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told that, if they entered multiple surveys from the same mentee at the same time, then we would
assume that there was at least a 3-month lag between administration of the surveys.

During each of the 3 years of the MYL study, program staff members completed the
EQUIP self-assessment, which was administered through the iRT system. Prior to each EQUIP
program self-assessment, iRT staff members conducted webinars to train staff members on
procedures for completing the EQUIP self-assessment, including identifying existing program

documentation that would aid staff members in completing the assessment.

Analytic Strategy

Multilevel Models. All analyses were conducted using SAS software (SAS Institute Inc.,
Cary, NC, USA). Youth outcome analyses consisted of a series of linear or logistic multilevel
(person within mentoring program) regressions, depending upon the scale of the youth outcome
variable, and involved examining the relations between program practice implementation, as
characterized by total number of benchmarks implemented, and youth outcomes at follow-up,
after controlling for youth demographic and background characteristics, program characteristics,
and baseline levels of the outcome (if appropriate). Because programs reported their program
practice implementation at multiple time points, the value representing implementation during
the period when youth completed their follow-up survey was retained as the value for the
analyses. A random intercept for program was included in the models to control for the
nestedness of the data (youth within program).

Covariates. Covariates inthe mu tieve mo esin u ¢ thementee sa ¢ en er, and
ra ¢ an the ro ram ssi e settin urban suburban rura /triba ) mentorin ontext rou

one-to-one). Baseline level of the outcome was included as control variable, if applicable.
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Moderators. Baseline levels of the outcome and mentoring setting (group, one-to-one)
were tested as moderators to determine whether the effect of program practice implementation
on outcomes depended upon youth’s starting levels of the outcome or the setting in which they
were experiencing their mentoring.

Missing Data Imputation. Due to high rates of missing data in the youth follow-up
survey, missing data were multiply imputed for the youth outcome analyses. A series of

preliminary analyses assessing the association between missing data and demographic and

background variables were estimated using x* and t-tests. The following Table 4 illustrates how

the demographic and background variables are associated with missingness in follow-up surveys.

Dots indicate a statistically significant relation between missingness and the background

variable.

Table 4. Associations between background variables and whether missing data was collected at

follow-up occasions.

Missing data at follow-up

Demographic variables:

Child is Black o
Child is Latinx o
Child is White

Child is Other Race o
Child gender

Child age

Program variables:

Rural/Tribal setting

Suburban setting

Urban setting

Group vs. one-to-one mentoring

Program size

Total number of benchmarks implemented
Overall missing rate at follow-up (%) 46.99%
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Data at the item level were multiply imputed 100 times using PROC MI in SAS and the
Markov Chain Monte Carlo sampling method, with separate chains used for each imputation
(CHAIN=MULTIPLE). The output file contained 100 complete “datasets” stacked on top of
each other. After data were imputed, items were coded into their appropriate scales, and
independent variables were centered, if appropriate. After imputation, missingness was coded
back in to the mentee demographic and program background variables, as we wanted
background information (such as total number of benchmarks implemented) to inform outcome
imputation, but did not want to impute benchmark implementation if programs did not complete
their self-assessments. As a result, youth outcome analyses using imputed datasets were
conducted with a sample size of 1092, as compared to a sample size of 569 for analyses using
raw datasets.

All outcome analyses were conducted on raw and imputed data sets. For analyses
involving imputed data, results were pooled using Rubin’s Rules via PROC MIANALYZE in
SAS.

