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Mentoring Programs Funded by the Federal
Government Dedicated to Disadvantaged Youth:
Issues and Activities

Summary

Mentoring is often defined as arelationship maintained between ayouth and an
adult who supports, guides, and assists the youth. Federal funding for targeted
mentoring programs has increased in recent years, and the Bush Administration has
indicated that expansion of mentoring services for certain disadvantaged youth isa
priority.

A 2003 report by the White House Task Force for Disadvantaged Y outh
identified and listed about 123 federally funded programsunder amentoring heading.
Closer scrutiny of those listed programs, however, revealed that all except three
appeared to be programs that were not solely dedicated to mentoring, but actually
were projects that had mentoring components, or that would allow funding for
mentoring programs, if requested. Thefederal government appearsto fund only three
programsin which mentoring isthe primary focus— the Department of Education’s
(ED’ s) school-based mentoring project authori zed by the Safeand Drug-Free School s
and Communities Act; the Department of Health and Human Service's (HHS's)
Mentoring Children of Prisoners (M CP) program authorized by the Promoting Safe
and StableFamilies Act; and the Department of Justice’ s(DOJ' s) juvenile mentoring
activities.

The school -based mentoring programisdesigned to serve disadvantaged middle
school students. For FY 2004, the three-year grant program was appropriated $49.7
million; for FY 2005, $49.3 million; and $48.8 million for FY2006. The President
has requested $19 million for the program for FY 2007.

MCP is designed to nurture children in the nation with one or both parents
incarcerated. In FY 2004, $49.7 million was appropriated for the program; for
FY 2005, $49.6 million; and for FY 2006, $49.5 million. The President hasrequested
$40 million for MCP for FY 2007.

From FY 1994 to FY 2003, DOJ authorized and funded the Juvenile Mentoring
Program (JUMP) as Part G of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act
(JIDPA, P.L. 93-415, as amended) to provide one-to-one adult mentoring of at-risk
youth. In FY2002, JJDPA was reauthorized, eliminating JUMP and folding
mentoring efforts into a Juvenile Delinquency Prevention Block Grant (JDPBG)
program as Part C of JJDPA. Although Part G was repealed in FY 2002, Congress
has continued appropriating Part G funding for DOJ mentoring projects, including
$9.87 million for FY2006. In FY 2005, OJIJDP proposed a new mentoring project,
“TheMentoringfor SystemInvolved Y outh Initiative,” to expand existing mentoring
plans/projects designed to help youth involved in the juvenile justice system, and
thoseinfoster care. The President has not requested FY 2007 funding for mentoring
under Part G, but has requested $33.4 million for Part C, JDPBG, out of which
mentoring can be funded, and $6.54 million for mentoring demonstration projects.



Contents

INtrOdUCTION . . .o 1
The White House Task Force Final Report .. ........................ 1
The Federa Government’s Primary Y outh Mentoring Programs . ........ 4
TheDepartment of Education ............ ... .. .. .. 5
School-Based Mentoring Programs for At-Risk Youth .. ............... 5
ProgramISsues . . ... 8
Program Evaluation . .. .......... .o 8
Appropriationsand FundingHistory ............ ... .. ... ... ... 9
Department of Healthand Human Services . .. ........ ... ... .. ... .... 10
Mentoring Children of PrisonersProgram ... ............. ... .. ..... 11
ProgramIssuesand Evaluation .............. ... .. .. .. ... ... 13
Appropriationsand FundingHistory .............. .. ... .. ... ..., 14
Department Of JUSLICE . ... ... ot 15
Mentoring Initiative for System Involved Youth . .................... 15
Juvenile Mentoring Program (JUMP) . ......... ... ... ... ... ... 16
Barriersand SolUtions . .......... . 18
JUMPEvaUAion . ... .. 18
Appropriationsand FundingHistory .............. .. .. .. .. ... ..., 22
Mentoring Funding . ...........o i 23
Mentoring Legislation inthe 109" Congress . ..........oovveevinneennn.. 24
Concluding ObservationsS . . . ... .ot 24

List of Tables

Table 1. ED Mentoring Program Funding, FY2004to FY2007 ............. 10
Table 2. Mentoring Children of Prisoners Appropriations,
FY2003t0 FY 2007 . . ..ottt e e 15

Table3. JUMP — Appropriations History, FY1995to FY2003 ............ 23



Mentoring Programs Funded by
the Federal Government Dedicated to
Disadvantaged Youth: Issues and Activities

Introduction

Mentoring is often defined as arelationship maintained between ayouth and an
adult who supports, guides, and assiststhe youth.! The Department of Justice (DOJ)
has found through program eval uations that mentoring can be apromising approach
to enriching the lives of disadvantaged children and youth by discouraging juvenile
delinquency, improving school attendance and performance, and by providing
positive adult role models.? The origin of the mentoring concept has been credited
to Ernest K. Coulter, whoin 1904 created amovement that wascalled “ big brothers,”
which comprised adult volunteers who reached out to assist and connect with needy
children. The work of those volunteers led to the Big Brothers/Big Sisters of
America (BBBS) program that continues 100 years later — the oldest and largest
mentoring organization inthe nation. DOJnotesthat BBBS has served over 275,000
youth ages 5 to 18 in 5,000 communities.® Federal funding for targeted mentoring
programs has increased in recent years, and the Bush Administration has indicated
that expansion of mentoring services for certain disadvantaged youth is a priority.

The White House Task Force Final Report

TheWhite House Task Forcefor Disadvantaged Youth: Final Report, released
in October 2003, identified and listed about 123 federally funded programs with a
mentoring component,* andinan Appendix E (Federal Youth-serving Programswith
Type of Service Funded, FY2003) enumerated 10 federal agenciesthat administered
these programs. Those agencies were the Departments of Agriculture, Defense,
Education, Health and Human Services, Housing and Urban Development, Interior,

1 U.S. General Accounting Office, Student Mentoring Programs: Education’ s Monitoring
and Information Sharing Could Belmproved, GAO Report GAO-04-581 (Washington, June
2004), p. 6. Since this report was issued, the name of the General Accounting Office was
changed to the Government Accountability Office.

2 Jean Badwin Grossman and Eileen M. Garry, “Mentoring — A Proven Delinquency
Prevention Strategy,” Juvenile Justice Bulletin, NCJ 164834 (Washington, Apr. 1997), p. 1.

% “0JIDP Helps Big Brothers Big Sisters Celebrate 100" Anniversary,” OJJDP News @ a
Glance, val. 3, no. 3, May/June 2004, p. 1 (Hereafter cited as OJIJDP News @ a Glance).

“White House Task Force for Disadvantaged Youth: Final Report, Oct. 2003, Appendix E:
Federal Youth-serving Programs with Type of Service Funded, FY2003, pp. 165-179, at
[http://www.ncfy.com/whreport.htm].
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Justice, Labor, Transportation, and the Corporation for National and Community
Service (CNCS). The Task Force's report noted that “mentoring is the 8" most
frequent activity identified among the 41 types of activity identified in the 339
Federal programsthat serveyouth.”> Also, the Task Force observed that many of the
agencies were often unaware of the mentoring activities occurring in their agency or
by other agencies, which many timesresulted in duplication of efforts. Furthermore,
this lack of awareness resulted in little coordination or collaboration among the
various agencies, aswell asthe absence of asingle agency with the responsibility to
cultivate and advance “the expertise and knowledge of ‘ best practices’ with regard
to mentoring.”®

OnMay 20, 2004, the House Committee on Government Reform and Oversight
held a hearing titled Redundancy and Duplication in Federal Child Welfare
Programs: A Case Sudy in Executive Branch Reorganization. The concern of the
congressional hearing was that federal funds were being spent on duplicative
programs. In testimony at the hearing, House Mgjority Leader Tom DelLay stated
that, “... a White House report on disadvantaged youth shows that 339 federal
programs are specifically charged with helping children in one way or another, and
13 federal agencies administer more than 120 different programs that provide for
mentoring alone.”” Closer scrutiny of the Task Force's listed programs, however,
revealedthat al but three of the programs appeared to be projectsthat were not solely
dedicated to mentoring, but actually were programsthat had mentoring components,
or that would allow funding for mentoring programs, if requested.?

