement in service efficiency and effectiveness 

Report recommendations are based on data analysis of programme efficiency and effectiveness, structured interviews and focus group discussions with representative samples of programme participants/beneficiaries. Emphasis has been placed on opportunities to enhance management data systems and on promotion of the programme’s cutting edge expertise in the context of wider criminal justice policy and legislative objectives. 
1.3 Methodology
The detailed methodology for the evaluation was agreed with the Evaluation Steering Group and included the following elements.
Review of documentary material and monitoring/reporting data 
This included: 

1 NIACRO Corporate Plan 2003-06 and/ or planning documents
2 Relevant business unit/ operational plans and reviews

3 Funding applications to Community Fund/ BLF, the Children’s Fund and the Local Strategy      Partnership in the Derry/Londonderry City Council area. 
4 Review and monitoring reports for the programme funder (s)
5 Statements of project aims and objectives

6  Details of project activities
7 Internal monitoring data

8 Organisational structures and reporting mechanism
9 Audit/ quality control documentation relating to service delivery standards
10 Other materials contributing to the delivery of the mentoring programme. 
Consultation with key participants 
Although the NIACRO programme participants or ‘beneficiaries’ are primarily the young people it would be inaccurate not to regard their volunteer ‘mentors’ as key participants also (given that mentoring is fundamentally a two way process, heavily reliant for its success on the quality of the one to one relationship between the respective parties). This phase of the evaluation therefore sought to obtain qualitative data from both categories of participant. It is acknowledged that the sample is small scale in terms of statistical significance, representing a ‘snapshot’ of the views and opinions of the young people at a given period in time.  There are two principal reasons for this. Firstly, it was felt that within small conversational type sessions ‘behavioural issues’ associated with interviewing larger groups of children/teenage young people could be more easily managed. Secondly as a consequence of the smaller group sizes, the young people would feel less inhibited or ‘embarrassed’ discussing their feelings about what having a mentor meant to them. The value of this approach was confirmed by the volume of rich qualitative data obtained which has the potential to facilitate greater understanding of the complexities of the mentoring relationship. Additionally, time and resources constraints meant that it was not feasible to undertake more than 4 small conversational focus groups within the terms of this evaluation.
The 4 structured focus group sessions [in Carrickfergus, Armagh, Derry/Londonderry and Belfast] were held with a randomly selected group of young people currently engaged with the mentoring programme. At the start of each session, the young people were invited to complete a short closed questionnaire prior to the group discussion. A group session was then held in Belfast with a randomly selected group of volunteer mentors working in each of the 4 board areas. The session explored the views and opinions of the mentors in an open forum, and thereafter participants were offered the opportunity to note any anonymous [individual] comments they wished to make. Details of the focus group discussion topics and a copy of the self administered questionnaire are in Appendix 1. A copy of the focus group schedule of discussion topics explored with the volunteer mentors can be found at Appendix 2.
Consultation with other key informants 

The evaluator consulted with the following other key informants:
· Mentoring development staff involved in supervision and support of the volunteer mentors in each of the 4 board areas 
· A representative sample of the agencies eligible to make referrals to the programme 
· The Senior Practitioner for mentoring 

· The Youth Offending Services Manager
A series of semi structured interviews were held with the Senior Practitioner. Two focus group discussions were also held with Mentoring Development staff responsible for the day to day operation of the programme in their board area.  Staff were also invited to note, anonymously, any individual comments they wished to make at the end of the session. Details of the topics addressed are noted at Appendix 3. Feedback from referral agencies was obtained by semi structured telephone interview. The referral agencies contacted included Probation, the Police Service, and Youth Justice Agency in each board area. A copy of the letter of introduction and the areas on which respondents were invited to provide feedback is attached at Appendix 4.

1.4 Structure of the Evaluation Report
The evaluation report is divided into the following sections:
Executive Summary  
1. Introduction

2. Policy context and background 

3. Programme delivery 
4. Programme uptake
5. Value for Money 

6. Programme perspectives 
7. Conclusions and Recommendations
The terms of reference for the evaluation are addressed in the main body of the report and conclusions against each of the terms of reference are contained in the final Chapter.
Chapter 2.0 Context
2.1
Introduction

This Chapter provides a brief overview of the strategic context in which NIACRO functions and then describes the policy environment within which the project was set up. It concludes with a review of the mentoring programme’s aims and objectives, delivery approach and structure. 
2.2 Strategic role of NIACRO 
NIACRO is a voluntary organisation working in the criminal justice field for over 30 years, with the mission of reducing crime and its impact on people and communities. During that time the organisation has engaged directly with the criminal justice system and its related agencies including police, voluntary and community groups, probation, the courts and prisons across Northern Ireland. NIACRO’s work also involves the organisation in direct frontline interaction with the most disadvantaged communities and many of society’s most marginalised groups such as, prisoners’ families, ex-prisoners and offenders, victims, young people at risk and young people excluded from their communities.
2.3 The Mentoring Concept 
Towards the end of the last century, mentoring emerged as an increasingly popular form of intervention with young people in the USA – particularly with young people perceived as vulnerable, disaffected and/or at risk of becoming involved in crime. Latterly, mentoring has gained growing acceptance in Britain as a mechanism for working with disadvantaged youth and there has been a marked increase in the number of mentoring schemes in operation. Mentoring support is now a key feature in many programmes designed to combat social exclusion and tackle youth crime, with the mentoring concept frequently cited as a way of helping young people through the processes of transition from adolescence to adulthood. In planned mentoring programmes an unrelated volunteer adult mentor is matched with a young person with a view to establishing a supportive one-to-one relationship in which the young person is encouraged to develop essential interpersonal skills and behavioural competencies. Given the diverse skills involved in the mentoring relationship, mentors themselves have been variously described as friends, teachers, guides, role models, advisers, counsellors and protectors. The mentoring relationship reflects characteristics identified in a body of research by John Bowlby (1973) and others which considered, inter alia, the importance of having one positive adult relationship in a child’s life to build ‘resilience’, for example where the young person was having difficulties in their family, school and social lives.
2.4 Youth Justice and Diversionary Initiatives in Britain 
Mentoring schemes have also become popular in Britain as a diversionary mechanism for young disadvantaged and disaffected children/ young people. Mentoring itself is not however a new phenomenon given its place for example in the employment field. A business mentor is usually an experienced individual who guides, advises or supports another to help raise his or her confidence and levels of achievement (both in terms of personal development and job related activities). There are now mentoring schemes in private companies, government, statutory and voluntary organisations, schools and universities, and a range of other settings. The potential of mentoring as a means to help reduce offending rates was formally acknowledged in the Crime and Disorder Act 1998. In brief, the legislation enacted major changes to the youth justice system in England and Wales, including a new statutory aim of preventing offending. A multi agency framework (requiring all agencies and individuals working in the youth justice system to have regard to reducing offending) paved the way for the establishment of the Youth Justice Board and Youth Offending Teams
.  As part of its aim of preventing criminal offending by young people, the Youth Justice Board in Britain funded a number of intervention programmes designed to combat youth crime, which also included mentoring initiatives.  
Unlike other interventions mentoring cannot be enforced - it can only be entered into voluntarily and the young person has to agree to participate. To date the Youth Justice Board in Britain has funded over 40 mentoring initiatives designed to combat youth crime. Between 1999 and 2002 a development fund of £85 million was made available to issue grants in order to support a wide range of programmes,  of which  £40 million was allocated to fund intervention programmes run [by Youth Offending Teams] in partnership with voluntary sector organisations.
 
2.5 Youth Justice and Diversionary Initiatives in Northern Ireland 
Significant changes in youth justice legislation were also introduced in Northern Ireland through the Children (NI) Order 1995 and the Criminal Justice (Children) Order 1998. Both Orders enact provisions to ensure that many fewer children who offend are dealt with formally by the criminal justice system and that fewer of those who are actually prosecuted receive custodial sentences (or are detained for much shorter periods in custody than was the case previously). This change in emphasis has been broadly welcomed by those working in the Criminal and Youth Justice field as research evidence has clearly shown that young people who experience the youth justice system and, in particular, custody are often damaged and have a wide range of unmet needs.  There is also evidence to suggest that custody per se has little impact on reducing re-offending.  However, the youth justice system is now committed to finding new ways of dealing with the difficult and challenging behaviour of young people [who may previously have been prosecuted] by attempting to address their behaviour and needs in a diversionary and holistic manner. In March 2000 the Criminal Justice Review Group
 set out almost 300 recommendations for further changes to the criminal justice system. Inter alia, the Group had regard to the juvenile/ youth justice system and put forward a series of proposals, of which the most relevant to this evaluation was the introduction of “Youth Conferencing”. 

As a consequence, local communities are faced with finding new ways of dealing with the difficult and challenging behaviour of young people who would previously have been prosecuted and perhaps placed in youth custody. In March 2000 the Criminal Justice Review Group
 set out almost 300 recommendations for further changes to the criminal justice system. Inter alia, the Group had regard to the juvenile/ youth justice system and put forward a series of proposals, of which the most relevant to this evaluation was the introduction of “Youth Conferencing”. In Recommendation 146, the Group stated that ‘restorative justice should be integrated into the juvenile justice system and its philosophy in Northern Ireland, using a conference model (which we would term “a youth conference”) based in statute, available for all juveniles (including 17 year olds, once they come within the remit of the youth court) subject to the full range of human rights safeguards’ [Para. 9.60]. Sections 57 to 62 of the Justice (Northern Ireland) Act 2002 provide the legislative authority for a youth conferencing system for children less than 17 years of age. The provisions came into force on December 1st 2003 under the auspices of the Youth Justice Agency. Influenced by principles of restorative justice, youth conferencing is an innovative approach to youth offending that seeks to engage victim, offender and community and encourage young people to recognise the effects of their crime and take responsibility for their actions. A Youth Conference can be ordered by the court or a young person can be referred by the Public Prosecutor as a diversionary mechanism and s/he is required to participate in a restorative justice youth conference. This conference is a face-to-face meeting between the offender, victims and community members affected by the incident. The conference is facilitated by trained community members who guide participants through a process designed to create understanding and repair the harm done by crime. Participants in the conference determine what reparations are appropriate for the offender to make to the victim and the affected community. With the offender's consent, an agreement is written and signed by everyone present. The agreement must be reached and upheld. If it is not, the case returns to the referring party and may then go before the courts
. 
2.6 Youth Conferencing and the NIACRO Mentoring Programme
The Youth Justice Board in “Catching them Early” describes mentoring as engaging “trained volunteers from the community to offer friendship and support to young people. The idea of using Mentors as role models who can encourage young people in difficulties to make positive changes in their lives- such as regular school attendance, taking part in further education and training and staying out of trouble with the law”. The NIACRO programme is aimed primarily at young people diverted from court, subject to final warning interventions, or ‘at risk’ of becoming involved in offending.  Research suggests that while many young people offend once or twice, those facing multiple ‘risk factors’ have a much higher chance of becoming involved in more serious or persistent offending.  These risk factors include:

· A troubled home life, including poor parenting, family history of offending, violence or abuse

· Peer group pressure

· Poor attainment at school, truancy and school exclusion

· Personal issues such as drug and alcohol misuse or mental illness
· Deprivation such as poor housing or homelessness.

The informal and voluntary nature of the NIACRO initiative distinguishes it from the more formal interventions by professional workers that also involve counselling, advice and support. While adult mentors share similar characteristics with the more formal roles of parent and teacher, research evidence suggests that young people tend to perceive volunteer mentors as friends rather than figures of authority, with the voluntary nature of the mentoring relationship essential to its success. Evidence also exists to suggest that in the case of vulnerable and disadvantaged youth, mentoring may be viewed as compensating for poor parenting and inadequate family support as well as helping to promote new attitudes and behaviour. The mentor is often seen as someone who not only encourages the young person to take advantage of available opportunities in education and training and set personal goals but also helps him or her to deal with negative personal and/or peer pressure. In this context mentors can, for example, constructively criticise and challenge existing attitudes and behaviours associated with anti-social conduct and criminal offending.

The opportunity for the young person to ‘bond’ with a positive adult role model [often for the first time in his/ her life] is also fundamental to the programme. From the mentee’s perspective the scheme is distinctive in that the mentor is not someone associated with other adults in authority in their lives (police, teachers, social workers, probation officers, even parents, with whom they may have had difficult relationships) and, most importantly, s/he is voluntarily giving up their own time to engage with the young person.   Each mentor meets regularly with a mentee and works with him/her to devise and engage in a plan of positive activities that supports work being undertaken by other (usually statutory) agencies. Referrals to the current programme include where a young person is the subject of community supervision, where s/he has been discharged from custody, referred by the Juvenile Bureau, and children who are engaged in Youth Conferencing. 
2.7 Programme aims and objectives 

The current programme is based on, and informed by, evaluation of a pilot initiative undertaken in 2002. NIACRO now provides mentoring services in each of the 4 Northern Ireland health board areas. Mentors are individuals over 20 years of age who have an interest in working with young people and who are able to communicate with children/young people and work with them in an empathetic, non judgmental and respectful way. Each mentor dedicates between one and three hours each week, and enters into a voluntary arrangement with the young person for one year. All the volunteer mentors involved in the programme are recruited from the community and are supported and managed by NIACRO personnel. The purpose of the programme, set out in the Invitation to Tender, is to “recruit and train volunteers from the local community to act as mentors for children and young people, aged 10-17 years, who are at risk of offending /re-offending”.
The original programme objectives, from which the series of performance indicators against which effectiveness will be assessed, are as follows:
· To provide support for marginalised young people 
· To reduce social exclusion for young people and their families
· To maintain marginalised young people in the community
· To create personal development programmes
· To offer accredited training programmes.
2.8 Staffing structure and lines of accountability
Initially, the mentoring programme was overseen by a Senior Practitioner based in Belfast until the post became vacant in January 2005 (when the Senior Practitioner left the programme to take up a post with the Youth Conferencing Service). The current Senior Practitioner was appointed in March 2005 and prior to this, a skeleton service was maintained by the three Mentoring Development Workers (based in Derry/Londonderry, Armagh and Carrickfergus). The current Senior Practitioner is based in the Derry/Londonderry office
 and has line management responsibility for the staff in Belfast, Armagh and Carrickfergus respectively. The Development Workers are responsible for the day to day support and supervision of the volunteer mentors in their area. The Senior Practitioner is a qualified social worker and reports on a monthly basis to the Youth Offending Services Manager who has overall line management responsibility for all NIACRO’s youth offending projects: Mentoring, CAPS, (Child & Parent Support) Independent Visitor Scheme, Independent Representation.