Survival Analyses. Analyses involving match length as the outcome variable were
conducted using a series of survival analyses to determine the relations between program
practice implementation and match length. Match length analyses were conducted only for youth
who were part of one-to-one matches, as there was limited variability within site in match
lengths for kids who were part of group mentoring programs. Analyses were conducted by
estimating match survival probabilities, and stratifying them based on program practice
implementation levels. Open matches were right-censored in analyses. Practice implementation
was based on the program’s practices that were being implemented when matches ended. If

matches were still open at the end of the project, then practice implementation during the final
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year of the project was selected as the implementation value. A series of survival analyses were
conducted. The first analysis included assessing the relation between the total number of
benchmarks implemented and match length. Programs were coded into high or low/medium
implementation, based on the number of benchmarks implemented. If programs implemented 36
or more benchmarks (75% of the benchmarks included in the EEPM), then they were considered
to be a high implementation program. If programs implemented 35 or fewer benchmarks, then
they were considered to be a low/medium implementation program. The remaining survival
analyses were conducted by assessing the relations between implementing each Standard (i.e.,
Recruitment, Screening, Training, Matching, Monitoring and Support) and match length. There
were not enough mentoring programs implementing the Closure Standard to include it in

analyses.
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Results

Youth Outcomes

Youth outcome results discussed in this section involved analyses using imputed data. Full

regression tables from results using both raw and imputed datasets are included in the Appendix.

Youth Outcomes
Table 5 below provides an overview of results from the main analyses portion of the
project. The Estimate column indicates the regression parameter estimate and standard error of

the Program Practice Implementation (defined as total number of benchmarks implemented)

fixed effect in the multilevel regression models. Full regression tables, including estimates for all

covariate fixed effects and variance of random intercepts, are included in the Appendix.

Table 5. Regression parameter estimates for youth outcome analyses

Outcome Estimate (SE)  p-value
Special Adult? -0.03 (0.03) 0.23
Grades -0.00 (0.01) 0.97
Attendance 0.00 (0.01) 0.37
Leadership -0.00 (0.00) 0.63
Relationship Quality with Parent 0.00 (0.00) 0.97
Relationship Quality with Mentor -0.00 (0.00) 0.61

Note. TThe Special Adult outcome was dichotomous and not imputed. The estimate and p-value correspond to
results from a multilevel logistic regression using raw data.

As illustrated above, program practice implementation was unrelated to all youth outcomes.
Moderators. Baseline levels of the outcome and mentoring setting (group, one-to-one)

were included as potential moderators of outcomes. Though some of the moderations were

significant when conducting preliminary analyses using raw data, none of the effects were

significant when analyzing the full, imputed dataset.
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Match Length

Match length was assessed using survival analysis and plotting youth from programs with
high practice implementation (i.e., programs that met at least 36 [75%] of the 48 EEPM
benchmarks) and low/medium practice implementation (i.e., fewer than 36 benchmarks) on
different strata. Only one-to-one matches were included in the analyses. Matches that were still
open at the end of the project were included in the estimation and were right-censored. The
survivor curves for the two groups are illustrated below in Figure 2. The survivor curve for the
high implementation group is consistently higher than the low/medium implementation group
and the difference between the two strata was statistically significant, Log-Rang y*(1) = 12.23, p
<.001. Therefore, matches from programs that implemented more benchmarks were more likely

to last longer than matches from programs that implemented fewer benchmarks.

Figure 2. Match length survivor functions for matches from high and low/medium

implementation programs.
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A similar analysis was conducted using 3 strata to determine whether there were
systematic differences in match lengths between matches from programs that have low program
practice implementation (i.e., implement 24 or fewer benchmarks [50%]), medium program
practice implementation (i.e., implement 25 to 35 benchmarks [51-74%]), or high program
practice implementation (i.e., implement 36 or more benchmarks [75%]). Results indicated that
the overall test of equality over strata was significant (Log-Rang ¥*(2) = 13.47, p <.01),
suggesting that the curves are not equal. However, in the multiple comparisons tests, the survivor
curves for the low and medium implementation groups did not differ from each other (Log-Rang
v*(1)=0.13, p =1.00), but both the lower implementation group and the medium implementation
group significantly differed from the higher implementation group (Log-Rang ¥*(1) =13.17, p
<.001; Log-Rang %*(1) = 8.64, p <.01, respectively). Taken together, analyses suggest that the
original 2-strata survival analysis is a more appropriate model for these data.