Asan example of afederal program that included mentoring activities asa part
of itsefforts, the Task Force report briefly discussed the Y outh ChalleNGe program
administered by the Department of Defense’s (DOD’ s) Army National Guard. This
program assists 16- to 18-year-old school dropouts with enhancing their life skills,
educational attainments, and employment potential through quasi-military training.
After participants experienced five months of a “residential phase,” one year of
mentoring was provided with a trained mentor from the youth’s community.® The
Task Force report mentioned that the Department of Labor’s (DOL’s) Job Corps
program was similar to the Y outh ChalleNGe program.

® White House Task Force for Disadvantaged Youth: Final Report, p. 40.
® Ibid.

" Redundancy and Duplication in Federal Child Welfare Programs. A Case Sudy in
Executive Branch Reorganization, Hearing before the House Committee on Government
Reform and Oversight, May 20, 2004, p. 2, at [http://reform.house.gov/UploadedFiles/
Del ay%20Exec%20Reorg%20T estimony.pdf], visited Oct. 13, 2004.

8 The author corroborated this assessment of the 123 listed mentoring activitiesinthe White
House Task Force's final report through telephone discussions with spokesmen at the
Department of Health and Human Service' sFamily and Y outh Services Bureau on Mar. 31,
2004, DOJ s Office of Justice Programs and its Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinguency
Prevention on Apr. 9, 2004 and May 20, 2004, respectively, and with the National
Mentoring Center at the Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory on June 25, 2004.

° White House Task Force for Disadvantaged Youth: Final Report, p. 5.
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DOL’s Job Corps program is a national predominately residential educational
and vocational training programfor at-risk 16- to 24-year-oldsthat assistssuch youth
with finding jobs and becoming independent adults.’® Mentoring initiatives are
included in various areas of the Job Corps program. Because of program similarities,
the Task Force recommended that DOD work with DOL to better aign the Y outh
ChalleNGe program with other DOL-sponsored youth programs such as Job Corps.
Because DOL has over 30 years of experience with employment and training
programs — in particular the nation’s One-Stop Career Center system, created
through the Workforce Investment Act of 1998 (which provides jobs and training
servicesto both youth and adults) — the Task Force suggested that Y outh ChalleNGe
might be aligned with and enhanced by DOL’s strategic goals of a prepared and a
competitive workforce.*

The Task Force aso recommended that a Federal Interagency Workgroup on
Mentoring (FIWM) be created “to engage in avariety of activities ... that would aid
the coordination and collaboration of all mentoring programsand activities supported
by Federal agencies.”*? Another suggestion was that the FIWM could expand the
federal mentoring program effort by targeting special groups, such asyouth in foster
careand migrant youth. In particular, the report mentioned the possibility of mentors
assisting foster care youth at two developmental points — (1) at ages 5to 17 years
when first entering the child welfare system when a mentor could serve in a big
brother/big sister role, and (2) at age 18 when youth age out of the system and need
somesupport to transitioninto independent adulthood. Furthermore, amigrant youth
who comesinto the nation from Mexico at the age of 13 and becomesafarm worker
without family support could receive adult guidance provided by a mentor to assist
theyouth in seeking abetter life and avoiding risky behaviors. A migrant youth who
enters the nation with afamily might benefit from an adult mentor to help the youth
reach important educational goals and profitable career paths.*®

The Task Forcestated that the Presi dent indi cated hiscommitment to mentoring
in his 2003 State of the Union address when he announced a three-year mentoring
initiative. The Task Force report points out that the President proposed placing
mentorsinthelivesof over onemillion disadvantaged children who are shifting from
childhood to adolescence. His mentoring initiative has two components — (1)
seeking to link mentorswith children under 18 years of agewho haveanincarcerated
parent; and (2) providing mentors for middle school youth to help improve their
academic performances. Those components comprise what appears to be two of
three federal government programs in which mentoring is the primary focus. The
first such program is the school-based mentoring project that is sponsored by the
Department of Education (ED) for disadvantaged middle school students. The
second effort isthe Mentoring Children of Prisoners (M CP) program that ismanaged

10y, S. Dept. of Labor, Employment and Training Administration, “What is Job Corps?’
at [http://jobcorps.doleta.gov/about.cfm], visited Sept. 30, 2004; and “ Mission Statement,”
at [http://jobcorps.doleta.gov/mission.cfm], visited Sept. 30, 2004.

1 \White House Task Force for Disadvantaged Youth: Final Report, pp. 34-36.
2 | hid.,, p. 5.
13 1bid., pp. 119-120.
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by the Department of Health and Human Services(HHS). Thethirdisthe Mentoring
for System Involved Y outh Initiative (MISIY) that will replacetherepealed Juvenile
Mentoring Program (discussed below). In addition to funding those three mentoring
programs, the federal government also provides earmarked funds for at least 25
primary mentoring effortsthroughout the nation that are supported by ED, HHS, and
DOJ. Such programs include the Boys and Girls Club of Philadelphia, PA, Big
Brothers/Big Sisters'* of Greater Pittsburgh, PA, Mentoring Program for Children
Affected by HIV/AIDS in Portland, OR, and severa others.

The Federal Government’s Primary Youth Mentoring Programs

On January 30, 2003, President Bush proposed $450 million for a three-year
program initiative to continue and enhance two federa youth mentoring programs.
He suggested $100 million each year (totaling $300 million over three years) to
develop, expand, and strengthen ED’ s mentoring program, and $50 million for each
year (totaling $150 million over threeyears) to focusprimarily on assisting morethan
100,000 adolescent children of prisoners through HHS's Mentoring Children of
Prisoners Program. The President’s funding proposals covered fiscal years 2004
through 2006. Funding for each program is discussed below.

In 1992, the Juvenile Mentoring Program (JUMP) was established as DOJ s
primary mentoring project to provide one-on-one adult mentoring for at-risk youth,
administered through its Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention
(OJIDP). Initia funding for the program began in FY1994. In 2002, however,
categorical federal funding for JUMP was eliminated by the reauthorization of the
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act (JJDPA, P.L. 107-273, amended).
Under the 21% Century Department of Justice Appropriations Authorization Act of
2002 (P.L. 107-273), Part G (JUMP) was repealed. Mentoring program activities
were folded into the Juvenile Delinquency Prevention Block Grant (JDPBG)
program. In FY 2003, DOJ funded 32 grants for the last JUMP activity.™

Although JUMP was repeal ed, the Administration expected similar mentoring
efforts to be continued through JDPBG. Despite the Administration’s
recommendation of continued funding for mentoring efforts by way of JDPBG,
Congress did not appropriate funding for the block grant. For FY 2005 and FY 2006,
however, Congressappropriated funding under thedefunct Part G. A new mentoring
initiative (MISIY) has been launched, which, along with program funding, is
discussed below.

14 Since 1998, DOJ has alotted over $23 million in earmarked funding through OJIDP to
the BBBS organization. This funding assistance helps over 200 BBBS local affiliates
provide training, technical assistance, and other support. “OJJDP Helps Big Brothers Big
Sisters Celebrate 100" Anniversary,” OJIJDP News @ a Glance, p. 1.

15 “Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Juvenile Mentoring Program
(JUMP) Grant Awardees — FY2003,” at [http://www.ojjdp.ncjrs.org/JUMP/
O3grantees.html].
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Some of the major common issues of mentoring programs include maintaining
and expanding programs, recruiting volunteers, maintaining funding, and devel oping
a system to continually assess programs.*®

Thisreport discussesthe primary federal mentoring programsfor disadvantaged
youth that are funded by ED, HHS, and DOJ. Under each agency, the authorization
and theappropriationsfor the program are provided, and the program’ s purpose, how
it works, its issues and activities, and its evaluation information, if available, are
discussed.