Chapter 3.0 Programme Delivery 
3.1 Introduction 

The rationale for the programme is to provide volunteer adult role models from the local community to support young people up to the age of 17, who are ‘in conflict with the law’. This involves both the young person and his or her mentor meeting regularly and engaging in a plan of positive activities that support work being undertaken by a range of other agencies involved with him /her. The activities are both social (i.e. sport or recreational) and formal (i.e. supporting the young person’s education, attendance at meetings or at court). This Chapter focuses on programme delivery across the 4 bases in Northern Ireland and includes a description of the processes involved in recruitment, training and matching the volunteers and young people. Partnership working with others to develop and deliver services which reduce offending behaviour by children and young people is one of seven strategic objectives identified in NIACRO’s Corporate Plan 2003/2006, of which the design and delivery of a mentoring programme engaging young offenders throughout Northern Ireland is a key operational objective.  At the outset NIACRO agreed explicit criteria with partner agencies, eligible to make referrals to the programme, to ensure that the programme targeted those individuals at greatest risk of exclusion as a consequence of their challenging or offending behaviour. 
3.2 Criteria for referral
The range of agencies eligible to make referrals include official bodies normally involved in dealing with offenders or at-risk young people such as the Police Service of Northern Ireland (PSNI), the Probation Board for Northern Ireland, the Youth Justice Agency Community Services, the Educational Welfare Service, and a number of Social Services Trusts. NIACRO is however solely responsible and accountable for the delivery of the programme, notwithstanding regular consultation with, and advice from, the referral partners listed above. Referrals to the programme include young people who: 
· have been in custody

· are subject to community supervision orders by probation

· are undertaking youth conferencing

· have been referred by other agencies because of their offending behaviour (such as those listed above). 
3.3 Recruitment and training of Volunteer Mentors 
Each mentor is required to be willing to dedicate between one and three hours per week to the young person and to enter into a voluntary agreement to maintain the contact for a period of one year. All volunteer mentors are recruited from the community and are managed and supported by NIACRO.  The recruitment process encompasses the following: 
· completion of a detailed application form setting out, inter alia, the reasons for their interest in becoming a volunteer

· two references from individuals ( who are not family members)

· a suitability interview

· Pre Employment Consultancy Check (PECS) through DHSS (Now Pocva)
· attendance of core training.
Considerable emphasis is placed on training for the volunteer mentors to ensure that they are fully equipped for dealing with the young people with whom they are to be matched. On average the training programme for volunteers lasts between 18 - 20 hours before any are ‘eligible’ to be matched with a young person. Core training topics include:
· issues facing young people

· values and attitudes in working with young people/ children

· NIACRO policy on confidentiality

· NIACRO policy on child protection 

· communication skills for working with young people/ children

· the Youth Justice System

· boundaries in working with young people/children

· the NIACRO mentoring role, responsibilities and procedures.
In the coming months an additional core training topic is to be added to introduce volunteers to the role and remit of Youth Conference Service, including input from Youth Conference Coordinators.
3.4 Matching 
Once a referral (see Appendix 6) is received, the young person is asked to complete a short application form (Appendix 7) and his/her parent or guardian is also required to complete a consent form (Appendix 8). A Mentoring Development Worker then arranges an initial contact meeting with the young person at his /her home (at which the parent/guardian is always required to be present) with the purpose of explaining more fully what the programme entails and to answer any questions or queries from any of the parties present. The next stage of the process is to identify a suitable volunteer mentor based on the needs and interests the young person had identified on his/her application form. In general, matching involves building ‘personality profiles’ of both the young people and the mentors 
(Appendix 9) taking into account things such as shared interests and hobbies. This information then enables NIACRO to cross match the skills of the volunteer with the needs of the young person, for instance if the young person has relationship difficulties with males, a female volunteer may be more appropriate. Where possible the Development Worker tries to achieve a cross community match. The length of time taken between receiving a referral and ultimately matching the young person is largely dependent on the number of available trained volunteers who, on paper at least, appear to be a compatible match with the young person. During their focus group session NIACRO staff indicated that the length of time from referral to matching ranged from 4-12 weeks, with 6-8 weeks being the average length of time taken to set up the initial contact between the parties. 
3.5 Initial meeting 

The first meeting between the parties is designed to: 
· introduce the volunteer to the young person and his/her parent/guardian
· discuss and explain in accessible language the purpose of the relationship, highlight that it is voluntary (except Youth Conference Service referrals) and answer any questions 
· complete the formal agreement between young person and volunteer
· assure the young person that whilst their youth conference plan may include a requirement for him/her to become part of the mentoring scheme, it is still a voluntary relationship: involvement with a mentor is not dependent on completing the plan, or if the mentoring relationship does not work this would not be regarded as possible grounds for breach proceedings.
· discuss any records of the contact that are required to be maintained under the terms of the programme (written contact sheets have to be maintained for NIACRO’s own internal monitoring purposes)

· set goals with the young person for changes they would like to see in their lives

· arrange the first meeting including the location, date, time and transport.
· provide the young person with a copy of the mentoring activity book in which they can document their experience on the programme.
Once matched, each mentor is required to provide weekly contact and work towards developing a positive relationship with the young person. This could include such things as assisting him/her to set and achieve goals in line with the workplan drawn up by the referring agency. Following each meeting mentors are required to maintain a ‘mentor diary’, and to complete an individual contact sheet, both of which are designed to record and facilitate a review of the young person’s progress. Progress between mentor and mentee is formally reviewed after approximately eight weeks, and thereafter at intervals throughout the year long cycle. The penultimate review focuses on preparatory work towards ending the relationship.The practical experience of the mentoring relationship for mentees, mentors and those agency representatives who made referrals to the programme is discussed in detail in Chapter 6. 
3.6 Ending the relationship 

The mentoring relationship can end in several ways. It can break down where either or both parties decide that they no longer wish it to continue; it can come to a ‘natural ‘end such as after the standard maximum period of 12 months has elapsed; the mentor/young person might wish to ‘rematch; or the mentor may decide that s/he no longer wishes to be involved with the programme, thus leaving the young person without a mentor for a period of time. The latter can obviously have quite unsettling and on occasions distressing consequences for the young person (as evidenced by feedback obtained from one young person – see Chapter 6). Recent research studies acknowledge that ending the relationship has the potential to be equally traumatic for both parties. In the case of the young person s/he may feel betrayed or rejected, and the mentor may struggle with his or her feelings of responsibility for the mentee. The NIACRO programme invests considerable time in working with the volunteer mentors to help them achieve a positive ending to their relationship with the young person. Towards the end of the mentoring period a formal meeting is held, involving the young person, his/her mentor, the referral agency (if appropriate) and the NIACRO worker, who also facilitates the meeting. To ensure consistency a specific ‘case closure’ format is used to ensure all the parties have equal opportunity to evaluate and discuss the engagement, and in particular to obtain the young person’s views on his/her experience of the mentoring relationship and what goals they feel they have achieved. Where possible NIACRO and/or  the referral agency  tries to link the young person into other resources, activities or projects - sometimes other NIACRO projects - to help him/her move on without the mentor support on which they may have come to depend. 
Chapter 4.0 Programme uptake 
4.1 Introduction 
This Chapter draws on monitoring data regarding mentee throughput, including a statistical profile of the young people by age, gender, religious denomination, offending/risk of offending, educational status and referral source. Brief details of the reason[s] why the young person had been referred to the programme are also noted. The tabulated data in this Chapter reflect throughput across the 4 NIACRO bases in Derry/Londonderry [WHSSB], Belfast [EHSSB], Armagh [SHSSB] and Carrickfergus [NHSSB].The subsequent series of tables profile volunteer mentors and set out the number and frequency of the contacts, and outputs achieved.
4.2 Data capture and reporting issues
Retention and recruitment of staff has impacted on the levels of service delivery and this has also meant that it has not been possible to compile monitoring and reporting data over identical time periods at each base. The sections that follow briefly note the staffing problems (for further discussion, see also Chapter 5 ‘Service Vulnerability’) before setting out a series of tables profiling mentee/ mentor participation and throughputs. Table 4.1 identifies the periods to which the tabulated data in this, and all subsequent tables in this Chapter, refer. 
SHSSB 

The mentoring programme in the SHSSB area, based in Armagh, is funded by Community Fund for the period March 02 – September 05. The programme commenced in September 2002 when the first Mentoring Development Worker was appointed. This worker subsequently went on extended sick leave, culminating in her resignation in January 2003. (During the period of extended sick leave and until a further worker was appointed, NIACRO tried to maintain a ‘skeleton‘service in the area.) A second worker took up post in June 2003 (during this period NIACRO underwent significant organisational restructuring and, following an internal trawl, this second Development Worker moved to another post within the organization). A third Development Worker [the current post holder] then took up post in December 2004. 
WHSSB 
The mentoring programme in the WHSSB area based in Derry/Londonderry, is funded by the Children’s Fund [for the period March 03 –September 06] supplemented by £71,900 from  the Local Strategy Partnership for the Derry/Londonderry City council area in respect of  an agreed number of  funded places for young people resident within specific wards in the City. The programme commenced in September 2003 when a Mentoring Development Worker to cover the Western board area was appointed (although service delivery was not fully operational until January 2004). This worker then successfully applied for the post of Senior Practitioner (following the departure of the original Senior Practitioner who had been based in Belfast (see below, EHSSB). The Senior Practitioner post continues to be based in the Derry/Londonderry office, and the current post holder combines the roles of Development Worker with front line operational management of the three development staff in Belfast, Armagh and Carrickfergus. 
EHSSB 
The Mentoring Project in the EHSSB area, based in Belfast, is funded by the Children's Fund for the period March 03 - March 06. The Development Worker for this board area was appointed in September 2003 and acted as the Senior Practitioner for the programme until March 2005 (when she took up a post with the Youth Justice Agency). The Development Worker post was filled in April 2005.
NHSSB
In the NHSSB area the programme is  based in the Carrickfergus Probation Board office and  funded by the Children’s Fund for the period March 03 –September 06.The Development Worker took up post in June 2004  (as a first round of interviews did not result in an appointable candidate).
At the practical level, the evaluation revealed the problems of setting up and running a mentoring programme in 4 bases and in particular, the initial lead-in time and effort required to establish it. This is also confirmed in the University of Surrey findings in relation to the major evaluation of national mentoring projects completed for the Youth Justice Agency in Britain last year, where a key finding was that new schemes took the best part of a year to 18 months before they became fully operational. All delays with regard to the recruitment and retention of suitably able staff were reported to the respective funders and NIACRO was authorised to re profile programme budgets accordingly.
4.3 Profile of Mentees
Table 4.3.1 Mentee age range
	
	Periods to which data refers**
	10-13
	14
	15
	16
	17
	Total

	WHSSB 
	Jan 04- March 05
	21*
	7
	4
	7
	1
	40

	EHSSB
	March 03-06 
	34
	28
	26
	17
	13*
	118

	SHSSB 
	Sept 02- 05
	12
	13
	17
	15
	3
	60

	NHSSB
	June 04- March 05
	6
	6
	7
	5
	3
	27

	Total 
	
	72
	54
	54
	44
	20
	245


. 

In total, 243 young people between the ages of 10 and 17 took part in the mentoring programme (*with a further two aged under 10 and 18 years old respectively. Although these young people were outside the target age range, they were accepted on the programme due to very specific personal difficulties.) Overall just over 30% of all the young people were aged between 10 and 13 years old, with only 8% aged 17. The table above indicates that in each of the 4 board areas, the ‘core’ age group for mentoring intervention was 10-15 year olds with almost three quarters of all young people in this age range.
Table 4.3.2 Mentees by gender, religious denomination and offending/risk of offending
	
	Male
	Female
	Catholic
	Protestant
	Offender
	At Risk 

	WHSSB 
	28
	12
	24
	16
	21
	19

	EHSSB
	92
	26
	33
	85
	88
	30

	SHSSB 
	51
	9
	37
	23
	45
	15

	NHSSB
	22
	5
	21
	6
	21
	6

	Total 
	193
	52
	115
	130
	175
	70


There were 4 times as many male as female participants, although in terms of the general population the number of males and females aged under 18 is much more evenly divided
. In the course of discussion with NIACRO staff, the number of young males engaged with the programme was attributed to higher levels of offending behaviour in this section of the population than with females in the same age range. All those on the programme were ethnically classed as White, apart from 4 classed as Irish Traveller young people. In terms of religious denomination, the overall balance was broadly fairly reflective of the overall Northern Ireland population with 47% Catholics and 53% Protestants. At local / board level however it is apparent that the religious composition of the board catchment area is likely to influence the religious balance of the young people - e.g. the population living within the Northern Board area is predominantly Protestant whilst more Catholics than Protestants are likely to live in the catchment areas covered by the Western and Southern Boards respectively
 (all ages). The number of Protestants compared with Catholics in the Eastern Board area does however appear to be slightly disproportionate, with over 72% of the 118 mentoring programme participants identified as Protestant. Although the scope of this evaluation does not permit detailed statistical analysis, there may be opportunities for NIACRO  to produce more in depth demographic and socio-economic analysis of mentoring programme participants, possibly linking to official statistics on issues such as deprivation, crime and offending rates /risk of offending etc  At the date of the evaluation analysis, all the young people on the programme were either adjudicated offenders (71%) or deemed to be at risk of offending (29%). 
Table 4.3.3 Mentee profile: educational status

	
	Mainstream
	Problem attend
	Non attend/

suspended

/excluded
	Home tuition/ special t’table
	Educational Guidance
	Other*

	WHSSB 
	9
	14
	6
	3
	4
	4

	EHSSB
	28
	35
	19
	4
	1
	31

	SHSSB 
	15
	12
	21
	3
	0
	9

	NHSSB
	9
	0
	3
	3
	5
	7

	Total 
	61
	61
	49
	13
	10
	51


Given the well-documented correlation between poor school attendance and involvement/propensity for involvement in youth crime it was felt important to analyse the educational status of the young people involved in the mentoring programme. Table 4.3.1 indicates that the ‘critical’ age range for the mentoring programme appears to be 10-15. Consequently it is no surprise that in terms of educational status, three out of every 4 young people had an identified problem with attendance or behaviour in terms of the formal or ‘mainsteam’ education system. Problem issues ranged from poor attendance through to truancy/non attendance and exclusion (45%) and a further 10% were receiving either home tuition, following a special timetable, had been referred to an Educational Guidance Centre or were being ‘educated other than at school’ (EOTAS). Approximately 19 % were school leavers (aged 16+). Table 4.3.4 below identifies the source of referral and notes brief reasons why the young person had been referred /what the referral agent hoped could be addressed during the mentoring relationship.  
Table 4.3.4 Mentee profile: referral source
	
	Probation Board for N. Ireland 
	Police Service of N.Ireland
	Youth Conference Service 
	Educational Guidance Centre/ Educational Welfare Officer
	Social Services 
	Youth Justice Agency
	Other
	Total

	WHSSB 
	6
	0
	4
	21
	2
	0
	7
	40

	EHSSB
	20
	12
	32
	1
	35
	15
	3
	118

	SHSSB 
	27
	4
	1
	11
	8
	0
	9
	60

	NHSSB
	8
	0
	9
	1
	2
	6
	1
	27

	Total 
	61
	16
	46
	34
	47
	21
	20
	245


Other agencies included 

· Prison Link (a joint project between NIACRO and the Probation Board providing services to the families of prisoners, and ex prisoners) and Social Service partnerships. 