Additional analyses were conducted to determine whether match lengths systematically
differed between matches from programs that met each Standard outlined in the EEPM and those
that did not meet each Standard. There were not enough matches from programs that met the

Closure Standard to include Closure as a stratification variable in analyses.
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Recruitment. The survivor curves for matches from programs that met the Recruitment

Standard and did not meet the Recruitment Standard are illustrated below in Figure 3. The

survivor curve for the group that met the Recruitment Standard is consistently higher than the

curve for the group that did not meet the Standard and the difference between the two strata was

statistically significant, Log-Rang y*(1) = 12.76, p <.001. Therefore, matches from programs that

were implementing the Recruitment Standard were more likely to last longer than matches from

programs that were not implementing the Standard.

Figure 3. Match length survivor functions for matches from programs that met the Recruitment

Standard and did not meet the Standard.
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Screening. The survivor curves for matches from programs that met the Screening Standard and

did not meet the Screening Standard are illustrated below in Figure 4. The survivor curves did

not significantly differ (Log-Rang y?(1) = 0.55, p = 0.46).

Figure 4. Match length survivor functions for matches from programs that met the Screening

Standard and did not meet the Standard.
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Training. The survivor curves for matches from programs that met the Training Standard and

did not meet the Training Standard are illustrated below in Figure 5. The survivor curves did not

significantly differ (Log-Rang ¥*(1) =0.19, p = 0.66).

Figure 5. Match length survivor functions for matches from programs that met the Training

Standard and did not meet the Standard.
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Matching. The survivor curves for matches from programs that met the Matching Standard and

did not meet the Matching Standard are illustrated below in Figure 6. The survivor curve for the

group that met the Matching Standard is consistently higher than the curve for the group that did

not meet the Standard and the difference between the two strata was statistically significant, Log-

Rang y*(1) = 34.95, p <.0001. Therefore, matches from programs that were implementing the

Matching Standard were more likely to last longer than matches from programs that were not

implementing the Standard.

Figure 6. Match length survivor functions for matches from programs that met the Matching

Standard and did not meet the Standard.
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Monitoring and Support. The survivor curves for matches from programs that met the
Monitoring and Support Standard and did not meet the Monitoring and Support Standard are
illustrated below in Figure 7. The survivor curve for the group that met the Monitoring and
Support Standard is consistently higher than the curve for the group that did not meet the
Standard and the difference between the two strata was statistically significant, Log-Rang y*(1) =
34.95, p <.0001. Therefore, matches from programs that were implementing the Monitoring and
Support Standard were more likely to last longer than matches from programs that were not

implementing the Standard.

Figure 7. Match length survivor functions for matches from programs that met the Monitoring

and Support Standard and did not meet the Standard.
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Discussion

Overall, the pattern of results suggests that program practice implementation, as defined
by implementation of benchmarks outlined in Fourth Edition of the Elements of Effective
Practice for Mentoring, is beneficial in terms of its associations with match longevity, but not
with individual youth outcomes. One-to-one matches from programs that implemented at least
75% of the benchmarks in the EEPM were more likely to have longer matches, as compared to
one-to-one matches from programs that implemented fewer than 75% of the benchmarks.

In terms of specific practices, matches from programs that fully implemented the
Recruitment, Matching, and Monitoring and Support Standards were longer than matches from
programs that did not fully implement those Standards. Work in the mentoring field and broader
volunteerism research has consistently shown that volunteers are more likely to end their
commitments early when their volunteer experiences do not align with their expectations
(Spencer, 2007). One way to prevent this misalignment of expectations is to incorporate realistic
and accurate information into recruitment materials so that potential mentors have an
understanding of what a mentoring relationship is actually like. Likewise, recruitment materials
for mentees and parents or guardians should include realistic expectations for mentoring
relationships. Recent research has suggested that mentees often begin mentoring relationships
without understanding what mentoring is or what to expect from their relationship (Kupersmidt,
Stump, Stelter, & Rhodes, 2017; Spencer, 2007). Establishing realistic expectations is one of the
primary goals of the Recruitment Standard. Additionally, matching mentors and mentees based
on common interests can aid in establishing meaningful, lasting relationships (Dubois et al.,
2011). Having mentors and mentees sign a commitment agreement (a form outlining the

program’s rules and requirements) at the beginning of the relationship can help establish clear