The Department of Education

In 1994, the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) wasreauthorized
and amended creating the Safe and Drug-Free Schools and Communities Act
(SDFSCA). In 2001, the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLBA) reauthorized and
amended ESEA and SDFSCA asPart A of Title |V — 21% Century Schools (20 U.S.
C. 7101). ED administers SDFSCA through the Safe and Drug-Free Schools and
Communities program, which isthefederal government’ smajor initiativeto prevent
drug abuse and violencein and around schools. The program isadministered through
the Office of Safe and Drug-Free Schools (OSDFS). Grants are authorized for state
programs, and for avariety of national programs, to promote school safety and assist
in preventing drug abuse in the nation’s schools. Under SDFSCA’s National
Programs component, funding is authorized for various projects to foster safe and
drug-free school environmentsfor students, and to assist at-risk youth. School-based
mentoring programs are projects designed to assist at-risk youth that were initiated
as anew specific activity under NCLBA.

School-Based Mentoring Programs for At-Risk Youth

Under SDFSCA, the purpose of ED’s mentoring programs is to create and
support mentoring projects and activities to improve the academic achievement of
children with greatest need in middle schools. The statute indicates that when
awarding grants to eligible groups, the ED Secretary must consider among other
things, the quality of the proposed mentoring program, including the degreeinwhich
the program will serve children in gradesfour through eight, and the degreein which
the program will continue to serve children from grades nine through graduation, if
necessary.'” The mandate defines achild with greatest need as“achild whoisat risk
of educationa failure, dropping out of school, or involvement in criminal or
delinquent activities, or who lacks strong positiverolemodels.” A mentor isdefined
as"aresponsibleadult, apostsecondary school student, or asecondary school student

16 Contemporary Issues in Mentoring, edited by Jean Badwin Grossman, June 1999,
Public/Private Ventures Publication, Philadelphia, PA, p. 85, at [http://www.ppv.org/
ppv/publications/assets/37_publication.pdf], visited Mar. 31, 2004.

1 Elementary and Secondary Education Act, as amended, Title 1V, Part A, Safe and Drug-
Free Schools and Communities Act, Subpart 2, National Programs, Mentoring Programs,
Section 4130(b)(5)(C)(ii)(IV)(V).
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who works with a child.”*® Mentors would assist such students in successfully
making the transition from elementary to secondary school. Under SDFSCA, the
Secretary of Education isauthorized to award competitive grantsto eligible entities,
thatis, local educational agencies(LEAS), non-profit community-based organi zations
(CBOs) (which may include faith-based groups), and to partnerships between LEAS
and CBOs to conduct such mentoring programs.

Three-year grantsawarded to eligible entitiesare designed to link children with
greatest need (particularly those who livein rural areas, high-crime areas, stressful
home environments, or children experiencing educationa failures), with trained
mentors. Such mentorsare screened through appropriate reference checks, child and
domestic abuse record checks, and criminal background checks. They must be
deemed to be interested in working with such children. When awarding grants,
priority must be given to eligible entities that provide adequate service for children
with greatest need who livein rura or high-crime areas, residein troubled homes, or
attend schoolswith violence problems. Also, priority isgivento entitiesthat provide
high-quality background screening and training of mentors, provide technical
assistance in administering mentoring programs, or to those that propose a school -
based mentoring program.*®

Mentors are expected to achieve one or more of several goalswith the children.
These include:

providing general guidance;

promoting growth in personal and social responsibilities;
enhancing participation in and abilities to profit from school;
discouraging illegal use of drugs and alcohol, violent behavior, use
of dangerous weapons, promiscuous behavior, and other criminal,
harmful, or potentially harmful behavior;

e discouraging involvement in gang activities; and

e encouraging youth to set goals and make plans for the future.

Inadditiontothose ESEA requirements, the Government Accountability Office
(GAO) notesin its report, Sudent Mentoring Programs. Education’s Monitoring
and Information Sharing Could Be Improved, that ED challenges applicantsto meet
goalsthat are not specified in the ESEA, as amended. Those requirements include
outlining how grantees intend “to achieve performance goals, such as improved
academic achievement among participating children, or reduced incidences of
involvement in gangs, illegal drugs, and alcohol.”#

An April 2000 document of a conference held by the Center for Substance
Abuse Prevention (CSAP), acomponent of the Substance Abuse and Mental Health
Services Administration (SAMSHA) within HHS, reports that school-based

8 | bid., Section 4130(2)(B)(C).

19 | bid., Section 4130(b)(5).

20 |hid., Section 4130(b).

2 GAO, Sudent Mentoring Programs, p. 8.
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mentoring programs have an advantage over other mentoring programs® because of
areadily available group of youth. Also, CSAP suggests that such school-based
programs are advantageous, because the typical adult mentor volunteer can be
recruited, along with adults who are busier than the typical volunteers, as well as
younger high school or college-age student volunteers.?® Another source notes that
primarily school-based efforts appear to provide an advantage for such mentors
logistically. Since school-based mentoring occurson school groundsin asupervised
setting and youth attendance hopefully is consistent, meeting times do not haveto be
coordinated and negotiated with parents, and even the busiest volunteer can meet
regularly at a pre-arranged time with their charge at school. In addition, school
personnel familiar with the students' lives and situations usually can assist with
easing the process of devel oping rel ationships among mentors and youth.?* Usually,
amentor ismatched with astudent for an entire school year, and mentoring activities
are scheduled by the student’ s teacher or guidance counselor.”®

Most school-based mentoring programs focus on improving grades, but also
might help to improve the attitudes of students by increasing their confidence and
sense of achievement. A change in attitude also might be beneficial to resolving
problem areasin a student’s life, such as helping to prevent substance abuse.?®

GAO has found that successful student mentoring programs are carefully
planned by grantees who make decisions regarding the number of youth they can
reaistically serve, the kinds of servicesthey will offer, and the expected outcomes.
Such grantees devel op policies and proceduresfor screening and training mentorsto
ensure their commitment to mentoring and that they understand the needs of the
youth. Successful grantees also create ways to collect data for monitoring and
assessing the programs. Furthermore, GAO noted that grantees who administer
successful student mentoring programs have strategies in place that will sustain the
programs, retain current funding support, and assist in acquiring new financial

22 CSAP reports that other types of youth mentoring programs include formal mentoring,
which is relatively structured and involves long-term rel ationships between a mentor and
youth; informal mentoring programs, which have no minimum time requirements, nor
involve frequent or regular contact between a mentor and youth; and community-based
mentoring programsthat can be run by nonprofit groups, churches, or public socia service
agencies. This type program provides a broader range of mentoring options, such as
working with youth at various levelsand including various activities like attending movies,
going to the mall, or to the park.

Z“Mentoring Initiatives: AnOverview of Y outhMentoring,” A Center for Substance Abuse
Prevention Conference and Meeting Document, Substance Abuse and Mental Health
Services Administration, Apr. 2000, p. 7.

2 Jennifer G. Roffman, Jean E. Rhodes, and Jean B. Grossman, “NAESP: An Overview of
School-Based Mentoring,” Middle Matters, Fall 2002, p. 3, at [http://www.naesp.org/
ContentL oad.do?contentld=529], visited May 21, 2004.

% |hid., p. 3.
% “Mentoring Initiatives: An Overview of Y outh Mentoring,” p. 7.
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backing. In addition, such grantees make sure that outcomes are evaluated and
findings are widely broadcast.

Program Issues

As previously stated, some of the major common mentoring program issues
include maintaining and expanding programs, recruiting volunteers, maintaining
funding, and devel oping asystemto continually assessprograms. Inexamining ED’s
school mentoring program, GAO found that as far as maintaining and expanding
programs were concerned, the majority of ED’ s student mentoring grantees visited
had five or more years of experience in mentoring youth. Also, they shared other
characteristics, such as having similar program goals and providing “one-to-one”
mentoring. They differed, however, in program design regarding the number and
characteristics of at-risk youth to be served, how much funding was available to
them, and which specific type of at-risk youths they planned to serve.

Regarding program implementation (that is, recruiting volunteers), GAO found
that grantees experienced difficulties recruiting mentors. The problem appeared to
be a greater challenge for newer grantees than among established grantees. The
established granteesindicated that they al so had experienced difficultiesinrecruiting
mentorswhen they initiated their mentoring programs, but subsequently refined their
programs over the early years and had better success. Additionally, the newer
grantees stated that they benefitted from learning about implementation strategies
from more experienced mentoring program groups.