A brief review of the reasons referral agents gave for trying to involve the young person in mentoring included
· Relationship difficulties

· Low self confidence/ self esteem

· Emotional and/or behavioural problems
· Substance abuse 

· Truancy, sometimes coupled with bullying

· Consequential thinking

· Exclusion (from family and/or the wider community generally related to behaviour) 
Table 4.3.5 Mentees referred/ matched
	
	Referred
	Matched
	Match rate

	WHSSB
	40
	30
	75%

	EHSSB
	119
	108
	90%

	SHSSB
	60
	54
	90%

	NHSSB 
	28
	14
	50%

	Total
	247
	206
	85%


Table 4.3.5.sets out the number of young people referred to each base and the number matched with volunteer mentors. Almost 85% of all the young people referred to the programme were successfully matched with mentors. Reasons for ‘non matches’ include where the referral was outwith programme criteria (e.g. age etc), or where the young person decided not to participate (a critical consideration given that the programme is based on consensual involvement). The ‘match rate’ also provides useful information: for example it is possible that more targeted promotion and explanation of programme criteria is necessary in the Northern Board area. 
4.4 Profile of volunteer mentors 

There is no correlation between the number of young people and the number of mentors (below). This is because volunteer mentors may have been re matched if a young person completed/left the programme, or in a few case s/he may have mentored two young people for a short period.
Table 4.4.1 Mentor profile: age range
	
	20-25
	26-30
	31-40
	41-50
	50+
	Total

	WHSSB
	13
	8
	7
	5
	0
	33

	EHSSB
	22
	19
	14
	5
	1
	61

	SHSSB
	11
	13
	2
	4
	2
	32

	NHSSB
	8
	3
	3
	2
	1
	17

	Total
	54
	43
	26
	16
	4
	143


Over two thirds (68%) of mentors were aged between 20 and 30. In terms of age range, the youngest mentor was just 20 years old and the eldest early fifties. While mentors closest in age are more likely to share common interests and activities with the mentees, it is interesting that those aged 40 and over currently represents 14% of all volunteers, of whom 4 are aged 50 or more.
Table 4.4.2 Mentor profile: gender and religious denomination
	
	Male
	Female
	Roman Catholic
	Protestant

	WHSSB
	13
	20
	25
	8

	EHSSB 
	14
	47
	35
	26

	SHSSB
	7
	25
	22
	10

	NHSSB 
	3
	14
	8
	9

	Total
	37
	106
	90
	53


Most research studies note that male volunteer mentors are more difficult to attract than females.
In this instance, NIACRO has made considerable progress in recruiting male volunteers, with men comprising over a quarter of all mentors. In the Northern Ireland context, the balance between the two principal religious denominations indicates that Protestants are currently under represented (proportionate to the overall NI population). Again the scope of this evaluation did not permit a more detailed analysis of why this should be so; however it may be useful for NIACRO to consider targeting future promotion/ volunteer recruitment initiatives towards the Protestant community.
Table 4.4.3 Mentee / mentor contact
	
	No. contacts
	Action plans produced


	Accredited courses

	WHSSB
	30
	30
	7

	EHSSB 
	108
	108
	9

	SHSSB
	54 
	32
	9

	NHSSB 
	16
	14
	2

	Total
	208
	184
	27


The table above indicates that as a result of the mentor /mentee contacts that took place at each location, almost 200 plans were produced detailing actions and activities to help each  young person address the key problem areas and issues for him/her. Volunteer mentors also benefited from their involvement with the programme, accessing almost 30 accredited training courses.

Chapter 5.0 Value for Money 
5.1 Introduction 

Value for money was considered in terms of the efficiency and effectiveness of grant spend, and the adequacy and efficiency of the management and administration structures and systems employed under the programme.  It was also linked to a review of the extent to which programme objectives were achieved, particularly with regard to demand for and uptake of, programme services ( see also Chapter 4, Programme Uptake), and outcomes identified within planning documents and original funding proposals. The evaluator also considered cost and efficiency issues drawing on performance indicator data from a range of sources, including internal financial monitoring information. A further important element of this approach included review of financial systems and audit arrangements. In addressing this evaluation objective the evaluator drew heavily on secondary data, programme documentation and related monitoring reports, and in depth structured interviews undertaken with key NIACRO personnel.  Value for money also involved evaluation of programme performance and delivery against a range of standard indicators in relation to the efficiency, effectiveness and cost effectiveness. 

Efficiency Indicators

The extent to which resources are broadly focused on meeting key project objectives/outputs;

The extent to which skilled time is focused on key activities;

The extent to which finances are well managed, and costs that can be compared are competitive;

Efficiency in the use of buildings, technology and other resources;

The extent to which skill development measures are taken to maximise capability;

Efficiency in addressing service vulnerability issues.
Effectiveness Indicators

Performance against key service targets/outputs;

Proportion of service users who indicate satisfaction with key aspects of service in internal and external evaluation;
Effectiveness in the achievement of outputs/outcomes
Cost Effectiveness Indicators

Extent of added value and additionality;

Extent to which outcomes could have been achieved by alternative means.
The remainder of this Chapter contains the assessment of value for money against these indicators
5.2 Efficiency 
Resources are broadly focused on meeting key project objectives/outputs 

Partnership working with others to develop and deliver services which reduce offending behaviour by children and young people is one of 7 strategic objectives identified in NIACRO’s Corporate Plan 2003/2006, of which the design and delivery of a mentoring programme engaging young offenders throughout Northern Ireland is a key operational objective.  Consultation with the Senior Practitioner and the three Development Workers indicates that the mentoring programme has broadly concentrated its resources on the areas outlined in both of the original funding applications, and subsequently in the NIACRO Business Plan 2003/2006.
Skilled time is focused on key activities

The work of the Senior Practitioner and that of the three development staff is focused on the key activities of the programme.  Both funders specified core tasks to be achieved in each year of the project and these are reviewed in annual progress reports to the funder.  In addition individual work plans linked to overall operational plan, and regular supervision by the Youth Services Manager, and thereafter by the Senior Practitioner, ensure that the Development Workers' time is focused on key activities.
Finances are well managed
NIACRO is a company limited by guarantee and is subject to annual external audit under the terms of the Companies (Northern Ireland) Order 1986. The NIACRO Finance Director is a qualified accountant and oversees a range of written financial procedures and systems to monitor and manage finances. The organisation’s accounts are maintained in accordance with SORPS II requirements. NIACRO maintains a fully integrated, in-house computer cost centre based accounting system and all costs [when properly authorised in accordance with internal procedures] are allocated to the appropriate cost centre and revenue coded in batch format.  Batch totals are reconciled to ensure accuracy of entry of data, and all costs can be reviewed and analysed on an individual cost centre in terms of e.g. income and expenditure and budget and variance.  Systems are also in place to facilitate full audit trail back to the original invoice or other authorised document. 
The evaluator reviewed the annual progress reports for each year of the programme, including details of the budgeted and actual expenditure for the project. Examination of the breakdown of expenditure indicated that under spends occurred, primarily as a result of difficulties in recruitment and retention of staff (discussed more fully in the sub section on ‘Service Vulnerability’). In all cases, ‘savings’ were re-designated by agreement with the respective funders 
Costs that can be compared are competitive
The main cost that can be compared here is the cost of salaries.  Current salary scales, which are linked to civil service grades, are set out below.
Salary Scales and Equivalent Civil Service Grade

	Post
	Salary Scale
	Grade

	Senior Practitioner
	£24,000 - £27,411
	5

	Mentoring Development Worker
	£19,656 - £23,265
	4


While no review of salaries for similar posts elsewhere was undertaken, knowledge of local statutory and private sector comparisons would indicate that mentoring programme staff displayed high levels of skill and personal aptitudes essential for working with disadvantaged and frequently disengaged young people. In particular, the combination of skills and disciplines necessary to achieve the holistic approach that characterises the programme are unlikely to be found in the statutory sector and even if this were to be possible, levels of remuneration are likely to be substantially higher than those payable through NIACRO for such specialised staff.  This factor, coupled with the instability of short term ‘project’ funding, has already caused difficulties in terms of staff retention with the original Senior Practitioner moving on when career opportunities in the Youth Justice Service become available. 
Efficient use of buildings, technology and other resources 

It would appear that the apportionment of overhead and running costs is approx 12%, the bulk of which charged against the Children's Fund award. Overheads are generally kept to a minimum by using NIACRO’s own premises in Belfast, Derry/Londonderry and Armagh.  In Carrickfergus, Probation Board premises are used, at reduced cost. It should be noted that NIACRO headquarters had just moved to new premises a few weeks before the evaluation commenced.. Whilst upheaval in getting IT systems up and running again is fully recognised, the evaluator was unable to obtain any material electronically via the main NIACRO email account for the period of the evaluation. This was particularly problematic in terms of accessing monitoring and reporting data for each of the 4 service bases, although mitigated to some extent by a limited ‘gmail’ service from the Derry/Londonderry office. In terms of quantitative data there does not appear to be a centralised system of data recording and, at the time of writing, a number of changes to the existing database system are being made.  Nonetheless, given the quality of service delivery it is imperative that systems monitoring programme activity are sufficiently comprehensive and robust to evidence demand and performance across the programme.  It is therefore recommended that the collation of programme data is centralised and routinely reviewed, to ensure that all data captured provides robust management information to facilitate, inter alia, performance tracking, programme reporting and evidence based policy comment. 
Skill development measures are taken to maximise capability

Development staff can access informal day to day support from the Senior Practitioner and more formal one to one supervision on a monthly basis focussing on, inter alia reflective and best practice considerations and individual staff learning and development.  In the course of discussion with the staff group there also appeared to be significant levels of mutual support. The Senior Practitioner receives monthly supervision from the Youth Offending Services Manager, who himself is an experienced programme manager. On the basis of the feedback obtained through this evaluation, it is clear that the mentoring programme is one of NIACRO’s most respected and innovative projects. To maintain this position and retain the quality of staff necessary to do so, Development Workers felt that greater emphasis should be placed on addressing training needs specific to the themes and issues affecting work with disaffected young people. 
Service Vulnerability

As previously discussed there have been significant difficulties associated with the recruitment and retention of staff. Development staff are highly skilled, professional individuals with a range of interdisciplinary, communication and ‘people’ skills. Dealing positively and constructively with a diverse range of complex and disengaged individuals, coupled with knowledge of the roles and remits of the external agencies with which they have contact, demands high levels of specialist expertise. This was evidenced and endorsed during the evaluation fieldwork phase: all the professional referral agency representatives interviewed unanimously commended the challenging work undertaken by mentoring staff, and the skills and abilities necessary to maintain such a ‘quality service’. The role and function of the Senior Practitioner in particular was singled out, with a significant majority of respondents stressing that they believed the programme was driven by this individual’s professionalism and personal understanding of best practice. The critical role of Senior Practitioner was also confirmed in the major evaluation carried out by the Institute for Social Research at the University of Surrey in 2004. 
“The project coordinator (in Northern Ireland, the NIACRO Senior Practitioner) occupies a key role in the development and operation of a [mentoring] scheme. The coordinator was the person who had day-today responsibility for the scheme and its management. The foundation of a good scheme would seem to be a strong coordinator who has a clear vision of what he or she wants to do. Not only do such qualified coordinators win trust and respect, but they are better able to negotiate their way around the youth justice system. However …… it can be extremely disruptive for a scheme if the coordinator leaves, is on long-term sick leave or away from the scheme for a long period for any other reason. “ 
Given the growth in the number of agencies involved with juvenile justice, individuals such as those staffing the mentoring programme are now in increasing demand. Staff have already been ‘lost’ to the Youth Conferencing Service which will continue to roll out services across Northern Ireland over the coming year to 18 months. It would be worthwhile for NIACRO to consider taking steps to make the current mentoring posts more attractive in order to recruit and retain suitably skilled and committed people. This is also relevant in terms of the level of instability in the lives of many of the young people referred to the programme and the need for continuity of contact with his/her NIACRO worker. 
5.3 Effectiveness 

Performance against key service outputs 

The programme has performed well with regard to the overall key service targets and outputs, in spite of the staff recruitment and retention issues discussed in the section on ‘Service Vulnerability’ above. The tables in Chapter 4 ‘Programme Uptake’ profile mentee (Tables 4.3.1 to 4.3.5) and mentor (Tables 4.4.1 – 4.4.3) engagement, including the number of mentee/mentor matches and key service outputs. The latter also includes achievement of individual personal development and training action plans, and to date almost 200 action plans have been devised for mentees.  In addition to comprehensive induction training, volunteer mentors have also had access to approx 30 accredited training courses, including courses on Drug Awareness and Working with Criminal Convictions.
Programme participants’ satisfaction with key aspects of service 

Analysis of the qualitative data obtained during the fieldwork phase of the evaluation confirms exceptionally high levels of satisfaction with the services provided by the mentoring programme and, in particular, with the quality of contact and interaction with programme staff. Significantly, 12 of the 14 referral agencies (whom the evaluator was able to contact during the fieldwork period) expressed unanimous support for the programme and “couldn’t rate [their] experience of it highly enough”. 
Achievement of outcomes 
In evaluations of mentoring schemes outcomes are invariably measured in terms of the impact the intervention has on young people - for example the extent or degree to which it leads to improved school attendance, enhanced self-esteem or a reduction in offending behaviour. However, it is also important to note the effects of the initiative on the mentors themselves and on the wider agenda that the NIACRO programme might be seen to address. Research indicates that mentoring is a two way process in which the parties both bring and derive benefits to and from the relationship. In this context a number of academics have suggested that mentoring can be viewed as a form of ‘cultural capital’
 (in broadly the same way as ‘social capital’ has emerged as a key concept/ tool for measuring community development). On the individual level, there is some evidence to suggest that the mentoring experience had helped mentees to develop interpersonal skills and coping strategies for dealing with the transition to adulthood. From the mentors’ perspective, engaging in the mentoring process gave them an insight into the lives of young people and the opportunity to review their own life experiences.
5.4 Cost Effectiveness

Added Value/Additionality

As part of the extensive fieldwork phase, respondents were specifically asked to consider outcomes and /or added value considerations they felt should be highlighted. Referral agencies in particular acknowledged the difficulties of measuring qualitative or ‘soft outcomes’ such as building trust, promoting positive self image, tackling low self esteem , and developing consequential thinking, and were keen to provide case study feedback to illustrate the difference they believed the programme had made for the young people they had referred . As noted above there may be scope for NIACRO to contribute to the development of  ‘cultural capital’ indicators which would go some way in evidencing and measuring some of the less quantifiable aspects with which the programme is [quite correctly ] concerned. Chapter 6 discusses added value issues in detail, and highlights the comments and views of those interviewed which they felt contributed unanticipated or unintentional benefits.
Alternative means by which outcomes could have been achieved