35

This resource was prepared by the author(s) using Federal funds provided by the U.S.
Department of Justice. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the author(s) and do not
necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.



expectations for the relationship, thus reducing the likelihood of the match ending in a prevent
premature closure (Spencer, 2007). Like the Recruitment Standard, the Matching Standard is
also oriented toward establishing realistic expectations for the mentoring match. After the match
begins, mentors and mentees need considerable monitoring and programmatic support to
maintain a healthy relationship. As matches develop over time, mentors must adapt to different
developmental needs of their mentees, and mentoring programs can guide mentors and provide
them with support throughout the match (Garringer et al., 2015). Previous work has shown that
regular contact between mentors, mentees, and program support staff was associated with longer-
lasting matches (Herrera, DuBois, & Grossman, 2013). Maintaining consistent communication
between mentoring program staff and mentors and mentees is one of the primary goals of the
Monitoring and Support Standard.
Limitations

Though we found encouraging results in the match length analyses, there were a few
limitations with the outcome evaluation overall. First, data derived from the youth outcome
surveys were primarily collected for reporting requirements for the original MYL project, in
which Leadership Foundations were required to report the number of mentees who experienced
increases in their outcomes, without regard to statistical magnitude of increase. Data were not
collected for the primary purpose of an intensive outcome evaluation. Programs were advised to
allow for at least 3 months in between baseline and follow-up measurement occasions but,
because data were collected in paper-and-pencil format and then, entered into the eTrove
software system in large batches, often with baseline and follow-up data being entered at the
same time, it is impossible to verify when follow-up surveys were actually completed. The dates

that surveys by mentees were completed was not included in the dataset. Further, a 3-month lag
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in between measurement periods is not a long time and may not have been adequate to
appropriately capture any change that may happen as a function of being in a mentoring
relationship.

Second, there was a large amount of missing data in the follow-up surveys.
Approximately 47% of the follow-up surveys were not completed. For many of the programs
participating in the MYL project, this was the first time they had ever collected data from their
mentees and they struggled to incorporate data collection into their service delivery models.
Many programs were able to meet with their mentees during onboarding so that they could
complete baseline surveys, but strained to reconnect with them to gather follow-up data. Robust
multiple imputation procedures allowed us to approximate missing outcome data, however, and
we were able to avoid complete case-wise deletion of youth who did not complete both baseline
and follow-up surveys.

Third, program practice implementation was based on mentoring program staff members’
self-assessments of their programs’ practices. Some programs had different staff members
complete the self-assessments at each time period and, though staff members should have had
access to the previous assessment(s), reports often varied over time. This project did not have the
timeline or budget to allow for external audits of practices from all participating programs to
ensure that program documentation and implementation align with responses in the program’s

self-assessment.
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Study 2: Process Evaluation
The purpose of the process evaluation was to gather information from mentoring programs that
participated in the Mentoring for Youth initiative about their experiences in engaging in a quality
improvement protocol. Through an open-ended, semi-structured interview and short follow-up
survey, mentoring program staff members reported on their readiness to engage in quality
improvement activities, the barriers that they encountered in implementing new practices, and
the levers and resources that they needed to overcome barriers. The process evaluation focused
on three main components of the MYL initiative:
1. Working with a regional coach who would guide programs through the steps of the
project
2. Completing self-assessment questionnaires about implementation of the practices
outlined in the EEPM

3. Broadened access to web-based mentor training resources
Method

Participants

Representatives from 17 MYL programs participated in the semi-structured interview.
However, one of the interview recording files was corrupted and could not be recovered so
responses from 16 interviews were included in qualitative analyses. 15 representatives from 12
different programs completed the follow-up survey. Respondents were 20% men and 67%
women (2 respondents did not report their gender), with an average age of 36.46 years old.
61.54% of the sample were White, 30.77% were Black, 0.77% were American Indian or Alaskan
Native, and 0.77% reported their race as Other. Of those who reported their education level,

92.31% had at least a 4-year college degree.
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Measures
Interview

The open-ended, semi-structured interviews began with questions relating to the
background of the agency, such as whether the agency is a direct service mentoring program,
how many programs are administered by the agency, the location and types of mentoring
programs administered, the design of the program model, and the population of mentees served
by the agency.