Funding issuesinvolving how grantees handled mentoring grants could not be
assessed because the mentoring program was relatively new. Instead, GAO
researcherstriedto determinewhether those same grantees had experienced problems
in handling other ED grant funds received before or near the time that they received
mentoring program funds. How well the new granteeshandled previousfunds, GAO
theorized, might suggest how the mentoring funds would be managed. After
reviewing all 121 mentoring grantees who had 2001 or 2002 audits, GAO found that
8% had auditsindicating problemswith cash management and procurement issues.”®

Program Evaluation

According to one source, to determinewhether amentoring programisworking
or not, measurement should be made of changes in specific outcomes, such as
changes in meaningful relationships of participants and in characteristics of
participating youth.?® In order to receive funding for ED’s mentoring program,
applicantsmustincludeintheir applicationsassurancesthat they will “ establish clear,
measurabl e performance goal's; and collect and report to the Department datarel ated
to the established Government Performance and Results Act (GPRA) performance

# GAO, Sudent Mentoring Programs, pp. 3-4.
% |bid., pp. 4-5.
# Contemporary Issuesin Mentoring, p. 7.
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measures for the Mentoring Programs grant competition.”*® Accordingto GAO, the
Department of Education does not currently plan to assess the mentoring program’s
outcomes or effectiveness, but is discussing the possibility of doing so. ED requires
individual granteesto provide final evaluation reports at the end of their three-year
grant period. While ED’s evauation plans were undefined, more established
grantees planned to use student data regarding grades and attendance for reporting
student outcomes. Newer grantees planned to use self-reported data, such asteacher
surveys, to measure outcomes.®

GAO stated that grantees were regularly monitored by ED officials who
contacted them by telephone, examined their performance reports, visited a few of
them annually, and monitored the amount of funds grantees spent. During one such
observation, ED officials discovered that a grantee spent mentoring program funds
before the program was operational. Consequently, that grantee voluntarily gave up
itsmentoring grant. Furthermore, GA O found that the Office of Safeand Drug-Free
Schools, which is responsible for monitoring mentoring grants, did not review
grantees’ singleaudit reportsasrequired. ED’ s Office of the Chief Financial Officer
reviewed these reports, but did not share its findings with OSDFS because none of
the findings related to mentoring grants.

To improve the mentoring program and to provide fundamental information
about the operations and outcomes of the program, GAO recommended that ED
“explore ways to facilitate the sharing of successful practices and lessons learned,
ensure that the Office of Safe and Drug Free Schools use grantees' single audit
reports, and undertake a national study of its mentoring program’ s outcomes.” *

Appropriations and Funding History

InFY 2002, thefirst year of the ED mentoring program, the agency awarded 117
three-year grants to recipients that included LEAs and CBOs. In FY 2003, those
grantswere continued with no new grantsawarded. In FY 2004, 165 new mentoring
grants were awarded.®

As shown below, the President requested $100 million for the mentoring
program in FY 2005, which would have been more than a six-fold increase over the
amount appropriated for FY2003. For FY 2005, Congress appropriated, however,
$49.307 million for the mentoring program ($0.398 million less than the FY 2004
appropriation).>* In FY 2005, 90 new mentoring grantswere awarded. For FY 2006,
the President requested $49.3 million for the program (the same as the FY 2005

% GAO, Sudent Mentoring Programs, p. 4.
3 bid., p. 5.
¥ |bid., pp. 4-5.

% U.S. Dept. of Education, “Safe and Drug-Free Schools and Communities: National
Programs, Fiscal Year 2006 Justifications of Appropriation Estimatesto Congress, vol. 1,
p. F-30.

% This figure reflects the 0.80% across-the-board reduction through the FY 2005
Consolidated Appropriations Act (P. L. 108-447).
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appropriation), to fund 265 continuation awards.*® Congress appropriated $49.3
million, the exact amount of the President’ srequest for such funding. A required 1%
across-the-board discretionary FY 2006 budget reduction, however, dightly lowered
mentoring funding to $48.813 million. For FY 2007, the President hasrequested $19
million for the program to pay continuation costs for mentoring grants awarded in
2005 and 2006, and for supporting related technical assistance. Also, $1 million of
the funds would be used for continuing national evaluations of those projects. As
stated previously, the Administration believes that by the end of FY 2007, the
mentoring program will have met itsobjectives. Therefore, FY 2007 isthefinal year
of atwo-year proposed phase-out of the mentoring program.*

Table 1. ED Mentoring Program Funding, FY2004 to FY2007
($ in thousands)

FY 2007 Pres. Budget
Request

$49,705 $49,219° $48,814° $19,000

FY 2004 FY 2005 FY 2006

Source: Department of Education Fiscal Year 2006 Congressional Action, Nov.1, 2005, p. 7, and
Department of Education Fiscal Year 2007 President’ s Budget, Feb. 6, 2006, p. 7.

a. Thisfigure reflects areprogramming of $1,088,000 from the Mentoring Program to other National
Programs.
b. Reflects a1% across-the-board rescission required by P. L. 109-148.

Department of Health and Human Services

According to HHS, research data reveals that between 1991 and 1999, the
number of children and youth in the nation who had at least one parent who was
incarcerated in afederal or state correctional facility increased from about 900,000
to 2 million.*” Furthermore, 7% of African American children have an incarcerated
parent, nearly 3% of Hispanic children have an incarcerated parent, while less than
1% of white children have aparent in prison. Research hasdetermined that thelong-
term physical absence of a parent has a deep impact upon children who have an
incarcerated parent. Many timessuch children experience stress, trauma, shame, and

% U.S. Dept. of Education, “Safe and Drug-Free Schools and Communities: National
Programs, Fiscal Year 2006 Justifications of Appropriation Estimatesto Congress, Vol. 1,
p. F-30.

% U.S. Dept. of Education, “Fiscal Year 2007 Budget Summary,” Feb. 6, 2006, p. 25, at
[http://www.ed.gov/about/overview/budget/budget07/summary/edlite-section2a.html], and
U.S. Dept. of Education, “Safe and Drug-Free Schools and Communities: National
Programs, Fiscal Year 2007 Justifications of Appropriation Estimatesto Congress, Vol. 1,
p. F-23.

3 U.S. Dept. of Health and Human Services, Administration for Children and Families,
Family and Y outh ServicesBureau, “ Mentoring Children of Prisoners,” Competitive Grant-
Initial  Announcement, p. 3, a [http://www.acf.hhs.gov/grants/pdf/ACYF FYSB
Mentoring_Revised_1 28.pdf], visited Apr. 13, 2004.
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other problems because their parent is incarcerated. Also, according to HHS,
children whose parent was in prison were more likely to exhibit a broad array of
behavioral, emotional, health, and educational problems. Such children were more
likely to lash out in anger at others, which led to confrontations with law
enforcement. HHS stated that those children were seven timesmorelikely to become
involved in the juvenile justice and adult criminal systems.®

HHS reported that mentoring such children was a* potent force for improving
youth outcomes.” Specifically, HHS noted that mentoring increased the likelihood
of regular school attendance and academic achievement, and decreased the chances
that such children would engagein self-destructiveor violent behavior. Furthermore,
HHS stated that “ atrusting rel ationship with acaring adult will provide stability and
often have a profound, life-changing effect on the child. Mentoring provides the
incarcerated parent with the assurance that somebody is there to look after the best
interests of their child.”*

Congress created the Mentoring Children of Prisoners program in order to
provide 100,000 new mentors to children and youth of imprisoned parents.*® The
program is discussed below.

Mentoring Children of Prisoners Program

The Mentoring Children of Prisoners program, which is administered through
HHS' s Family and Y outh Services Bureau (FY SB) within the Administration of
Children and Families (ACF), is authorized by the Promoting Safe and Stable
Families Act of 2001 (SSFA, P.L. 107-133), as Section 439 of the Socia Security
Act. The purpose of MCP is to provide competitive grants to applicants in urban,
suburban, and rural areas, or tribal populations with significant numbers of children
who have one or both parentsincarcerated. Thegrantsareto beused for creatingand
operating mentoring programs through a network of public and private entities to
serve such children.* In FY 2003, FY SB began approving grant applications from
communities, faith-based groups, and state and loca governments to operate
mentoring activities through MCP.