Alternative means by which outcomes could have been achieved were not analysed in depth, although analysis of the qualitative feedback obtained from both young people and their referral agency confirms that, in their opinion, no other agency or programme could have achieved the level of success enjoyed by the NIACRO initiative. As it was consistently noted by education and social work professionals that their own agencies had been ‘unable to cope’ with the particular individual, and the mentoring programme had been the first time the young person had had any sustained regular contact with anyone. In terms of value for money, on average a NIACRO volunteer contributes approx 350 hours in a year. The hour rate of a typical NIACRO project worker is approx £14, therefore if a salaried worker were to perform a mentor’s role, it would cost almost £5000 per young person on the programme
5.5 Adequacy and efficiency of management and administration structures and systems 

As the evaluation commenced NIACRO was informed that the mentoring programme had achieved “Approved Provider” Status through the Mentoring and Befriending Foundation. The National Mentoring Network Approved Provider Standard (Best Practice) is the kite mark for mentoring, and the accreditation is valid for three years. To achieve the standard, NIACRO was required to submit a comprehensive and detailed portfolio of evidence to demonstrate how the programme met the Foundation’s Quality Standards. Performance was assessed on five key areas: service delivery, service User Group, Volunteer Recruitment, Selection & Training, Support & Monitoring and Outcomes/Evaluation. The NIACRO programme is currently the only Criminal Justice agency in Northern Ireland to hold this award. 
The evaluator reviewed the application submitted to the Mentoring and Befriending Foundation and the associated portfolio of supporting evidence and guidance documentation. External information materials for referral agencies and parents/guardians were also reviewed. On the basis of all the documentation examined it is clear that the mentoring programme is well managed, and written policies and procedures are in place for monitoring, reporting and accountability purposes. Copies of programme application and referral forms are included in the Appendices to this report. 
5.6 Conclusion
Overall the evaluator’s assessment of value for money indicates that the NIACRO programme is delivering a high quality, well respected and innovative service which is also providing very good value for money in term of the thirteen indicators used for assessing the three key areas of efficiency, effectiveness and cost effectiveness.  Two aspects of the programme in particular should be emphasised: the low level of young people ‘dropping out” of the programme and the level of ‘additionality’ and/or ‘added value’ in terms of achieving successful relationships with young people that state agencies have, in many cases by their own admission,  effectively ‘given up on’. In the context of working with disaffected young people in a post conflict society, NIACRO is now uniquely placed to offer practical advice to other agencies wishing to develop and sustain participation in mentoring initiatives and in the strategic sense, to contribute qualitative evidence based policy comment on wider youth justice policy and legislation. 
Chapter 6.0 Programme Perspectives 
6.1 Introduction 

This Chapter summarises feedback from a range of perspectives: the young people or ‘mentees’, their volunteer mentors, NIACRO Mentoring Development staff responsible for the day to day operation of the programme in the respective board areas, and representatives of agencies eligible to make referrals. Notwithstanding the quantitative analysis in Chapter 5, the mentoring programme is fundamentally concerned with ‘brokering’ personal relationships. As such, considerable emphasis was placed on obtaining qualitative ‘snapshot’ data to evidence the value and effectiveness of the work undertaken. To achieve a degree of triangulation the evaluator combined a range of methodologies to ensure that the diversity of participant perspectives (across fairly standard themes/ topics) could be captured. All of the question areas were structured to allow each category of participant to comment on his/her own direct experience of a ‘set’ theme/ topic, thereby making it possible to compare and contrast the feedback and to draw evidence based conclusions on the evaluation objectives of efficiency, effectiveness and added value. 
Sampling 

It is acknowledged that the sample is small scale, representing a ‘snapshot’ of the views and opinions of the young people at a given period in time. There are two principal reasons for this. Firstly, it was felt that in small ‘conversational’ type sessions ‘behavioural issues’ associated with interviewing larger groups of children/teenage young people could be more easily managed. Secondly as a consequence of the smaller group sizes, the young people would feel less inhibited or ‘embarrassed’ to discuss their feelings about what having a mentor meant to them. Thus whilst the number of young people in the 4 focus group sessions is not statistically significant (in terms of the overall number who have been involved with the programme) it nonetheless provides a depth of qualitative data essential to understanding the mentoring relationship. A similar approach was adopted in respect of the mentor focus group, again because a number of the topics and questions concentrated on very personal experiences and feelings. 
6.2 The Mentee Perspective
Mentees were invited complete a short self administered questionnaire followed up by group discussion to explore in greater depth the dynamics of the relationship with their respective mentors. Overall 14 young people participated in the focus groups, and all completed the self administered questionnaire. Ranging in age from 12 to 16, all were male except at the Derry/Londonderry session where two of the 4 were female. 4 had been involved in the programme less than 3 months, 4 between 4 and 6 months and five between 7 months and a year. The maximum period for the young person to participate in the programme is 12 months, other than in exceptional circumstances. Only one respondent was continuing with the programme beyond the standard 12 month period. 
Reasons for involvement

Most of the young people were involved with the programme by reason of court ordered diversionary intervention (that is, related to the youth conferencing option) or had been referred through the educational welfare system. In one case, the young person had been referred through social services/ probation as a consequence of a parent’s conviction and imprisonment. There was broad consensus when asked why they had been interested in getting involved with the programme. Most stated they got involved because “it sounded interesting and it gets you out”, with one respondent going on to add that by getting involved he had “got to do stuff I couldn’t [otherwise] afford”.  This view was shared by others in each of the 4 sessions as key reason for them as well. Another took this remark further and said that for him, involvement with the programme meant he “got things he never got at home [referring to items such as crisps, sweets, and CD tokens] and that because he could have access to such things, he “didn’t have to go out and steal them”. 
Building the relationship 
Most respondents reported that they felt “ok” about meeting/going out with their mentor for the first time, although 2 of the 14 respondents admitted to feeling “a bit nervous and didn’t say much “. Further discussion however revealed that this ‘confidence’ could possibly be attributed to the fact that the mentor had already been introduced to the young person through an initial referral meeting, involving his/her parent[s], the Mentoring Development Worker, the prospective mentor and, in some circumstances, a representative of the referral agency. The ‘equality’ of the relationship between the young person and his/ her mentor was confirmed by almost 80% of respondents indicating that choosing topics to be discussed between them and their mentor was a joint decision. (It is worth noting that one female respondent who stated that the mentor drove the conversation was the only mentee whose comments were at odds with those expressed by all the other respondents interviewed/ participating in the focus group sessions.) When asked about the consequences of missing a meeting with their mentor, the majority of respondents indicated that they would “ring up to let them know”. Although this is a standard requirement of those participating on the programme, when probed there appeared to be a consensus view that most did so because they did not want “to let my mentor down”. 
Asked how they felt if the mentor cancelled a meeting, the majority of young people said that it “didn’t matter” or they “didn’t care” or that they were “ok “about it. Again when this was checked further, the ambivalence expressed initially may have been related to the knowledge that a meeting / outing would be quickly re-arranged (and in one case, the young person “got going out twice then to make up for it”).The discussion then explored how the young people felt if his/her mentor left the programme, and how this affected him/her. Whilst most of the young people immediately stated they “didn’t care”, several appeared to be uncomfortable with the question and concerned this would re-occur with their ‘new’ mentor.
“I felt a bit let down and it took awhile before I got a new one, I don’t know how long X will stay with me”.
The critical importance of ‘matching’ a mentor with a mentee, and the time involved in building trust in the relationship was a specific topic in the focus group session with the volunteer mentors, and also with NIACRO personnel. The issues and concerns that emerged are discussed in detail later in this Chapter.
Developing the relationship 
A series of related issues were then discussed regarding the mentee’s views on how their relationship with the mentor was working out. All respondents indicated that it had taken up to a month (4 or five meetings) before they had started to feel comfortable about talking to, or going out with, their mentor. There was agreement too that the mentor was either ‘very easy’ or ‘easy’ to talk to, and that s/he  listened to what the young person was saying or wanted to talk about  ‘all the time’ ( with the exception of one mentee who felt that her mentor listened to her ‘most of the time’). Mentees were then asked to think about a typical meeting with their mentor and the sorts of things they did and talked about.
Conversation topics included:
“my daddy being in prison”

“all my worries”

“school and why I hate the teachers” 

“how I can join the army”

“anything –stuff pissing me off”

“what I did at the weekend”

“going bowling or to the pictures – I’m fed up doing stuff X wants to do” 
The young people participated in a range of activities with their mentors, such as bowling, going to the cinema, biking, snooker, go-karting and going out to eat (McDonald’s, or sometimes to “somewhere  posh”). There appeared to be considerable emphasis on activity focused meetings in the early part of the relationship, with talking to mentors appearing to happen more as the parties got to know each other better in the course, or as a consequence, of recreational or social activity setting.  
Valuing the relationship 
In terms of the importance of the relationship to the young person, all respondents stated that having a mentor was either ‘brilliant’ (71%) or ‘good’ (29%). When asked about the sorts of things their mentor had helped with and the difference this has made, responses included: 
“helped me keep out of bother” 

“I can talk to X and know she’s listening to me” 

“I ‘m not as mad at school as I used to be”

“I’ve calmed down abit”

“I’ve learned what you do in a posh restaurant”

“get doing stuff my ma couldn’t pay for” 
Being able to talk to someone outside both the ‘system’ and their family appeared to be one of the most significant features of the relationship with their mentor: “I talk to X more than I’ve ever talked to anybody”. The final series of questions looked at how mentees viewed the programme overall. All the young people [with the exception of one] stated they would recommend the programme to others.
This question was expanded to check out what they would say to a young person thinking about joining the programme 
“go for it!”
“you’ll get to do stuff you’ve never done before” 

“defo – it’s brilliant craic” 
Mentees were then asked what in their opinion makes a good mentor. Responses confirmed feedback on earlier questions with “good listener”, “easy to talk to “and “somebody you’ve got something in common with” the most common responses. A final question asked whether or not the young person would like to become a mentor. Opinion was fairly equally split, with only slighter fewer saying they would not want to be a mentor. One respondent summed this up as follows “no way – and have to deal with ones like us? “This was however balanced by another mentee saying “I would – I’d know what it’s like for wee lads“. At the end of both the self administered questionnaire and the focus group session, respondents were asked if there was anything else they wanted to say about their experience of the programme. Some made general statements such as “mentoring is brilliant” and “recommend it because they listen to what you have to say”. Others put forward suggestions such as “meet up with all the young people and all the mentors” and “meet up more often in the summer- go away with other ones with mentors”. 
6.3 The Mentor Perspective  

Volunteer mentors were randomly selected, across each of the 4 health board areas, and invited to participate in a focus group discussion. The group comprised five males, and 4 females ranging in age from early twenties (all women, several with young children of their own) to older men in their forties/fifties (apart from one young male in his early twenties). The focus group discussion was structured to build on the broad themes previously discussed with the young people/ mentees, and addressed mentor expectations of the programme, and understanding and building relationships with the young person. A further theme to the discussion related to how, having become involved in the programme, they would react to those who regarded the programme as ‘a waste of money’. 
Expectations
Mentors were asked about the expectations they had of the programme when they first became involved: the most frequently reported comments can be categorised as follows:
· the mentor would be a positive adult role model 

· the mentor would be there for, listen to and encourage the young person.

· the mentor would help the young person improve their situation, perhaps by helping him/her build  their confidence and self-esteem

· the mentor would introduce the young person to new affordable activities that could be continued after the mentoring relationship.
This was then moved on to invite feedback on why the mentors had chosen to get involved as volunteers. Of those attending the focus group session, most agreed that they had done so because of shared or similar backgrounds to those of the young people, and strong personal feelings about wanting to give young people a ‘chance‘ :
“Been there, seen it, done it .I look at where these kids come from and it’s the same for them now as it was for me in the seventies”
One of the female mentors stated that before she became involved in the programme she was “scared of young people like this” and recognised that many people where she lived probably were too. However she felt by getting to know them, and finding out what had been going on in their lives before they joined the programme, she now felt she was much less judgmental and less likely to make assumptions as “all these kids have their own wee stories” which have shaped their behaviour.  
This point was also made by another mentor who told of his experience with a young mentee:
“When I was first matched, I’d been told about this wee lad’s abusive background – it was shocking. He’d so many problems, particularly at home I hardly knew where to start. Anyway, one week I asked him what he’d like to do and he said go for a real Sunday dinner. He’d never been to a ‘proper’ restaurant before and when we got there he asked if he could order anything he wanted. I said yes and he got a big steak dinner. I then noticed he was eating everything on the plate – but not touching the steak. When I asked him why, he said “I’m saving it to bring home to my mammy- because she’s not here, I want her to know what it was like”. I was choked, I can tell you”.
All the mentors in the focus group reported that they had developed new skills and learnt a great deal about themselves through their interaction with the young people themselves, particularly in terms of how two total strangers could get to know each other to the point at which they could realistically say they had a “relationship” as opposed to mere contact. 
“It has given me much more self confidence – I’d never have spoken like this in a room full of people [all the other focus group participants]” 
Understanding and building the relationship 