After the introductory background questions, staff members were asked how excited they
were about the MYL grant and initiative, what reservations or concerns they had about their
overall participation, how familiar they were with the initiative, and how ready their program
was to engage in the different components of the project. After program staff members
responded to questions, they were asked follow-up questions to expand upon their response and
provide more specific information.

Staff members were asked about specific aspects of the MYL initiative, namely:

1. Attending webinars about the Elements of Effective Practice for Mentoring,

2. Completing the EQUIP self-assessments of their program practice implementation,

3. Selecting benchmark practices for their mentoring program to implement in order to

fully align with a Standard,

4. Having broader access to pre-match, web-based trainings for mentors,

5. Developing and maintaining a relationship with a regional coach

For each aspect of the MYL Initiative, staff members were asked how useful or helpful

they thought the new component was, how practical it would be to sustain the practice after
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MYL ended, what barriers they encountered implementing each component, and what levers or
resources were needed to overcome each barrier.

The interview ended with an overall appraisal of the initiative. Staff members were asked
if they believed that participating in the MYL Initiative resulted in their program delivering
better services for youth; their program running more smoothly; their staff being better trained
and more professional; better retention of mentors, mentees, and staff; increases in staff, mentor,
mentee, and parent/guardian engagement; and whether they were better able to justify decisions
and program practices to stakeholders and funders. They also shared any frustrations that they
had with their participation in the Initiative, if applicable.

The full script of the semi-structured interview is available in the Appendix.

Follow-up Survey

Demographics. Mentoring program staff members responded to questions about their
age, sex, race, and ethnicity.

Educational and Professional Background. Mentoring program staff members
responded to questions about their highest level of education and their major in college (if
applicable). They also reported their job title and reported whether or not, in their position, they
were responsible for 14 different program activities (e.g., Screening of mentors; Providing
ongoing support to parents/guardians of mentees).

Previous Mentoring Experience. Mentoring program staff members responded to
questions about whether they had ever served as a formal or informal mentor for a youth. If they
responded yes, then they reported how many youth they mentored, how long their longest match
lasted, whether they were currently a mentor, and, if yes, how many youth they were currently

mentoring.
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Work Engagement. Staff members responded to 4 questions about work engagement.
An example item was, “At my work, I feel engaged with what I’'m doing” and participants
responded on a 5-point Likert scale (1=Strongly disagree; 5=Strongly agree).

Organizational Commitment. Staff members responded to 4 questions about
organizational commitment. An example item was, “I feel a strong sense of belonging to my
organization” and participants responded on a 5-point Likert scale (1=Strongly disagree;
5=Strongly agree).

Organizational Experience with EEPM. Staff members responded to a series of
questions about their personal knowledge of the EEPM (e.g., Before MYL started, were you
aware of the 4™ edition of the EEPM?) and their organization’s implementation of the EEPM
(e.g., Before the MYL initiative started, how many of your program’s policies and practices were
informed by the EEPM?).

Concerns about MYL. Staff members completed a 7-item checklist related to their
concerns about participating in the MYL initiative. Example concerns were, “We didn’t have
enough staff” and “It cost more money than what we were paid in the subaward.”

Motivations for Participating in MYL. Staff members completed a 9-item checklist
related to their motivations for participating in the MYL initiative. Example motivations were,
“Align our program to the highest standards of mentoring practices” and “Improve staff
retention.”

MYL Components. Staff members responded to a series of questions related to three
components of MYL: completing the EQUIP self-assessment of program practice
implementation, working with a regional coach, and providing web-based, pre-match training to

mentors. For each MYL component, staff members reported whether they were ready and
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prepared to implement the component, whether the component was helpful, whether they were
satisfied with the information included in the component, how satisfied they were with the
information or materials, whether the component was useful in improving program quality,
whether their job was impacted by the new component, whether the component impacted
mentoring relationships, whether they found the component valuable, whether they would
recommend the component to other mentoring programs, whether the component improved the
quality of the mentoring program, whether the component offered better resources than ones they
were using prior to MYL, and whether they encountered certain barriers when they were
implementing the new component.