Under thisprogram, mentoring isdefined as* astructured, managed program in
which children are appropriately matched with screened and trained adult volunteers
for one-on-one relationships, involving meetings and activities on aregular basis,
intended to meet, in part, the child’s need for involvement with a caring and

% | pid.
® |pid., p. 4.

%0 U.S. Dept. of Health and Human Services, Administration for Children and Families,
Family and Y outh Services Bureau, Grant Programs — “Mentoring Children of Prisoners
Programs,” at [http://www.acf.dhhs.gov/programs/fysb/mcp.htm], visited July 9, 2004.

“ U.S. Dept. of Health and Human Services, Administration for Children and Families,
“Mentoring Children of Prisoners Program,” at [http://www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/fbci/
progs/fbci_mcp.html], visited July 13, 2004.
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supportive adult who provides a positive role model.”* Mentors cannot be paid for
their participation, except for reimbursement for incidental expenses, such as
mileage, food, and other such activities related to mentoring. Any requestsfor such
compensations are considered on a case-by-case basis.*®* Children must be 4 to 15
years old when they begin receiving MCP program services.*

Eligible applicants include any state or local government unit, federaly
recognized American tribal governments, Native American tribal groups (other than
federally recognized tribal governments), private nonprofit organizations, plus
community and faith-based groups. Grant recipients can recruit mentors from a
variety of places, including the child’ sfamily and community, church congregations,
religious non-profit groups, community-based groups, service organizations, Senior
Corps, and from the business community.*

Grantees must find mentors who can commit at least one hour per week for one
year to spend with their assigned child; conduct extensive screening of mentors by
providing suitable reference and criminal background checks, plus child and
domestic abuserecords checksto ensurethechild’ ssafety; train mentorsby requiring
them to attend an orientation and training session in mentoring skills and in the
practice of mentoring before being assigned to a young person; provide continuing
monitoring of mentorsthrough ongoing support and oversight to ensurethat mentees
are benefitting from the mentor match; and evaluate mentoring outcomes by
measuring such factors asthe youth’ s academic achievements and escape from risky
and unacceptable behaviors.*

M CP projects must cultivate the components of positive youth devel opment by
providing youth with “ safe and trusting relationships; healthy messages about life
and social behavior; guidance from a positive adult role model; increased and
enhanced participation in education for positive outcomes’; and by encouraging
youth to take part in civic service and community activities.*” Furthermore, MCP
projects should “ coordinate with partnering groups to develop a plan for the whole
family.” Thiseffort could be accomplished by getting the youth connected with the
incarcerated parent with the permission of the other parent or guardian; coordinating
servicesthat support the youth’ s siblings and other family members; and supporting
caregivers by providing training and assistance with using the services provided
through the mentoring network.*

“2 Social Security Act, as amended, Section 439(b)(2).

3 Discussed in a telephone conversation with a spokesman in HHS' s Administration for
Children and Families' Office of Legidative Affairs, Sept. 7, 2004.

4 “Mentoring Children of Prisoners,” Competitive Grant-Initial Announcement, p. 6.
 |bid., p. 4.

%6 Grant Programs — “Mentoring Children of Prisoners,” p. 2.

47 “Mentoring Children of Prisoners,” Competitive Grant — Initial Announcement, p. 8.
“ |bid., p. 8.
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Program Issues and Evaluation

The MCP program began functioning on September 30, 2003. The mandate
required the HHS Secretary to conduct an evaluation of the program and submit its
findingsto Congressno later than April 15, 2005.*° Accordingto aHHS spokesman,
the required evaluation report is forthcoming. Data collection for the evaluation
began during the second year of the program. Grantees provided reportsfor thefirst
two quartersof operation. Updated information sincethefirst two quartersof MCP's
operation was provided by grantees, and isbeing included in the required eval uation
report that will be submitted to Congress.® At thetime of thiswriting, the report is
being updated to reflect the more timely data.*

In the early stages of the program, HHS observed that three type of grantees
were being funded — (1) new grantee groups that were in start-up mode, that is, in
the planning and organizing stages; (2) grantees that were just beginning to serve
youth with mentors; and (3) grantees with viable programs that began serving youth
with mentors right away.

Some general trends regarding thefirst two quarters of operation indicated that
about 1,300 youth were being served nationwide, with a comparable number of
mentors, athough some mentors were serving more than one youth.> Also,
according to Harry Wilson, the Associate Commissioner of FYSB, grantees
experienced more problems than expected with recruiting and retaining program
volunteers. Volunteers often encountered challenges in dealing with the children,
who in many cases had attachment disorders, as well as with their caregivers who
experienced stress in part because of the incarceration of the spouse. Surprisingly,
however, granteesreported few problemswith the attitudes of the inmates regarding
their children’s participation in the program. Wilson explained that the main
difficulty expected wasthat incarcerated parents might resent or be hostiletoward the
volunteer mentors. So far, however, this concern has not become an issue. Parents
he spoke with who had recently been rel eased from prison had very positive attitudes
and were grateful that their children had access to the program. Also, they often
wanted the mentor to continue the relationship.

9 Social Security Act, as amended, Section 439(g).

* Discussed in atelephone conversation with a spokesman in ACF’ s Office of Legisative
Affairs and Budget, April 12, 2005.

*! Discussed in a telephone conversation with a spokesman in ACF's Family and Y outh
Services Bureau, March 15, 2006.

%2 Information provided and discussed in a telephone conversation with a spokesman in
ACF s Office of Legidlative Affairs and Budget, Sept. 8, 2004.

33 ““Mentoring Children of Prisoners’ GearsUp for Its Second Full Year,” Child Protection
Report, Aug. 26, 2004, pp. 131-132.
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Appropriations and Funding History

As previoudly stated, MCP awards are made for a three-year funding period.
Funds awarded for the second and third years, however, depend on the grantees
performance during the first year of the award and the availability of funds. In
FY 2003, thefirst year for MCP grant awards, 52 mentoring program grantstotaling
$9.93 million were awarded to urban, suburban, rural, and tribal grantees. For
FY 2004, Congress appropriated $49.7 million for the program. HHS reported in
August 2004, that 169 new M CP grants had been awarded and funding was provided
to continue FY 2003 grants, for atotal of $45.6 million.> Louisiana’ sV olunteers of
America, Florida' s Anchorage Children’s Home, and Michigan’s Big Brothers/Big
Sistersgroupswere someof the 164 recipients sel ected by HHS s Administration for
Children and Families to receive new MCP grant awards totaling $35 million. In
addition, five tribal grantees would receive new awards totaling $1.7 million for
MCP projects, and $8.9 million would be awarded to continue the second year of 52
mentoring programs.® For FY 2005, Congress appropriated $49.6 million for MCP,
and for FY 2006, $49.5 million. There were no new grants awarded in FY 2005, but
an estimated 47 new grants will be awarded in FY 2006, and approximately 138
awards are anticipated for FY2007.%° The President has requested $40 million for
MCP grants for FY 2007.

Thereisa75% federal sharefor MCP grantsfor thefirst and second fiscal years
of the program, and a50% federal sharefor thethird year. Grantees must provide at
least a 25% non-federal share or match of the total project budget for the first two
fiscal years, and at least 50% for the third year. The non-federal share of the project
costs may be in cash or in kind, but applicants are encouraged to provide cash
contributions.*

Table 2 shows an appropriations history for MCP.

> “President Announces Mentoring Grants for Children of Prisoners: $46 Million for
Program of Compassion,” HHS Release, Aug. 3, 2004.

% |bid.

% Information received in an email from aHHS spokesman in ACF' s Office of Legislative
Affairs and Budget, Division of Budget, March 16, 2006.

" “Mentoring Children of Prisoners,” Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance, pp. 1278-
1279, para. 93.616, at [http://12.46.245.173/CFDA/pdf/catal og.pdf].
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Table 2. Mentoring Children of Prisoners Appropriations,
FY2003 to FY2007
($inmillions)

FY 2007 Pres.
FY 2003 FY 2004 FY 2005 FY 2006 Budget Req.
$9.93 $49.7 $49.6° $49.5° $40.0

Source: HHS, Administration for Children and Families (ACF), Office of Legidative Affairs and
Budget, April 1, 2005, and HHS, ACF, Fiscal Year 2007 Justification of Estimates for
Appropriations Committees, p. D-57.

a This figure reflects the 0.80% across-the-board reduction through the FY 2005 Consolidated
Appropriations Act.
b. Reflects a1% across-the-board rescission required by P. L. 109-148.