The next series of questions sought to explore issues that the mentors believed had the potential to influence development of their relationship with the young person.  Without exception, the role of the young person’s parent[s] was cited as critical to his/her engagement with the programme. Typically mentors reported they had met with the parent[s] at an initial introductory meeting or ‘conference’. Some had met family members when collecting the young person to go out for the visit. When asked about their own direct experience of the parents of the young people whom they mentored, respondents commented that in their experience there were two broad types of response from parents: muted or outright hostility (in one instance, from the partner of the mother who had approved the young person’s engagement in the programme) to “disinterest” and “relief that the young person was off their hands for a couple of hours”. Despite this, in a few cases mentors reported that some parent[s] were interested in finding out more about the programme and whether or not something similar existed or could be set up for them . 
When asked how they felt about a parent’s reaction to them as the mentor, feelings ranged from anger at their “failure as parents - not having any interest in what was going on with their child” to feeling that as mentors, they were almost being expected to be surrogate parents because the biological parent[s] was “simply the young person, twenty years ago when they were that age”. At the other end of the scale, some mentors felt the parent[s] had a disproportionate amount of control and influence in the young person’s life, to the point that they believed the parent[s] was trying to block the relationship from developing. Indeed some felt that the young person had been told to “tell them [mentors and NIACRO] nothing”.  
The issue of boundaries to the relationship between mentor/ mentee also arose in the course of the focus group discussion around the role and influence of parents.  Several of the mentors reported that they had, in the early days, found it difficult not to become too personally involved in the young person’s life. Buying the young person a jumper when she knew they needed one , or buying an Easter egg because they would not get one otherwise were cited as examples. The difficulties of reconciling how to engage and build a relationship with the young person, whilst remaining alert to the programme boundaries, was something with which the young female mentors in particular struggled. Training and support for the mentor was crucial in such cases, and the individual concerned reported that their NIACRO worker had afforded them an early opportunity to discuss what had happened and an appropriate support mechanism to deal with their feelings. 
Adequacy of support for volunteer mentors 
Although mentors were generally positive about their experience of the programme a number of concerns were expressed when asked how existing support and/or training arrangements could be improved. Most evaluation studies into the effectiveness of mentoring as a diversionary intervention stress the importance of ongoing support for the volunteers during the course of a relationship. Notwithstanding that ‘upfront’ training is needed to prepare the mentor for his or her role, not every eventuality can be anticipated. In the course of discussing the nature of the support and training available to them, mentors reported that the evaluation focus group had been the first occasion on which they had to come together as a group to share and discuss common issues and concerns. All respondents agreed that this was something they would wish to happen on a regular basis in that it offered opportunities to support each other – for example, how to cope with feelings of isolation, drawing on each other’s experience in tackling particularly difficult issues, or simply to confirm and reassure each other that what they were doing, or how they had handled particular situations, had been appropriate. 
A particular area of concern was how to ‘end’ the mentoring relationship with the young person. Apart from the relationship between the parties simply breaking down because one or both parties decided that they no longer wished to continue, a number of issues were raised in terms of how to deal with feelings when the relationship came / was about to come to a ‘natural’ end. One respondent indicated that he had found it impossible to ‘make a connection’ with the young person with whom he had been matched. This had been discussed with the relevant Development Worker, and both parties subsequently ‘rematched’. Although this generated considerable debate, the mentor’s decision to ‘end’ the relationship was considered to have been the right one 
“you don’t get on with everybody you meet in life- why would mentoring be any different”

“It’s really important you both get on - if not, what do either of you get out of it?”
Overall, the topic that generated the most significant and prolonged discussion was that of consistency of practice across each of the 4 NIACRO programme bases. By having had an opportunity to meet together as a group in the evaluation session, the majority of the volunteers were surprised to learn that what appeared to happen routinely in their area was not common practice/ procedure in another. 
Making a difference 
Without exception the mentors felt the success of the programme could be attributed to one thing – it was based on a voluntary relationship and the young person did not feel they were “case study material” or just “another file in somebody’s caseload”. There was frustration though in terms of how the impact of the programme could be demonstrated to others. The following case study, based on the real life experience of one volunteer mentor, has been included to illustrate this point.
X is 15 years old and has a lower level of social skills and ability to interact with others than most boys of his age. When I first met him he was non responsive and generally lacked enthusiasm or interest in doing anything. At the start, no matter what I suggested, he would just shrug and say “I don’t know” or “I don’t care”. It was really difficult to find anything he either enjoyed or was interested in doing. One thing that struck me was that he probably wasn’t used to anyone paying him attention or asking his opinion, let alone sustaining a one to one conversation with an adult. Over time though, and it hasn’t been easy, we have gradually got to know each other. I think the best measurement of this is the fact that he now initiates and holds a conversation with me – not the other way round. That’s a totally new thing for this lad. I’ve noticed too that he thrives on getting praise for something positive that he’s done, like winning a prize at school or scoring in a football match. It’s taken months to get to where we’re at now and we’ve even started to talk about girlfriends, and his getting a part time job because in his words, “it would help me stay out of trouble” by occupying his time. I don’t know how you measuring all that, but that’s the difference being on the mentoring programme has made for X. 
In some circumstances however it may be possible to measure objectively change in the young person’s life. 
“X was a perpetual truant and his teachers did not rate him academically. When we started he could barely manage the work for key stage three. We talked about school and exams and I told him I was studying too, and why I was doing it. I said we could try studying together and help each other (both parties lived close to each other, in a particular area).  He’s now doing his key stage 5 and I’m real proud of him”.
Although not deliberately matched with someone from their own particular community, mentors and mentees reported that they nonetheless frequently shared or had similar backgrounds and /or experiences to those of the young people they mentored. With this in mind, and conscious that the mentors were in a position to challenge negative comments about similar young people in their own communities, a further question was asked regarding how they would react to someone telling them that the programme was “a waste of money”.  One respondent stated that it was all 
“too easy to write them off. The whole system’s failed them – teachers label them as trouble makers and pass them on to social services. They go on a case file and “contact” proves too difficult – then they get a probation officer and s/he ticks a box every time something happens. Then they get jail …..” 
Another agreed, adding  
“Well the system has already spent your tax and mine on them  - trying to get them to go to school , then keeping them away from the school , then they get social workers for the whole family , next they get a probation officer, then they go to court and get jail and it costs thousands more to keep them in there …. And then they come out and are at it again. That’s a bigger waste of money don’t you think? 
6.4 The Development Worker perspective 
Two focus group sessions were held with development staff in each health board area (one of whom was also the Senior Practitioner) to explore their comments and opinions on programme effectiveness. The first session concentrated on issues associated with matching mentees/mentors, supporting the volunteer mentors, and participation levels of young people or “mentees”. The second session explored practice issues and what staff perceived to be the programme’s ‘added value’ and learning points.
Matching mentees with mentors 

Staff indicated that the pace of the mentoring relationship was always set by the young person. This was viewed as particularly important given that being ‘matched’ and going out and interacting with a complete stranger was a difficult experience for anyone, let alone a young person whose life had more than likely been turbulent up to this point. The matching process involves establishing the young person’s likes/ dislikes, areas of interest – including social and recreational interests, and gathering information as to what is and is not acceptable to him/her regarding a potential ‘match’. The most common requirements in terms of the latter include:
 “nobody posh” 

“none of them Christian sorts” (although staff reported that to date no one, mentor or mentee, had requested, or excluded anyone, of a particular religion or faith)
“somebody who’s into the same things as me”

“somebody who’s a bit of craic” 
Matching mentors with mentees
All the staff were committed to and enthusiastic about the programme. They shared similar views to those expressed by the mentors, regarding the voluntary nature of the mentor/ mentee relationship and how this was what set the initiative apart. The process of recruiting appropriate volunteers, training and retaining them and then successfully matching them with a young person was crucial – and again this too was only possible if the individual volunteer was willing and interested in becoming, and staying involved, as a mentor. Notwithstanding the difficulties of recruiting volunteers for what by any standard is not “the most popular cause”, matching the mentor with the young person was regarded as one of the most critical elements of the entire process.
“Although I carry out a sort of personality profile and try to match two people who have some shared interest[s], there are times when they simply don’t hit it off. Ending the relationship needs really sensitive handling, in terms of both the mentor’s and the young person’s feelings” 
Similar to the concerns expressed previously by mentors, ending the relationship was again acknowledged as having the potential to be equally traumatic for both mentor and mentee. While the young person can feel abandoned or rejected, the mentor also experiences a sense of ‘loss’ and staff can sometimes be faced with mentors / mentees wishing to carry on the ‘relationship’ after the mentoring period had elapsed. Such cases require sensitive handling, not least because both parties are only protected by NIACRO’s child protection, insurance and other legal/policy provisions for the duration of the mentoring period. 
Adding value 

A final question asked staff to think about what was distinctive about the mentoring programme and what evidence or examples could they highlight to demonstrate that it had made a difference in the lives of the young people who had participated.  All staff agreed that it was the voluntary and consensual nature of the contact that set the programme apart, and that this was also why volunteer mentors could succeed in forming relationships and subsequently ‘work’ with young people when all other statutory interventions had failed (this point is substantiated below with representatives of the referral agencies indicating that they refer their ‘most difficult clients’, or those clients whom ‘no one else can work with’ to the mentoring programme). 
Evaluator’s note 

In the course of the fieldwork, the evaluator experienced at first hand the difficulties of engaging with disaffected young people. The experience provided a unique opportunity to contrast mentee engagement with the evaluator (which was limited to ‘yes’, ‘no’ and ‘don’t know responses’) with the level of interaction the young person demonstrated with their respective mentors. Based on observational analysis, it was obvious that the young people were immediately at ease when they met up with their mentors after the focus group had concluded (each of whom had brought their mentee to the session and was taking them home again afterwards). The young person initiated casual conversation on a range of shared interests, and the ‘bond’ between the parties was clear given the degree of ‘banter’ and joking. This was unanticipated and incidental to the principal purpose of the session, and is discussed further in the Chapter 7 section on programme learning. 
Given the range of negative life experiences of the young people, staff were acutely aware of how painstaking and time consuming building an effective relationship with a ‘damaged’ and complex young person could be. One staff member summed it up as follows 

“I see the young person when they start the programme, and I see where, by having a mentor, they’ve moved to at the end of it. The commitment, dedication and sheer hard work of someone who gives up their own time to do this work is humbling”.
Challenging sectarian stereotypes 

In their experience the relationship between mentor and mentee was likely to remain fragile for a considerable period of time before the young person’s trust or belief in the mentor developed. Opportunities to work with the young person in setting goals and helping him/her address negative or challenging behaviour were generally only an option after the novelty of the outings had worn off and the young person had ‘checked out’ and tested the mentor’s ‘boundaries’. In the Northern Ireland context this ‘checking out’ is frequently associated with a subjective determination of the other party’s perceived religious or ‘political’ background. The latter is particularly apposite, in that a significant percentage of the young people had direct experience of bereavement and/or imprisonment of relatives as a consequence of the Northern Ireland conflict. Indeed mentoring staff reported instances of young people whose parents had been members of the security forces and who had died as a result of paramilitary activity, ‘buddying up’ with others whose families had strong paramilitary links and/or a relative killed by the security services. This phenomenon provides a unique opportunity for NIACRO to research further the dynamics of such relationships that appear to transcend the legacy of the conflict. Given the ‘political’ backgrounds and experiences of the young people, and in some cases the volunteer mentors also, it is remarkable that neither mentors nor mentees ever requested someone of the same religion or faith, and as such Catholic/Protestant mentoring relationships are the norm.  
Although the programme did not have a specific objective to promote positive community relations, achievements in terms of breaking down barriers and challenging cultural and sectarian attitudes cannot be underestimated. Staff reported that virtually all of the young people referred to the mentoring programme came from segregated/ single community backgrounds. 
“I’ve one young lad from [Protestant] East Belfast who can see the Odyssey from his bedroom window, but has never been to it because he’d have to go past the [Catholic] Short Strand. I think his mentor was probably the first person with whom he’d a one to one relationship and who’d ever challenged his attitudes. Now he seems to have widened his horizons, and regularly goes bowling at the Odyssey! “
A significant majority of the young people had rarely, if ever, been outside their own housing estate, let alone further afield. Another example related by one of the Development Workers concerned two young girls, one Catholic, one Protestant who had never met anyone from a different religious background. They met at one of the social events organised by the worker and become friends, both on and now outside the programme. 
6.5 The Referral Agency perspective
The final phase of the evaluation fieldwork entailed telephone interviews with a sample of referral agency personnel to obtain their views on the referral process and their perceptions of the programme’s effectiveness for young people. Although randomly selected, those interviewed were nonetheless representative of the principal agencies with which NIACRO has contact in each of the 4 board areas: Probation, Youth Conference Service and statutory agency partnerships. Representatives of the PSNI  were also contacted. All those in the sample were contacted by letter, followed up by a short telephone interview. In total 12 of the 14 referral agency representatives participated in the telephone interviews. 
Programme added value 
All of the referral agency representatives confirmed the programme’s relevance to both their own work and that of their agency.  Furthermore, the majority of respondents indicated that the programme was not only complementary to their own agency’s engagement with the young person, but also that it added value to their statutory interventions.  Examples reported included the opportunity for taking a more holistic approach to the wider issues influencing or contributing to the young person’s offending or challenging behaviour. Again, all respondents recognised that it was generally not possible for them to build the kind of relationship with the young person that the volunteer mentor could; having a positive adult role model in their lives was something that, in the respondents’ experience, had benefited all the young people they had referred to the programme.  A number of respondents also noted ‘spin offs’ in terms of their agency’s work with the young person’s family, particularly where the parent[s] had difficultly coping with the young person and his/her behaviour. Discussion with a representative of the Educational Guidance Service in particular emphasised this point. 
“I don’t mind admitting I was at a loss to know how to deal with X in terms of what we could either do with or for him. This child [aged 13] exhibited some of the most extreme behaviour I as an education professional had ever encountered. So much so that he represented a significant risk to himself and others. Despite the involvement of a number of [statutory] agencies he really was at the end of the line in terms of what could be down either for or with him. I know some people who work for NIACRO and I rang on the off chance they might be able to suggest something. The Senior Practitioner from the mentoring programme got in touch the next day and within a very short space of time, X was matched with a mentor. I cannot tell you the difference to this child having a positive adult role model has made. The Senior Practitioner also identified and made supported referrals to other sources of support for the child and parents [counselling for both parties] and whilst he still has problems, you simply cannot underestimate how far this child has come since getting involved in the programme. I can’t praise it enough, particularly the staff and volunteers who hang in there no matter how tough it gets. This programme achieve results none of the rest of us, myself included, thought possible” 
Another dimension of ‘added value’ was where the young person no longer had compulsory contact with the youth justice system, but nonetheless remained in need of some sort of structured support. One respondent working in this field commented that no young person should remain within the youth justice system for longer than is absolutely necessary. Many of the respondent’s clients were young people without any positive adult role model in their lives, especially young males from lone [female] parent families. The added value of the mentoring programme for this agency representative meant that the young person would not simply be ‘abandoned’ after statutory obligations towards him/her had been discharged, but would have the structured support s/he needed for a period of 12 months or so under the mentoring programme. 
All respondents had made at least 2 or more referrals to the programme and reported they had found the referral process straightforward, timely and efficient, with NIACRO staff being “really enthusiastic and helpful”, and prepared to “put themselves out” to help get the young person matched with mentor. 

One Probation representative went on to say that: “the mentoring programme is one of the best initiatives I’ve ever referred a client to. The process is quick, slick and I know when I make a referral it will be acted on at once. This is important as the sort of young people we are talking about want things to happen now otherwise they’ll lose interest and move on to something else”.
Notwithstanding the extremely positive feedback on the referral process, and the programme itself, some concern was however expressed in terms of ongoing feedback about the young person’s progress. The level and frequency of communication between the referral agency and NIACRO staff seemed to vary across health board regions, with some of the workers maintaining better levels of contact (telephone, written or face to face) and feedback with the referral agency than others. A minority of respondents commented that they had to ‘chase up’ feedback on the young person’s progress and felt that it was only because they had initiated the contact that they learnt of any problem issues that had arisen. All respondents felt it was important they were contacted immediately “something went wrong”, a comment particularly endorsed by representatives of agencies with which the young person also had ongoing statutory contact, such as a probation or attendance order. In such cases respondents felt that a formal process for regular feedback was necessary as it would assist them in preparing reports to the courts on the young person’s progress.  
Programme Effectiveness
Respondents agreed unanimously that all their contacts with the programme had been exceptionally positive. They stated that they believed the relationship between the young people they had referred and the mentors had brought about positive change, often where other interventions had failed.