Department of Justice

Congress authorized the Juvenile Mentoring Program until FY2003, as
previously stated. Through the reauthorization of JJDPA, under the 21¥ Century
Department of Justice Appropriations Authorization Act of 2002, Congress
consolidated seven previously independent DOJ programsinto one prevention block
grant.®® This action, which was effective in October 2003, incorporated JUMP's
mentoring program function into the Juvenile Delinguency Prevention Block Grant
(Part C), astate formulaprogram.® To date, Congress has not appropriated funding
for IDPBG, but has continued to provide funding for mentoring under the defunct
Part G of JJDPA, even though the Administration has requested no further funding
under this authority. Although JUMP was repealed, the Administration expected
similar mentoring efforts to be continued through the block grant.*

Thenew OJIDP mentoring activity, entitled the Mentoring Initiativefor System
Involved Y outh, and JUMP, is discussed below.

Mentoring Initiative for System Involved Youth

For FY 2005, OJIDP proposed anew juvenile mentoring project, the Mentoring
Initiative for System Involved Youth, that would provide funds to faith- and
community-based nonprofit and for-profit agenciesto expand and improve existing
mentoring plans/projects designed to help youth involved in the juvenile justice
system, reentry youth, and thosein foster care. Competitive grantsof up to $400,000

%8 See CRS Report RS22070, Juvenile Justice: Overview of LegislativeHistory and Funding
Trends.

% “Juvenile Mentoring Program: Legidlation,” at [http://www.ojjdp.ncjrs.org/jump/
leg.html].

€ Discussed in a telephone conversation with a spokesman in DOJ's Office of Justice
Program’s Congressional Affairs Office, March 14, 2006.
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each year for four years will be awarded to four sites. The initiative seeks to
encourage community organizations and agencies that are committed to backing
mentoring services for such youth. The goal of the program is to locate effective
mentoring programs and find out which ones could be enhanced and enlarged to use
with system involved teens.®* The OJIDP deadline for MISIY grant applicationsis
April 17, 2006.

Juvenile Mentoring Program (JUMP)

In the 1992 reauthorization of the Juvenile Justice and Delinguency Prevention
Act of 1974, Congress added Part G — Mentoring, and created the Juvenile
Mentoring Program. JUMP was administered through OJIDP, a component of the
Office of Justice Programs within DOJ. By providing mentors for at-risk children
and youth from ages five to 20, the program’s objectives were to reduce juvenile
delinquent behavior including substance abuse and gang involvement; improve
scholastic performance; and reduce the likelihood that such youth would drop out of
school. JUMP defined amentor as “an adult, 18 years or older, who works with an
at-risk youth on a one-to-one basis, establishes a supportive relationship with the
youth and provides the youth with academic assistance and exposure to new
experiences which enhance the youth’s ability to become a responsible citizen.”
Mentors could not be compensated, except for reimbursement for incidenta
expenses, and they had to pass a crimina background check.

JIDPA authorized the OJIDP Administrator to make grants to and enter into
contracts with LEAs that were in partnership and collaborating with public/private
nonprofit agencies, institutions, or businesses, and to create and support programs
and activities that implemented mentoring programs.®®* Such programs were to be
designed to link at-risk children, especialy those living in high crime areas and
experiencing educational failures, with responsible adults (such aslaw enforcement
officers, fire department personnel, college students, senior citizens, federal
employees, personsworking with local businesses, personsworking for community-
based groups and agencies, aswell as other private citizens). Therefore, it was not
uncommon for JUMP funds to be used for school-based mentoring programs by an
established mentoring agency that had provided community-based mentoring projects

1 U.S. Dept. of Justice, Office of Justice Programs, Office of Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention, “Mentoring Initiative for System Involved Youth,” at
[ http://www.ojjdp.ncjrs.gov/grants/solicitations/O6mentoringiniti ative.pdf] .

62 Jean Baldwin Grossman and Eileen M. Garry, “Mentoring — A Proven Delinquency
Prevention Strategy,” Juvenile Justice Bulletin, Apr. 1997, p. 2.

8 U.S. Congress, House Committee on Economic and Educational Opportunities,
Compilation of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974 and Related
Provisions of Law, as Amended through Dec. 31, 1994, committee print, 104™ Cong., 1%
sess. (Washington, GPO, 1995), 49.
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for a number of years.® JUMP was to accomplish one or more of the following
godls:

e providing basic guidance to at-risk youth;

e encouraging persona and social responsibility among such youth;

e enhancing interests, participation in, and benefits from elementary
and secondary school;

e discouraging crimina behavior, such as illegal drug use, getting
involved in violence and using dangerous weapons,

¢ discouraging gang involvement; and

e encouraging participation in community service and activities.

Three-year® grants were awarded for JUMP projects with the specific goal of
grantees becoming self-sustaining by acquiring funding from other sources. Grant
recipients ranged in size from small groups with mentoring as their primary focus,
to larger groups with mentoring as one component of several services offered to at-
risk children and their families. Some JUMP projects focused on specific genders
while otherstargeted such populations asteen parents, youth invol ved in court cases,
those who lived in residential facilities, and those returning to community life from
juvenile facilities.®

The youth mentored by JUMP were the median age of 12 years old, half were
African Americans, although other participants were white, Latino, Asian American
or Native Americans. Most mentorswerefemales (61%, ranging in agefrom 18- to-
87 years old with a median age of 32 years) who were college graduates and
employed. The majority of the youth/mentor matches lasted for one year or less,
while some matches lasted as long as two years or more. Most of the matches were
with persons of the same gender, however, when cross-gender matchers were made,
they usually werefemal e mentors matched with maleyouth. Sixty-two percent of the
youth were matched with mentors of the samerace or ethnic group, while 38% of the
youth were paired with someone of a different race or ethnic group.®’

Asnoted earlier, JUMP, which was authorized under Part G of the JIDPA, was
repealed by the amendments of 2002 with the expectation that mentoring activities

& Laurence C. Novotney, Elizabeth Mertinko, James Lange, Tim Falb and Hilary Kirk,
Juvenile Mentoring Program (JUMP): Early Evaluation Results Suggest Promise of
Benefits for Youth, Information Technology International, Potomac, MD, May 2002, p. 4,
[http://www.itiincorporated.com/Assets/pdf%20files/Bulletin.pdf], visited Oct. 13, 2004.
(Hereafter cited as Novotney et al., “ Juvenile Mentoring Program.”)

& According to a spokesman in DOJ s Office of Justice Program’s Congressional Affairs
Office, grants were funded only for two years with $100,000 awarded to each grantee.
Discussed in atelephone conversation on March 14, 2006.

% U.S. Dept. of Justice, Office of Justice Programs, Office of Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention, “Mentoring Makes a Difference,” OJJDP News @ a Glance, vol.
2, no. 6, Nov./Dec. 2003, p. 1.

67 Jump Annual Report, 2003, “Introduction,” Information Technology International, Inc.,
2003, at [http://www.itiincorporated.com], visited Sept. 10, 2004.
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would be conducted through the newly created Juvenile Delinquency Prevention
Block Grant.

Barriers and Solutions

In DOJ s Juvenile Mentoring Program: 1998 Report to Congress (hereafter
referred to as The 1998 Report to Congress), severa unanticipated barriers were
presented that JUMP grantees experienced. The information was obtained from
regularly submitted grantee progressreportsand personal conversationswith project
staff. The most prominent barriers were grouped into five major categories — (1)
unrealistic project goals, (2) inadequate staff and volunteer resources, (3) lengthy and
cumbersome screening procedures, (4) insufficient community support, and (5) lack
of adequate parental involvement. DOJ analysts believed the barriers were
effectively addressed by grantees and discussed what they termed “ solutions” to the
barriers.®

A few examples of barriers and solutions DOJ analysts mentioned were:®°

e Barrier: There were not enough mentors to meet the demand of
youth desiring mentors. Solution: The service goals and eligibility
criteria for mentees were redefined, and the pool from which
mentors were recruited was expanded.

e Barrier: One individual served as the only full-time paid staff
member for a program, and found it to be an impossible task.
Solution: Volunteer help was recruited to assist with some of the
administrative tasks.

e Barrier: Somecommunity organizationsthat wanted the mentoring
program failed to provide tangible support for the program.
Solution: Through outreach efforts, grantees educated community
groups regarding their specific program needs and how their
community support would help ayouth. Grantees also realized that
this type of communication had to be an ongoing effort.

JUMP Evaluation

The 1998 Report to Congress stated that one of the positive aspects of JUMP
was the willingness of project staff to share their experiences and what they had
learned with their immediate colleagues, aswell aswith staff involved in adifferent
JUMP project. Regarding this program quality, the report stated that, “This peer
support ... has maximized opportunities for mentoring project success and for

% U.S. Dept. of Justice, Office of Justice Programs, Office of Juvenile Justice and
Delinguency Prevention, “ Juvenile Mentoring Program: 1998 Report to Congress,” Shay
Bilchik, Administrator, Dec. 1998, pp. 19-20.

% |bid.
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strengthening the protective factors that help shield youth from the many risks in
their lives.” "

In 1997, OJIDP began an ongoing eval uation of JUMPto determinewhether its
goals to improve academic performance and school attendance of youth through
mentoring efforts were actually being met, as well aswhether delinquency and gang
participation among the youth were declining. The continuing evaluation effort was
conducted by Information Technology International (1T1), which encouraged grantees
to use varioustoolsto collect datafor the national evaluation. Onesuch ITI tool that
was developed and distributed to each grantee was an automated data collection
system called the JUMP Management Information System (JUMP MIS). Although
JUMP received final fundingin FY 2003 for projects through FY 2006, it is assumed
that viathe JUM P M1 S database program, grantees continueto gather and report data
about youth participants and mentor/youth match information for the national
evaluation. Also, grantees use a standardized risk screening tool called the Problem
Oriented Screening Instrument for Teenagers (POSIT).” POSIT is administered to
JUMP participants who are 12 years and older when they begin the program, on the
six-month anniversary of their mentoring match, and whenthey concludethe project.
Additional information is provided through structured telephone interviews with
project staff, on-site visits, and quarterly written reports.

Early inthe JUMP program, volunteer mentorshad to be at |east 21 yearsof age
at the time that they began participating as mentors. OJIJDP lowered the minimum
age for JUMP mentors to 18 years after grantees reported problems with recruiting
mentors within specific populations, particularly in colleges and universities.
Because of the minimum mentor age change, younger mentors had to undergo
additional training and support in working with JUMP menteesin order to ensurethe
greatest probability of success.”

In 2000, the contracted JUMP evaluators for OJIDP reported that some early
evaluation resultsindicated that both youth and mentorsviewed their experiences as
positive. Participants were asked to respond with “a little, a lot, or not at all,”
regarding whether they felt that their mentoring rel ationship hel ped theyouth receive
better grades, attend all classes, refrain from drinking alcohol or using drugs, avoid
fights, stay out of gangs, refrain from using knives or guns, avoid friends who were
troublemakers, and get along with family members. The evaluatorsfound that “both
youth and mentorswere very positive when rating various aspects of their mentoring
experiences, athough perceptions of their relationships did not correspond
completely.””® For example, how mentors and the youth were matched appeared to

0« Juvenile Mentoring Program: 1998 Report to Congress,” p. 22.

POSIT isatool that initially was devel oped by the National Institute on Drug Abuse and
adapted for use in JUMP’ s evaluation.

2 Laurence C. Novotney, et al., “Juvenile Mentoring Program: Early Evaluation Results
Suggest Promise of Benefits for Youth,” pp. 3-4.

" Laurence C. Novotney, Elizabeth Mertinko, James Lange, and Tara Kelley Baker,
“Juvenile Mentoring Program: A Progress Review,” OJJDP Juvenile Justice Bulletin, Sept.
(continued...)



CRS-20

affect how the benefits of mentoring were perceived. The boys who were matched
with female mentors reported that they liked their mentors and felt that they were
understood by them to the same degree as those youth who were paired with male
mentors. On the other hand, boys paired with male mentors indicated that they
received greater benefits regarding avoiding drug use and gang activity than did the
boys paired with female mentors. Furthermore, results indicated that there were
marginaly significant differencesin reports that mentoring hel ped deter youth from
alcohol and weapons use. In particular, female mentors paired with boys reported
that they noticed significantly less improvement than their male counterpartsin the
boys avoiding alcohol and drugs, fights, gang activity, knives or guns, and staying
away from friends who started trouble.”

When youth and mentors were of different races or ethnic groups, mentors
reported significantly lessimprovement in al of the areas mentioned above, aswell
asin school attendance. Mentors who were paired with youth of the same racial or
ethnic background stated that they believed they understood their charges better than
those mentors who were involved in cross-race matches. The evaluators concluded
that

The benefit of cross-race and cross-gender matchesto youth isan important area
for further study. However, it isimportant to bear in mind that self-report data
are subject to various influences that can affect the data' s validity; therefore,
research using more objective measures is needed. In addition, more
sophisticated research designs and anal yses are needed to control for potentially
confounding variables.”

Theevaluatorsfound that whilethenational eval uation wasbeginningto answer
overall questions about JUMP, project-level evaluations were encouraged because
they would answer questions related to specific internal operations. Such
eval uations, they noted, were particul arly significant for mentoring programsbecause
of the unique nature of such projects as an intervention. Also, they found that
because mentoring relationships were personal, they varied widely from one match
to another, and likewise mentoring projects varied greatly from one another.
Additionally, they noted that relatively little mentoring research was available.
Therefore, it wasimportant that continuing self-eval uationsbeintegrated into project
activities.” Overall, the evaluators concluded that

Through JUMP, OJIDP not only has hel ped communitiesto establish mentoring
projects that serve youth directly but also has supported research to enhance
understanding of the dynamics of mentoring relationships. Knowledge obtained

3 (...continued)
2000, NCJ 182209, p. 5.

" |bid.
> |bid.
8 |bid., pp. 5-6.
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from the JUMP national evaluation will help future mentoring projects provide
effective, pragmatic services to the Nation’ s youth.”

A 2002 JUMP evaluation report noted that in exit questionnaires for youth and
adult mentors asking how beneficial they felt the mentoring relationship had beenin
nine areas, the youth reported higher levels of perceived benefits than the adult
mentors.”® Thenineareasincluded “ getting better grades, attendancein class, staying
away from alcohol, staying away from drugs, avoiding fights, staying away from
gangs, not using knives or guns, avoiding friends starting trouble, and getting along
with family.”” A larger percentage of youth than mentors reported that they had
been helped significantly in all areas, indicating a very positive response to the
experience of being mentored. Only 59% of the youth, however, reported that they
too would like to become mentors one day, while 41% indicated | ess enthusiasm, by
answering “only alittle” or “not very much” would they desireto do so. Inthe same
manner, 61% of the mentorsindicated that they believed that other adultswould also
want to become mentors by answering, “pretty much” or “alot.”®

A fundamental goal of JUMP was to provide communities across the nation
with the means of introducing the idea of mentoring to new populations. With this
goal in mind, OJIDP provided JUMP funds to support alarger number of grantees
for alimited time frameinstead of providing longer continuing support for asmaller
number of programs. The evaluators reported that it was believed that a significant
measure of a program’s success would be the number of projects that could be
continued after JUM P grant funds had been spent.®* Of the now completed 1995 and
1997 JUMP grant projects (totaling 93 project grantees, that is, 41 and 52 for each
year respectively), 77% of grantees reported during exit interviews that JUMP
projects would continue through funding from various other sources. In contrast, 14
JUMP projectswould not be continued after the grant ended. Morethan half of those
14 grantees indicated that they could not continue the projects primarily because of
alack of financial resources.® The fate of the projects of other JUMP grantees
within the remaining 23% of those given exit interviews was not disclosed.