“I refer some of my most difficult young people to the programme. These are kids everyone, including my own agency, cannot cope with. I’ve one young lad whose behaviour at school was so bad he had to have a home tutor. He’s had 4, and none of them could work with him. Since he was matched with a mentor he’s calmed down a lot and is even taking about trying to get an apprenticeship”
When asked why they thought the mentoring programme had worked where other contacts had not, respondents agreed it was because the mentoring relationship was voluntary , and that the mentor was able to ‘connect’ with the young person on a one to one basis. Also relevant to the latter was the fact that the programme had ‘credibility’ with young people, and the agency representatives were aware that it was well accepted ‘on the ground’. 

Benefits beyond those specific to the young person were also highlighted by one respondent who also worked with the family. In this instance, the young person had witnessed the arrest of his father. His behaviour as a consequence became increasingly difficult to manage and his mother felt she was unable to cope. Through matching the young person with a mentor, the parent was able to have time to deal with her own needs and to benefit personally from the referral agency’s wider family support. 
Programme development
All those who participated in the telephone interviews were concerned that unless adequate funding was secured for the programme, demand for places would outstrip supply. This was of particular relevance to those representing the interests of the youth justice service who felt that as the services of their agency were further rolled out across Northern Ireland, NIACRO would be unable to meet demand for places on the basis of the current funding arrangements. Without exception respondents felt it was imperative that the programme continue as it both complemented and added value to their own statutory work with young people, and nearly all believed only a voluntary agency such as NIACRO had the credibility and acceptance[ among the young people themselves] to deliver it. . When invited to put forward suggestions on how the programme could be developed further in the future, respondents generally felt that the programme was working well in its current form (NIACRO plans to include input from the Youth Conferencing Service on the core training for volunteers programme, looking at the role and functions of the Service). The most frequently expressed suggestions for improvement related primarily to issues associated with consistency of practice, allied with standardised administrative procedures for client progress/ feedback reports. There was also some discussion of whether or not it would be appropriate to have participation on the mentoring programme recognised as satisfying the “statutory contact” requirement of orders of the court (such as that required under Probation or Attendance Orders). It was however acknowledged that this would need to be balanced with the “voluntary” nature of the programme and its acceptance by young people precisely because it was outwith the formal justice system. 
Chapter 7.0 Conclusions and Recommendation

7.1 Introduction 
Considerable change has recently been enacted with respect to the youth justice system. In particular youth conferencing is now a key element in the development of restorative justice approaches to juvenile offending. Mentoring schemes have an important function within the youth conferencing model and considerable research and evaluation of such schemes has been undertaken, especially in Britain. In Northern Ireland NIACRO is critically placed to provide authoritative comment, based on practice based evidence, on the efficacy of mentoring as a youth intervention. A further unique dimension is the functioning of the NIACRO programme in a post conflict society and its contribution to promoting positive community relations. This Chapter sets out overall conclusions and recommendations which are discussed in the context of the 4 terms of reference objectives agreed at the outset of this evaluation.   
· To assess the effectiveness of service delivery, evaluating performance in the context of wider policy objectives 
· To assess how efficiently and effectively grant aid has been utilised under the mentoring programme 
· To examine the adequacy of organisational and project implementation/administration structures and systems in meeting service needs

· To produce evidence based recommendations for improvement in efficiency and effectiveness in service delivery
7.2 Effectiveness of service delivery, and evaluation of performance in the context of wider policy objectives 
The overall aim of the NIACRO programme as stated in the Invitation to Tender was to recruit and train volunteers from the local community to act as mentors for children and young people [aged 10-17] at risk of offending/re-offending. To date a total of 245 young people have engaged with the NIACRO programme and almost 150 volunteer mentors have provided 1:1 mentoring support.  Analysis of internal monitoring and reporting data to evaluate performance against target outputs, and collation of qualitative data during the fieldwork phase, confirms the effectiveness of service delivery. In particular the views of professional partners involved in the programme indicate that it both delivers a quality service and adds value and complements the work of their respective agencies. A significant majority of respondents also stated that the mentoring programme had been the only intervention to work successfully with the young people they had referred. Effectiveness was also considered against the following specific programme objectives identified by NIACRO in the Invitation to Tender. Objectives closely interrelated have been grouped together for readability. 
7.2.1 Effectiveness of service delivery in relation to programme objectives. 
Objective1: To reduce social exclusion for young people and their families
Objective 1:  To provide support for marginalised young people
Objective 3: To maintain marginalised young people in the community
Research studies have demonstrated that mentoring can help to combat social exclusion by offering young people from disruptive and unstable family backgrounds an alternative source of practical help, guidance and support. Furthermore there is evidence to suggest that voluntary agencies and volunteer mentors are better placed than ‘professional agencies’ to offer constructive criticism and challenge existing attitudes associated with challenging, anti-social and/or criminal behaviour
.  Feedback from the NIACRO volunteer mentors indicates that, in their experience, the young person’s behavioural problems could frequently be linked to limited or poor parenting, inadequate family support and dysfunctional socialization. The role of mentor was very much regarded as that of a ‘befriender’ first and once more trust and confidence in the relationship had been established, the mentor was then better placed to encourage the young person to take advantage of available opportunities in education and training, to set personal goals and in some cases, to be strong enough in him or herself to counter the negative influences of their own circle of peers. While studies suggest mentoring relationships, such as those achieved in the NIACRO programme, may offer potential sources of support for socially excluded and marginalised young people the extent to which they can combat a phenomenon as multi faceted as social exclusion is questionable. Consequently despite the added value of mentoring reported by respondents, it is perhaps unrealistic to expect mentoring intervention alone to mitigate the exclusionary pressures experienced by vulnerable, disadvantaged young people. 
Respondent feedback confirms the informal and voluntary nature of the mentoring relationship sets it apart from more formal interventions by the statutory agencies with which the young person may have contact. All of the young people were either adjudicated offenders or at significant risk of offending, and principal reasons for referral included improving school attendance/behaviour, tackling exclusion from school, relationship difficulties, and exclusion (from family and/or the wider community generally related to behaviour). Given the short term nature of contact between the young people and NIACRO, it is not possible to assess in depth the extent to which the programme has been successful in supporting marginalised young people and maintaining them in the local community. Evidence from the evaluation suggests that the programme has successfully engaged disaffected young people, given demand for places and the programme’s low ‘drop out’ rate, and early indications suggest it is indeed producing positive benefits. However, a larger scale longitudinal study will be necessary to determine the longer term impact and outcomes of mentoring as a youth justice intervention. 
Recommendation 
· Through the mentoring programme NIACRO is in a uniquely privileged position in terms of its access to and more importantly, acceptance by, disaffected and disconnected young people between the ages of 10 and 17.  To add even greater authority to the organisation’s input to the wider policy debate surrounding the value of the mentoring experience, NIACRO may wish to seek funding to undertake a longitudinal [cohort] study to obtain fuller information about individual mentee behaviour over time, post completion of the mentoring programme itself.

· A number of the volunteer mentors indicated that the parents of the young people had expressed interest in a mentoring programme (completely outwith the existing programme) aimed exclusively at parents/ guardians. NIACRO may wish to explore the potential for such an initiative and if fundable, offer pilot programmes to test viability and effectiveness. 

Objective 4: To create personal development programmes
Objective 5: To offer accredited training programmes.
Personal development of the young people was also a referral reason with over three quarters of statutory agency respondents stating they had made the referral as a way of improving young person’s self-esteem and self-confidence. This is consistent with a significant body of research suggesting that increasing self-esteem has the potential to help improve behaviour and contribute to better decision making/consequential thinking, which ultimately could reduce the risk of offending] . In terms of specific personal development and training outputs 184 action plans have been devised for mentees and, in addition to comprehensive induction training, volunteer mentors had access to almost 30 accredited training courses. During the fieldwork phase of the evaluation there was considerable interest in personal development training from both mentors and mentees and in the coming period, NIACRO intends to pilot time limited programmes for both mentors and mentees. It is however worth noting that formal and informal support arrangements for volunteers tend to vary in frequency and standard across the 4 bases, with some volunteers unaware of what was happening in other areas when the issue was discussed at their focus group. Furthermore, the focus group session had been the first opportunity for mentors across the 4 areas to meet together and to discuss common issues and share experiences and learning. 
Characteristics of service effectiveness identified in the University of Surrey’s major evaluation of national mentoring projects for the Youth Justice Agency in Britain were also briefly considered in the context of the NIACRO programme. The evaluation report identified a number of characteristics necessary to achieve a ‘good mentoring scheme’, including effective working relationships with statutory agencies and good linkages with local voluntary organisations; a strong coordinator who has a clear idea of what s/he hopes to achieve; and appropriate training/support systems and mechanisms for acknowledging volunteer contributions. In the NIACRO evaluation, all the statutory referral agencies contacted were unanimously supportive of both the programme, and the majority felt the processes and procedures for referral were exemplary in terms of best practice. Feedback also confirmed that the Senior Practitioner (the equivalent of the coordinator role) appeared to set the quality standard for service delivery. It was also felt that all programme staff possessed in depth knowledge of the roles, policies and procedures of the respective referral agencies and this added value to the referral process. A few did however have reservations about the frequency and level of feedback /updating on the progress of the individual they had referred although stressed that this was not a major area of concern. Referral agency respondents also commented on the holistic approach to working with young people that characterised the programme and were particularly impressed with staff ability to signpost other organisations whose services could also be relevant (e.g. young person referred by Educational Guidance Centre. The Senior Practitioner was able to match him with a mentor and also link up with a specialist teenage counselling service for both young people and parents).
Recommendations 
· NIACRO should continue to develop and extend links with key stakeholders and explore the potential for future partnerships with relevant statutory agencies
· Training and support arrangements for volunteers showed be reviewed and an annual training needs analysis implemented. Based on feedback from mentors themselves, annual or twice yearly discussion sessions or ‘team building’ type events should be introduced. These sessions should be open to, and exclusively for, all volunteer mentors and be independently facilitated. Through the facilitator it would also provide programme staff with the opportunity to test new ideas or to elicit feedback on specific issues.  It may also be useful to combine such a session with a social event to demonstrate the esteem in which NIACRO holds volunteer mentors.
· Project staff should continue to develop and extend their knowledge of, and contacts with, other voluntary organisations/ specialist services. It may also be useful to consider producing a concise information resource for other agencies working in the field.  

· The knowledge, skills, expertise and learning built up through the programme should be shared with other NIACRO projects which include mentoring as a principal or ancillary activity. This could include a forum for discussing best practice issues, and the sharing of programme knowledge and experience regarding best practice in terms of effective policies, procedures and processes. 
7.2.2 Performance in the context of wider policy objectives 
In the course of the evaluation, a representative sample of referral agents (80% response rate) were interviewed about the relevance of the mentoring programme to the policies and work of their respective agencies; their direct experience of the referral process and their perceptions of how effective mentoring could be as an intervention for this age group. Without exception all respondents noted the relevance of the programme to their agency, and how it complemented the work they were doing. Experience of the referral process was reported as ‘very positive’ or ‘generally very positive’. A small number of largely administrative issues were noted that could be improved. This included the time between the referral and the young person being matched with a mentor although the respondents in question went on to say they appreciated that shortage of mentors could not be avoided. A minority of respondents felt more, or at least more regular, feedback on how the young person was doing on the programme would be helpful. This was a particular issue for agencies having to report back to the courts on the young person’s engagement with the programme.
In the wider context, respondents expressed considerable concern regarding continuation of the programme and whether or not funding would be available to meet existing and future demand. Given increasing recognition and acceptance of mentoring as an effective intervention for disassociated / disengaged young people, many respondents were anxious that ‘demand should not outstrip supply’. Clearly where statutory agencies such as probation, education boards, youth work, and social services departments, not to mention agencies within the juvenile justice system, continue to benefit from referrals to the programme there are issues for NIACRO to address in terms of continuation/ mainstream funding and future sustainability of the initiative. Notwithstanding the recommendations of the Justice Oversight Commissioner (2003), it is not yet clear how far mentoring will be incorporated within the provisions and options available for young offenders. 
Programme impact in relation to the ‘non criminal justice’ policy environment is also important, as a significant percentage of the young people had direct experience of bereavement and/or imprisonment of relatives as a consequence of the Northern Ireland conflict. Indeed mentoring staff reported instances of young people whose parents had been members of the security forces and who had died as a result of paramilitary activity, ‘buddying up’ with others whose families had strong paramilitary links and/or a relative killed by the security services. Given the ‘political’ backgrounds and experiences of the young people, and in some cases the volunteer mentors also, it is remarkable that neither mentors nor mentees ever requested someone of the same religion or faith, and as such Catholic/Protestant mentoring relationships are the norm. 
Recommendation 
· There is an extraordinary level of support from agencies referring clients to the mentoring programme. It will be important to build on this goodwill and to explore options for a mixed economy of funding to sustain the initiative in the future. 
· It may also be possible to explore the potential for funding discrete pieces of work within the overall programme , for example the good relations/ cultural diversity dimension of cross community ‘matching’ given that the majority of the young people come from disadvantaged ‘single identity’/polarised backgrounds. This could also link with the Equality agenda in terms of offering mentoring to young people from non White communities. 
· A number of the relationships developed through the mentoring programme appear to be capable of transcending traditional attitudes, values and stereotypes. As such NIACRO is uniquely placed to explore the dynamics involved in achieving positive inter personal relationships  between disaffected young people from diverse cultural, social and political backgrounds in a post conflict society. Opportunities may also exist for comparative research of mentoring in other countries where mentoring relationships have involved young people from culturally diverse backgrounds, for example Australian and indigenous Aboriginal young people
. 
· In terms of developing positive relationships between unrelated individuals in a more general sense, NIACRO may also wish to seek funding to research the phenomenon of ‘cultural capital’ (p34) and the extent to which ‘social capital’
 principles are present in one to one i.e.mentor /mentee) relationships. This could include developing a ‘typology’ of the characteristics that have contributed to the success of mentoring programme to date.  
7.3 Efficiency and effectiveness of grant spend under the mentoring programme 
Overall the project is well managed. Staff are supported and supervised by experienced managers and there are systems in place for ensuring that day-to-day work is focused on key organisational objectives.  Finances are also well managed, and the organisation’s Finance Director is a qualified accountant. A range of financial procedures are also in place. The overall assessment of value for money indicates that the mentoring programme is providing very good value for money in terms of the indicators used to look at efficiency, effectiveness and cost effectiveness in Chapter 4.  While inadequacies in management data systems are of concern in some areas, it is evident that the programme achieves a high level of success with a client group that is acknowledged by NIACRO’s professional partners as being exceptionally difficult to engage. Overall, the programme has delivered in terms of its main outputs and targets, and within cost, and provided a significant number of additional benefits for young people, mentors and indeed referral agencies themselves. The extent to which outcomes have been achieved are currently difficult to quantify in the absence of comprehensive quantitative data sets: qualitative data does however support the conclusion that the programme can achieve longer term outcomes for direct beneficiaries (i.e. young people) and indirectly, for volunteer mentors. 
Recommendations