The 2002 JUMP evauation researchers concluded that

In general, agenciesthat begin planning for the financial futuresof their projects
early are more likely to secure necessary resources to continue projects after
JUMP funds end. Many, however, do not explore funding sources and prepare
grant applicationsin atimely fashion, which|eavesthemwithout resourcesat the
end of the JUMP grant. One of the most common requests for technical
assistance is in the identification of potential funding sources, preparation of

7 1bid., p. 8.

® Novotney, et a., “Juvenile Mentoring Program,” pp. 8-9.
7 |bid., p. 9.

8 1bid.

8 |bid., p. 6.

& 1bid.
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grant applications, and linking with local funding sources including State, city
and county funds.®

A Jump Annual Report, 2003 was released by the JUMP evaluators regarding
the outcome of the national evaluation effort. Since JUMP still has active projects
underway through FY 2006, a large volume of data has not yet been collected.
Preliminary national evaluation findings of the evaluators are quoted as follows:®*

e “Our aggregated anaysis of the youth-level gain scores show
significant reductions in risk on three domains. aggressive
behavior/delinquency, peer relationships, and mental health”;

e “A meta-anayticlook at project-level gain scoresalsoindicatesthat
youth in many projects have shown small, but statistically
significant, reductions in their risk of aggressive
behavior/delinquency, peer rel ationships, and mental health between
pre-test and post-test. On average, risk did not significantly worsen
on the other three domains examined-substance abuse, family
relationships and educational status’;

e “Half of JUMP matches have ended within seven months, and 17%
of matches have ended within 90 days. The broader research
literature on mentoring is beginning to suggest that short-lived
mentoring relationships (i.e., those lasting less than three months)
may have detrimental effects on youth”;

e “We found no evidence that cross-sex or cross-race matches have
been shorter-lived than same-sex or same-race matches’;

e “Most projects do not comply fully with the reporting requirements
of the national evaluation. Non-compliance in three areas has been
especialy detrimental: (1) administration of the POSIT risk survey
at pre-test and post-test, (2) reporting of match end dates and (3)
reporting on meetings between matched mentors and youth.”

The national evaluation contractors noted that they could not conclude that
JUMP had or had not reduced the risk behavior of participating youth. The national
evaluation design would not support such broad and causal deductions about the
program’ s effectiveness.®

Appropriations and Funding History

From FY 1994 through FY 2003, Congress appropriated $104 million for JUMP.
During thistime period, the program awarded 299 total grants acrossthe nation, and
provided over 9,200 youth with mentors.® Another source indicates that 17,000

& |bid.

8 Jump Annual Report, 2003, “Conclusions,” Information Technology International, Inc.,
2003, at [http://www.itiincorporated.com], visited Sept. 10, 2004.

% |bid.

8 Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, “ Coach aKidinthe Gameof Life
(continued...)
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youth have been served by JUMP across the nation.?” Irrespective of the correct
number of youth mentored, JUMP funds were awarded to groups in 48 states, the
District of Columbia, Puerto Rico and the U.S. Virgin Islands.®
Table 3 provides a history of JUMP appropriations.

Table 3. JUMP — Appropriations History, FY1995 to FY2003
($inmillions)

Fiscal year Appropriation
1994 $4.0
1995 $4.0
1996 $4.0
1997 $7.0
1998 $12.0
1999 $12.0
2000 $13.5
2001 $15.9
2002 $15.9
2003* $15.8

Sour ce: U.S. Dept. of Justice, Officeof Juvenile Programs, Officeof Communications, May 21, 2004.

a Last officia year of funding.
Mentoring Funding

Although the JUMP program was discontinued after FY 2003 and no funding
wasprovidedin FY 2004, Congress appropriated $14.8 million for mentoring projects
in FY 2005 under the defunct Part G. A portion of those funds (that is, $6.9 million)
wasawardedtothe Big Brothers/Big Sisters Program, and theremaining $7.9 million
was used for other earmarked mentoring activities® For FY 2006, Congress
appropriated $9.87 million for mentoring efforts, again under Part G. Of that
amount, $6.9 million will be used for the Big Brothers/Big Sisters program. The

& (...continued)
...BeaMentor,” at[http://www.0jjdp.ncjrs.org/mentoring/index.html], visited Apr. 1, 2004.

8 Jump Annual Report, 2003, “Introduction,” Information Technology International, Inc.,
2003, at [http://www.itiincorporated.com], visited Sept. 10, 2004.

8 Novotney, et al., “ Juvenile Mentoring Program,” p. 1.
8 U.S. Dept. Of Justice, 2007 Congressional Authorization & Budget Submission, p. 149.
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remaining amount will be used for MISIY grants, mentoring earmarks, and other
demonstration projects.®

For FY 2007, the President has not requested funding for mentoring under Part
G, which has been his practice since FY2004. The President did request $33.4
million for Part C, the Juvenile Delinquency Prevention Block Grant, for FY 2007,
out of which mentoring activitiescan befunded. Inaddition, the Administration has
requested $6.54 million under Part E (Developing, Testing, and Demonstrating
Promising New Initiatives and Programs) to carry out mentoring demonstration
projects.*

Mentoring Legislation in the 109™ Congress

Thusfar in the 109" Congress, two bills have been introduced that specifically
pertain to mentoring children and youth. H.R. 822, the Foster Care Mentoring Act
of 2005, was introduced by Representative Millender-McDonald on February 15,
2005, and arelated bill, S. 1343, was introduced by Senator Landrieu on June 30,
2005. The measures would amend Title IV Part B (Child-Welfare Services) of the
Social Security Act and direct the Secretary of HHS to award grants to states to
support establishing or expanding and operating programs using networks of public
and private community groupsto provide mentoring for childreninfoster care. The
bill wasreferred to the House Ways and M eans Subcommittee on Human Resources,
the House Education and the Workforce Subcommittee on 21% Century
Competitiveness, and the Senate Finance Committee, respectively. Nofurther action
has occurred.

Resolutions have been introduced — H.Res. 46 on January 25, 2005, by
Representative Osborne (identical to S.Res. 20, introduced by Senator Kennedy on
January 26, 2005) to support the goals and ideals of National Mentoring Month
(designated as January 2005 by S.Res. 20); and H.Con.Res. 41 on February 1, 2005,
by Representative Schiff (identical to S.Con.Res. 9, introduced by Senator Ensign on
February 2, 2005), which recognizes the second century of Big Brothers Big Sisters
and supportsitsmission and goals. H.Res. 46 was passed and agreed to in the House
(414-0) on February 8, 2005, while the remaining resolutions were referred to the
appropriate committees. No further action has occurred. On January 27, 2006, S.
Res.357, introduced by Senator McCain, proclaimed January 2006 as “National
Mentoring Month.” After being referred to the Senate Judiciary Committee, no
further action has occurred.

Concluding Observations

The ED school-based mentoring program and HHS's Mentoring Children of
Prisoners program serving disadvantaged youth are in early stages of existence.
Whether they will be effective and/or considered successful remainsto beseen. The

% Discussed in a telephone conversation with a spokesman in DOJ's Office of Justice
Program’s Congressional Affairs Office, March 16, 2006.

° |bid., and 2007 Congressional Authorization & Budget Submission, p. 141.
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President has proposed placing mentors in the lives of over one million
disadvantaged children shifting from childhood to adolescence. It is questionable
whether such a desire is realistic since one of the concerns that has emerged from
early assessments of M CP and was mentioned asaJUMP barrier isthe problem with
recruiting and retaining program volunteers.

Since JIDPA authorized grants for mentoring programsto achieve only one of
six specific goals (asdiscussed above) from anational evaluation of the now defunct
JUMP, it appears that the program did meet that requirement. The first goal, to
provide basic guidance to at-risk youth, appears to have been achieved by virtue of
a grantee establishing a JUMP project. According to OJIDP evaluators, however,
data regarding the three more prominent mentoring goals set forth by JJDPA —
helping youth to improve academically, reducing the drop-out rate, and reducing
juvenile delinquency and involvement in gangs — were not readily available and
were difficult to collect. Not all grantees were able to participate in the national
evaluation because of difficulties in collecting the necessary data. This difficulty
might be an important eval uation issue that needs to be addressed.*

2 Discussed in a telephone conversation with a spokesman at Information Technology
International (the group that supports JUMP' s national evaluation funded by DOJOJIDP)
on Sept. 10, 2004.