· Current practice should be reviewed to ensure all IT systems and procedures are being used to their full capacity and data is captured and input consistently across all programme bases. 
· There is scope for improvement in terms of quantitative monitoring of programme data/statistics and this should involve centralisation of all statistics. Fields within the current database should be reviewed to ensure the categories of data captured meet both funder requirements, and the research / evidence based policy comment needs of NIACRO. In the funding context it may also be useful to integrate official statistics (i.e. demographic and socio-economic data from the Census, deprivation data from the Noble IMD and individual domains, statistics on crime rates etc) to quantify or profile programme need and/or target beneficiary populations. 
· Staff reporting should include presentation of tabulated data to identify trends and any potential imbalances in service delivery/ achievement of outputs. It may also be useful to produce an annual marketing plan for the programme, to address trends/imbalances across the programme through targeted marketing and promotional activities, e.g. awareness raising of the programme’s benefits with minority ethnic communities etc as all but 4 of the young people on the mentoring programme were White. 
7.4 Adequacy and efficiency of the management and administration structures and systems 
As the evaluation commenced, NIACRO was informed that the mentoring programme had achieved “Approved Provider” Status through the Mentoring and Befriending Foundation.
 To achieve the standard, NIACRO was required to submit a comprehensive and detailed portfolio of evidence to demonstrate the how the programme met the key management and operational requirements of the Foundation’s Quality Standards. In addition to satisfying quality assurance requirements, the NIACRO programme was also assigned to the Foundation’s “best practice” category of approved providers. The evaluator reviewed the application submitted to the Mentoring and Befriending Foundation, and the associated portfolio of supporting evidence and guidance documentation. External information materials for referral agencies and parents/guardians were also reviewed. On the basis of all the documentation examined, it is clear that the mentoring programme has the systems and procedures in place to deliver a quality service.

However with regard to the programme’s monitoring of its own activity, there is room for improvement with regard to quantitative output data. While it is evident that programme throughputs have been considerable, the evaluator had some difficulty with this assessment because of the problems accessing centralised comprehensive quantitative data. (This was further hampered by the lack of email in each location, except Derry/Londonderry which had set up a limited ‘gmail’ account. Although it is appreciated that NIACRO moved premises not long before the evaluation commenced, email was not available until the evaluation was almost complete.)  It is important that data is routinely captured in a consistent format across all programme bases and whilst it should not become time-consuming or overly burdensome, comprehensive robust data capture/ input and monitoring is critical to demonstrate and evidence the quality of work undertaken. 
Recommendation 
· Best practice and quality standards should be the norm across all programme bases
· Periodic audits should be undertaken to ensure this is happening, and a percentage of case files etc selected for peer and/or upwardly reviewed to highlight both best practice and practice where improvement is required. 
· Project staff should continue to develop and extend their knowledge of, and contacts with, other voluntary organisations/ specialist services. It may also be useful to consider producing a concise information resource for other agencies working in the field.  

· The knowledge, skills, expertise and learning built up through the programme should be shared with other NIACRO projects which include mentoring as a principal or ancillary activity. This could include a forum for discussing best practice issues, and the sharing of programme knowledge and experience regarding best practice in terms of effective policies, procedures and processes. 

· Training and support arrangements for volunteers showed be reviewed and an annual training needs analysis implemented. Based on feedback from mentors themselves, annual or twice yearly discussion sessions or ‘team building’ type events should be introduced. These sessions should be open to, and exclusively for, all volunteer mentors and be independently facilitated. Through the facilitator it would also provide programme staff with the opportunity to test new ideas or to elicit feedback on specific issues.  It may also be useful to combine such a session with a social event to demonstrate the esteem in which NIACRO holds volunteer mentors.

7.5 Summary of evidence based recommendations for improvement in efficiency and effectiveness in service delivery
The following is a summary of the evidence based recommendations set out in this Chapter. 
· The NIACRO mentoring programme is in a uniquely privileged position in terms of its access to and more importantly, acceptance by, disaffected and disconnected young people between the ages of 10 and 17.  To add even greater authority to the organisation’s input to the wider policy debate surrounding the value of the mentoring experience, NIACRO may wish to seek funding to undertake a longitudinal [cohort] study to obtain fuller information about individual mentee behaviour over time, post completion of the mentoring programme itself.

· A number of the volunteer mentors indicated that the parents of the young people had expressed interest in a mentoring programme (completely outwith the existing programme) aimed exclusively at parents/ guardians. NIACRO may wish to explore the potential for such an initiative and if fundable, offer pilot programmes to test viability and effectiveness. 

· NIACRO should continue to develop and extend links with key stakeholders and explore the potential for future partnerships with relevant statutory agencies
· Training and support arrangements for volunteers showed be reviewed and an annual training needs analysis implemented. Based on feedback from mentors themselves, annual or twice yearly discussion sessions or ‘team building’ type events should be introduced. These sessions should be open to, and exclusively for, all volunteer mentors and be independently facilitated. Through the facilitator it would also provide programme staff with the opportunity to test new ideas or to elicit feedback on specific issues.  It may also be useful to combine such a session with a social event to demonstrate the esteem in which NIACRO holds volunteer mentors.
· Project staff should continue to develop and extend their knowledge of, and contacts with, other voluntary organisations/ specialist services. It may also be useful to consider producing a concise information resource for other agencies working in the field.  

· The knowledge, skills, expertise and learning built up through the programme should be shared with other NIACRO projects which include mentoring as a principal or ancillary activity. This could include a forum for discussing best practice issues, and the sharing of programme knowledge and experience regarding best practice in terms of effective policies, procedures and processes. 

· There is an extraordinary level of support from agencies referring clients to the mentoring programme. It will be important to build on this goodwill and to explore options for a mixed economy of funding to sustain the initiative in the future. 

· NIACRO should explore the potential for funding discrete pieces of work within the overall programme, for example the good relations/ cultural diversity dimension of cross community ‘matching’ given that the majority of the young people come from disadvantaged ‘single identity’/polarised backgrounds. This could also link with the Equality agenda in terms of offering mentoring to young people from non White communities. 
· A number of the relationships developed through the mentoring programme appear to be capable of transcending traditional attitudes, values and stereotypes. As such NIACRO is uniquely placed to explore the dynamics involved in achieving positive inter personal relationships  between disaffected young people from diverse cultural, social and political backgrounds in a post conflict society. Opportunities may also exist for comparative research of mentoring in other countries where mentoring relationships have involved young people from culturally diverse backgrounds, for example Australian and indigenous Aboriginal young people
. 
· In terms of developing positive relationships between unrelated individuals in a more general sense, NIACRO may also wish to seek funding to research the phenomenon of ‘cultural capital’ (p34) and the extent to which ‘social capital’
 principles are present in one to one i.e.mentor /mentee) relationships. This could include developing a ‘typology’ of the characteristics that have contributed to the success of mentoring programme to date.
· Current practice should be reviewed to ensure all IT systems and procedures are being used to their full capacity and data is captured and input consistently across all programme bases. 

· There is scope for improvement in terms of quantitative monitoring of programme data/statistics and this should involve centralisation of all statistics. Fields within the current database should be reviewed to ensure the categories of data captured meet both funder requirements, and the research / evidence based policy comment needs of NIACRO. In the funding context it may also be useful to integrate official statistics (i.e. demographic and socio-economic data from the Census, deprivation data from the Noble IMD and individual domains, statistics on crime rates etc) to quantify or profile programme need and/or target beneficiary populations. 
· Staff reporting should include presentation of tabulated data to identify trends and any potential imbalances in service delivery/ achievement of outputs. It may also be useful to produce an annual marketing plan for the programme, to address trends/imbalances across the programme through targeted marketing and promotional activities, e.g. awareness raising of the programme’s benefits with minority ethnic communities etc as all but 4 of the young people on the mentoring programme were White. 
· Best practice and quality standards should be the norm across all programme bases
· Periodic audits should be undertaken to ensure this is happening, and a percentage of case files etc selected for peer and/or upwardly reviewed to highlight both best practice and practice where improvement is required. 
· Project staff should continue to develop and extend their knowledge of, and contacts with, other voluntary organisations/ specialist services. It may also be useful to consider producing a concise information resource for other agencies working in the field.  

· The knowledge, skills, expertise and learning built up through the programme should be shared with other NIACRO projects which include mentoring as a principal or ancillary activity. This could include a forum for discussing best practice issues, and the sharing of programme knowledge and experience regarding best practice in terms of effective policies, procedures and processes. 

· Training and support arrangements for volunteers showed be reviewed and an annual training needs analysis implemented. Based on feedback from mentors themselves, annual or twice yearly discussion sessions or ‘team building’ type events should be introduced. These sessions should be open to, and exclusively for, all volunteer mentors and be independently facilitated. Through the facilitator it would also provide programme staff with the opportunity to test new ideas or to elicit feedback on specific issues.  It may also be useful to combine such a session with a social event to demonstrate the esteem in which NIACRO holds volunteer mentors.
7.6 Programme learning
In the fieldwork phase of the evaluation, respondents were invited to comment on what they perceived to be the “added value “of the programme, with particular emphasis on dynamics of the mentoring relationship itself. All of the young people engaging in the programme, to a greater or lesser extent, face multiple personal problems, marginalisation and exclusion. The nature and complexity of these problems are such that engaging with the programme alone cannot be expected to reduce levels or patterns of offending behaviour. Nonetheless, valuable learning has been noted during the course of this evaluation and the key learning points, with direct relevance to a range of agencies, policy and decision makers are summarised below.
Valuing Mentors
Mentoring is a reciprocal activity with the potential to provide rewards for both parties and, as noted earlier, it is therefore artificial to isolate the benefits accrued in the relationship to purely those of the young person. Quite simply, without the volunteers’ commitment, dedication and skill many of the young people interviewed would never have experienced the rewards of a positive relationship with an adult. For the volunteers, mentoring can also help to promote active citizenship and contribute to community capacity by equipping individuals with the knowledge and skills to address local problems of youth crime and anti social behaviour. It is very important that the contribution mentors make is recognised, and that they are made to feel that their efforts are valued, and in many ways this is already demonstrated by the support they receive from programme staff. In the wider context NIACRO is critically placed to provide authoritative comment on the involvement of ‘lay’ people ‘within the juvenile justice system. Such input would enhance the much wider debate around ‘democratisation’ of the justice system (e.g. increase in numbers of lay magistrates appointed etc) in a post conflict society and the contribution of local people to community safety.
Engaging challenging young people 

The first report of the Justice Oversight Commissioner queried “what innovative approaches to consultation in particular with young people have been developed?” As NIACRO mentoring staff and volunteers are critically placed to provide practice based comment and advice, it may be worthwhile producing a checklist or guidance note to assist others wishing to consult and elicit views from similar groups of young people. 
Promoting and marketing the programme  
It may be useful to involve a mentor and if possible a young person who has ‘moved on’ in promotional visits /talks to referral agencies. Additionally, it could also be beneficial to have such a young person meet with prospective mentees to discuss his/her experience of the programme and to answer any queries etc. There are also opportunities to enhance peer support e.g. an experienced mentor could ‘buddy up’ with a new volunteer or if possible, a mentee who has moved on. This would reflect the interest expressed by almost half of the young people interviewed who stated they would be interested in becoming mentors. If this was possible, it could add a distinctive dimension in terms of ‘peer mentoring’ to an already successful programme.  

The viability of setting up a mentoring programme User Panel should be explored. This could comprise volunteers and young people from each board area who would meet periodically to discuss common issues and concerns. It would also enable NIACRO to ‘road test’ any new ideas or developments for the programme, and enhance the extent to which the organisation consults with its target audiences. 
Finally notwithstanding the programme’s success, and the need to mainstream funding to ensure sustainability, it will be important to maintain the essence of mentoring as an unofficial, voluntary, non-judgmental relationship with a young person in difficult circumstances or at a difficult stage in their life. To make the relationship too formal, or for it to be perceived by young people as part of an official sanction, punishment or ‘surveillance’  will detract from both its success as an intervention and more importantly, its value in terms of providing a positive life experience for the young people.

Appendix 1
Ref: YPQ1:C/A/D/B

NIACRO Mentoring Programme

The organisations that fund the Mentoring Programme have asked NIACRO to get an independent person in to find out how the programme is working. NIACRO has asked me to do this, and then to write up what I’ve been told in a report. This report will be sent back to the funders in a few months time. The purpose of the following questions, and the discussion afterwards, is to help me find out what you think about the Mentoring Programme – for example, what’s good, what’s not so good.
Thank you for taking time to tell me what you think – I really appreciate your help and
Remember, you do NOT have to put your name on this form. 

Q1. How long have you been involved with the NIACRO Mentoring Programme? (tick one) 

· 0-three months, 

· 4-6 months

· 7-12 months

· More than a year

Discussion topics

How did you get involved? 

Tell me abit about why you were interested in getting involved?

Q2.When you meet up with your mentor, who decides what you talk about? (tick one) 

· Me

· My mentor 

· We both do

Discussion topics

What happens if you miss a meeting? 
How do you feel if a meeting is cancelled?

Q.three How would you say you get on with your mentor? (tick one answer only)

· Brilliant

· Good

· OK

· Not great
Q.4 How easy is your mentor to talk to? (tick one answer only)
· Very easy 

· Easy

· Fairly easy 

· Not great sometimes 

Q.5 Does your mentor listen to what you want to talk to him or her about? (tick one answer only)

· All the time   

· Most of the time

· Sometimes

Q.6 How long did it take before you felt really comfortable talking or going out with your mentor? 

· After the first couple of weeks

· About a month

· After about 2 months 

· Bit longer- can you tell me roughly how long ----------------------------------

Discussion topics linked to Q.three – Q.6 

Describe a typical meeting. What sorts of things do you talk about?  

Serious things?  What like? 

Fun things? What like?

What was it like meeting your mentor for the first time? How did you feel? How do you feel now?
Q.7 Has having a Mentor been (tick one answer only)

· Brilliant

· Good

· Ok sometimes

· Not great 
Discussion topics [Q.7 cont]
What has been better since you’ve had a mentor?

What has your mentor helped you with?
Do you think you’ve changed since having a Mentor?
What do your mates think of you having a mentor?
Q.8 Would you recommend the Mentoring Programme to other young people?

· Yes

· No

Discussion topics 

What would you say to someone just about to start on the Mentoring Programme?

Q.9 Would you like to become a mentor? 

· Yes

· No 

Discussion topics 

Why? 
What do you think would make you a good mentor?
Q.10. Is there anything else you want to say? Please write it down in this box.

Remember - nobody will be able to find out who said what on any of these questionnaires, so please tell me anything else you think I should know about what the Mentoring Programme is like
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Focus Group Schedule: Volunteer Mentors

Topic 1: Your involvement  
Why did you get involved in the Mentoring Programme?

Has being a Volunteer Mentor changed you in any way? 
What were your expectations when you decided to become a Volunteer Mentor? 

Have these been met? What do you think now?  

Topic 2: Your views on the Programme 

What do you think works best about the Programme? Why?

What’s least successful? Why? How do you think this could this be improved? 

Topic three: Your experience of the Young People

Before becoming a Mentor, what did you think of young people you now work with?

What went through your mind when you first met the young person?

What sort of things do you find difficult with the young person? How do you deal with this?
Topic 4: Support and training 
How would you rate the support and training you have received through NIACRO to date? 

Do you think this is adequate? What changes or improvements would you suggest? How would these help? 

Topic 5: External perspectives – your family/ friends/ community 

What does your family and friends think about you being a Mentor?

How do you think your community views the young people you mentor?
If you were asked to convince someone who thought the Programme was a “waste of money” – what would you say? 
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Focus Group Schedule: NIACRO Mentoring Development staff
The Mentoring Programme 

What can make or break the programme in your opinion?

Working with the young people and volunteer mentors 
How are volunteer mentors “matched” with young people?
What particular issues have to be considered? How are these addressed?

It is sometimes difficult to engage with young people in the mentoring programme’s age range, and to get their feedback. 
Do you agree? Why do you think this happens? 

In your experience, what techniques or approaches could be used to help? Why do you think these would work – please give examples/ evidence
Support from NIACRO 

Tell me about the level of supervision/support you get from NIACRO
How would you rate the supervision / support you have received to date? 

Would you suggest any changes? If yes, what? 
The final evaluation report on the mentoring programme will be submitted to the funders who have financially supported the programme to date. Funders are frequently faced with a number equally fundable and good quality applications but have only sufficient budget to fund, or continue to fund, one.
What in your opinion makes the mentoring programme worth supporting?

What evidence can you put forward to convince a funder of this?

Is there anything about the current mentoring programme that you think could be improved?

By NIACRO

By you as a worker 

For the volunteer mentors? 

For the young people?

Please use the blank sheets of paper I’m circulating to write down anything else you want to say about the mentoring programme. All comments will be anonymous.

Appendix 4
Referral Agency: letter of introduction

RE: Evaluation of NIACRO Mentoring Programme 

Dear xxxxx

My name is Jan Wright and I am an Associate Consultant with Community Evaluation Northern Ireland (CENI). NIACRO has invited CENI to undertake an external evaluation of their Mentoring Programme, in accordance with the terms and conditions under which the programme was funded by the Big Lottery Fund (formerly Community Fund) and the Children’s Fund respectively.

As part of the evaluation, I am consulting with a randomly selected sample of individuals whose agency is eligible to make referrals to the Mentoring Programme. I am keen to explore your views on the following 

· how the Mentoring Programme relates to the work of your agency 

·  your experience of the referral process, and your contact with the NIACRO staff involved in the programme 

· your views on the effectiveness of the programme 

· any comments you might wish to make with regard to future development of mentoring as an intervention for young people. 

Your comments will contribute significantly to the overall depth and quality of feedback obtained during this phase of the evaluation, and I will be contacting you by telephone during the week beginning May 3rd 2005.The interview should last no more than 15-20 minutes. 
Thank you in advance for your co-operation and I hope that you will be happy to speak with me.

Yours Sincerely

Jan Wright

Associate Consultant, CENI

Appendix 5
Referral agency representatives who participated in telephone interviews

· Youth Conference Service
· Probation Board for Northern Ireland 

· The Police Service of Northern Ireland 

·  Craig Bann Partnership 
· Educational Guidance Service 
Appendix 6
NIACRO MENTORING PROJECT REFERRAL FORM
Young Person
	Name:
	Gender:


	Address:

	Postcode:
	Email:
	Tel:

	DOB:
	Age:
	Religion:


	Ethnic origin:

	Current Placement:

At home
	Care in Past
	At risk of Care
	Currently in Care

	Care date(s), placement type


Parent/Guardian
	Name:
	Relationship:

	Address (if different from above)

	Tel:


Referral Agent

	Name:
	Tel:

	Agency:
	Position:

	Address:


Other Agencies 

	Name/ Agency:
	Tel:

	Name/ Agency:
	Tel:


Does the young person have any medical conditions? E.g. ADHD/ Aspergers/ Autism/ Asthma
	Please give details


Is the young person statemented or undergoing an assessment?
Yes
No

Please give details
Offending Behaviour


Has this young person ever been arrested?

         
   
    Yes
 
        No


Please state the total number of convictions    


Has an immediate family member been convicted of an offence?  

  Yes                         No

Please give details of most recent offences and outcomes.

	Offence
	Disposal
(see key)
	Type of Offence
	Date committed
	Bail Support

Yes/ No

	1
	
	
	
	

	2
	
	
	
	

	3
	
	
	
	

	4
	
	
	
	

	5
	
	
	
	

	6
	
	
	
	

	7
	
	
	
	

	8
	
	
	
	

	9
	
	
	
	

	10
	
	
	
	


Disposal Key :
W – Warning; C – Caution; PO – Probation Order; JJCO – Juvenile Justice Centre Order; 
ACO- Attendance Centre Order; RO – Reparation Order; ASBO – Anti-social Behaviour Order; 
CRO – Community Responsibility Order; CSO – Community Service Order; 

YCO - Youth Conference Order; CD – Conditional Discharge; F - Fine; O – Other

Are there any pending cases?


Yes

    No
Please give details about offence(s), bail conditions etc.

	


	
	Low
	Medium
	High
	Details 

	Risk of reoffending
	
	
	
	

	Risk of Harm
	
	
	
	

	 - Children
	
	
	
	

	 - Public
	
	
	
	

	 - Staff/ Volunteer
	
	
	
	

	 - Self 
	
	
	
	


Please include RA1.
Risk Factors
	Significant difficulties
	Some difficulties
	Satisfactory
	No difficulties

	1
	2
	3
	4


School

	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	Details

	Attendance
	
	
	
	
	

	General Behaviour
	
	
	
	
	

	Performance
	
	
	
	
	

	Relationship with teachers
	
	
	
	
	

	Motivation
	
	
	
	
	

	Self Esteem
	
	
	
	
	

	Aspirations
	
	
	
	
	


Relationships

	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	Details

	Parents
	
	
	
	
	

	Siblings
	
	
	
	
	

	Peers
	
	
	
	
	

	Community
	
	
	
	
	


Behaviours

	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	Details

	Substance Misuse
	
	
	
	
	

	Bullying
	
	
	
	
	

	Being bullied
	
	
	
	
	

	Anger
	
	
	
	
	

	Withdrawn 
	
	
	
	
	

	Self Esteem/ Social Skills
	
	
	
	
	

	Confidence
	
	
	
	
	

	Impulsivity
	
	
	
	
	

	Physical Health
	
	
	
	
	

	Mental Health
	
	
	
	
	


What goals would you like the young person to achieve?Please list in order of preference (top 3?)

	Goals
	
	How can the mentor help

	Reduce offending behaviour
	
	

	Look for employment
	
	

	Improved school attendance
	
	

	Help with substance misuse
	
	

	Improved behaviour at school
	
	

	Improved behaviour at home
	
	

	Try new activities
	
	

	Anger control
	
	

	Raising self esteem
	
	

	Improved social skills
	
	

	Other
	
	


Is there any other relevant information we need to know about this young person?

	



Have you discussed the Mentoring Project with the young person.?
        Yes
         


No

Are they happy for you to refer them?
                               Yes         
         Unsure

No

Signature: _________________________
Date: __________________

· The content of this form will remain confidential to NIACRO.  Individual Mentors will, where appropriate, be given necessary information about the young person.

· If the young person does not agree to participate in NIACRO’s Mentoring Project, the referral may be refused.

	For Official Use

Referral Received: __________________                    PC Form Y/N                    YP Form Y/N

Contact Meeting: ___________________                               Ref. No. __________________


Return Referral form to Denise Mac Dermott: Niacro The Old City Factory, 19c Queen Street,Derry/Londonderry/Londonderry– L’Derry/Londonderry/LondonderryBT48 7EF

Appendix 7
CONFIDENTIAL

Name






            Age


Are you at school/college?


Yes


No



Are you employed?  


Yes


No

Do you have any special interests or hobbies/ what do you do in your spare time?


Why do you want to become involved in the Mentoring Project?



What type of person would you like your mentor to be?

Is there anything you would like your mentor to help you with?


When would you be free to meet your mentor?


Are you willing to take part in the Mentoring Project for one year?



Yes


No


We may need to share some of this information with your mentor.  Are you happy for us to do this?



Yes


No

Signature: __________________________
Date: ___________

         Appendix 8
NIACRO MENTORING PROJECT

PARENTAL CONSENT FORM

Name of Parent/Guardian 

Address:


Telephone No:   Home




Work:

Contact number or address in case of emergency:


Doctor’s Name/Address/Telephone Number:



Medical Number:   

Does your child have any illnesses or conditions that might be useful for staff to know about?  If yes, please specify:


Does your child use an inhaler                             Please tick if appropriate        

                                         insulin

Do you know if your child is unable to take particular medication eg penicillin?  If yes, please specify:


Is there any other information about your child that may be useful for us to know?


P E R M I S S I O N

Being the parent/guardian of the above named child, I give my permission for him/her to take part in the NIACRO Mentor Project and any activities/trips away.  I consent to any emergency treatment while involved in NIACRO Mentor Project.  I authorise the staff/Mentor in the event of an emergency to sign on my behalf any written form of consent required by the hospital authorities where the delay required to obtain my signature would be likely to endanger my child’s health and safety.

_____________________________________________

SIGNATURE OF PARENT/GUARDIAN:

THANK YOU FOR YOUR COOPERATION.

Appendix 9
CONFIDENTIAL   

NIACRO MENTORING PROJECT

Volunteer Personal Profile

This profile is essential in assisting the MDW to match mentors with young people effectively.  Please complete as fully as possible, mention anything you feel is relevant to you being successfully matched with a young person.

NAME:
    
_______________________

OCCUPATION:
_______________________

AGE:


_______________________

DO YOU HAVE ANY CHILDREN?
_________


What types of films/movies do you like to watch?

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
What kind of music do you enjoy listening to?

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
Do you enjoy reading novels/magazines/ thrillers/ sports etc..?

_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

What activities/ experiences would you be interested in trying out with the mentee?

What skills and qualities do you feel you have which would benefit the young person?

Have you any hobbies or specialist interests which you could share with the mentee? (Fishing, cycling, joinery, music, sports, cars, cookery etc...)

Are there any types of activity/ experiences you would definitely not like to participate in?

Are you interested in completing any short courses or lessons with the mentee such as horse riding, fishing, woodwork, fitness etc…?
______________________________________________________________________________________________________________

Please add any further relevant information

______________________________________________________________________________________________________________

Thank you for completing this profile, these will be used to match the mentors with the mentees and will remain in your volunteer file, this information is confidential.
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NIACRO MENTORING PROJECT





YOUNG PERSON’S APPLICATION FORM








� Big Lottery Fund has provided funding of approximately £120k (until September 05) for delivery of mentoring programmes in the Southern Health and Social Service Board area until September 2005: the Children’s Fund provides £139k to deliver the services in the remaining three board areas (until October 2006)  








� Chapters X and XVIII of the First Report of the Justice Oversight Commissioner, Justice Oversight Commissioner (2003). The Commissioner was appointed in 2003 to provide independent scrutiny of changes in the criminal justice system recommended in the Report by the Criminal Justice Review Group in 2000. All 293 recommendations were accepted by Government, and it is the Commissioner’s function to oversee progress of their implementation.


� In BritainYouth Offending Teams (YOTs) comprise representatives from the police, social services, the probation service, education authorities and health service. YOTs are also encouraged to establish links with a range of organisations outside the youth justice system, such as youth career and employment services and voluntary sector organisations working with young people.





� National Evaluation of the Youth Justice Board’s Mentoring Projects. Institute for Social Research, University of Surrey (2004)





�Under the auspices of the Good Friday/ Belfast Agreement a Criminal Justice Review Group was established, made up of senior civil servants (representing the Secretary of State for Northern Ireland) the Lord Chancellor and the Attorney General, and a number of independent assessors expert in criminal justice matters. The Group brought forward a series of proposed changes to the criminal justice system in a report published in March 2000, all of which were accepted by Government.  


�Under the auspices of the Good Friday/ Belfast Agreement a Criminal Justice Review Group was established, made up of senior civil servants (representing the Secretary of State for Northern Ireland) the Lord Chancellor and the Attorney General, and a number of independent assessors expert in criminal justice matters. The Group brought forward a series of proposed changes to the criminal justice system in a report published in March 2000, all of which were accepted by Government.  


�QUB School of Law is undertaking an evaluation of the Youth Conference Pilot Scheme in Northern Ireland. Funded by the Northern Ireland Office, the study examines the operation of the new youth conferencing scheme launched in December 2003 under the auspices of the Youth Justice Agency. 





� In addition, the Senior Practitioner is also responsible for the day to day supervision and support of the volunteer mentors in the Western board area, similar to that undertaken by the three Development Workers in the respective board areas. 


� Total population aged under 18 years is 451,514 of which 231,421 is male and 220,093 female. Northern Ireland Census 2001 Population Report,HMSO. Belfast.





� Northern Ireland Census 2001 Key Statistics, Census 2001 Output. HMSO, Belfast (2001).





� Philip, K. and Hendry, L.B. ‘Making sense of mentoring or mentoring making sense? Reflections on the mentoring process by adult mentors with young people’. Journal of Community and Applied Social Psychology, Vol 10, 2000.





� No More Excuses: The New Approach to Tackling Youth Crime in England and Wales. Home Office (1997) 





� Delaney, Hill and  Bamby Perspectives on Evaluating a Pilot Program for Young Offenders. Paper presented at the 2002 Australasian Evaluation Society InternationalConference October/November 2002 – Wollongong Australia.








� Bowling Alone: The Collapse and Revival of American Community by Robert D. Putnam. New York, 2000. 


� The Mentoring and Befriending Foundation is the national body for mentoring and befriending activities.


� Delaney, Hill and  Bamby Perspectives on Evaluating a Pilot Program for Young Offenders. Paper presented at the 2002 Australasian Evaluation Society InternationalConference October/November 2002 – Wollongong Australia.








� Bowling Alone: The Collapse and Revival of American Community by Robert D. Putnam. New York, 2000. 
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