The full follow-up survey for mentoring program staff members is available in the
Appendix.
Procedure

Over the course of the MYL project, 26 mentoring programs participated in the MYL
initiative and Leadership Foundations provided iRT with contact information for Executive
Directors (EDs) of all participating programs. iRT sent introductory emails about the project to
all EDs, with a link to an online consent form for the mentoring program to participate in the
research project. Once EDs provided consent for their program to participate, they either
indicated that they would participate in the interview and follow-up survey themselves, or they
provided the name of another staff member who could participate. Once the potential participant
for the program was identified, they were sent a new link to an online participant informed
consent form. Mentoring program staff members could decline to participate, even if their ED

identified them as a potential study participant.
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Out of the 26 mentoring programs, representatives from 17 programs participated in the
project. The ED from 1 program declined participation, 2 EDs did not respond to introductory or
follow-up emails, and the remaining 6 programs either dissolved or the staff members who were
knowledgeable about the MYL project were no longer working at the agency.

Once participants provided consent, iRT contacted them to schedule the semi-structured
interview. Interviews were conducted using web conferencing software. Interviews were
recorded and the recording were transcribed. Interviews lasted approximately 1-1.5 hours. When
interviews were completed, participants were emailed a link to the web-based follow-up survey.
Mentoring program staff members were paid $100 for participating in the interview and survey.
Qualitative Data Preparation

After interviews were transcribed, all transcriptions were anonymized so that references
to identifiable people or program locations were removed. A trained research assistant reviewed
all interviews and retained all responses that focused on readiness to implement different
components of MYL (i.e., working with a regional coach, completing the EQUIP self-
assessment, implementing new mentor training resources), reservations or concerns with
implementing MYL, and resources required to overcome barriers. Responses related to program
improvements in different areas as a result of MYL participation were also retained. Responses

were coded into common themes for each question.
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Results

Working with a Regional Coach

12 out of 16 interview responses were asked about their readiness to engage in a new
working relationship with a regional coach. All 12 respondents reported that their program was
ready or prepared to work with their regional coach. 3 participants reported concerns related to
working with a regional coach. One concern related to uncertainty about the purpose of a
regional coach:

“Working with coaches, you don't know what you don't know...if you don't know that

you're having issues in a certain area, how would to go to your regional coach? I'm using

regional coaches now. Like, I mean I think I probably exhaust people sometimes, but if
they didn't know what types of questions to ask because they had never managed the
project like that, then how would you know to use your regional coach?”

One concern related to forming a relationship with a regional coach who had never been
to the site, and one concern related to high rates of regional coach turnover, precluding the
development of a consistent working relationship.

10 out of 16 interviewees were asked about the usefulness of having a regional coach and
all 10 indicated that having a regional coach was useful. They reported that regional coaches
were particularly helpful with tech issues and training and provided quality feedback. One
participant stated:

“... just knowledgeable stuff and being able to talk with someone who's fighting the same

fight as you are was so helpful. And I think that's what I really appreciated about

[redacted] is that she had her own mentoring programs and her own experience with

mentoring. So, she was able to take the EEPM and take what she's learned in the field and

combine the two and share it with us.”
Another stated:

“[1]t 1s useful just to have that point person for your particular site that knows you...It's

more comfortable in terms of communication because you've built this relationship over

time with them so you understand their expectation and you understand what kind of
questions that they're going to be asking you. Also, when they do follow-ups that they're
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like, "Oh, you remember last time we talked about XYZ, and so how's that going," or "I
remember you guys had a question about this and this is my answer." They get back to
you in a great period of time, so I think...that kind of model, works really well”

Completing the EEPM Self-Assessment of Program Practices
10 out of 16 interview responses were asked about their readiness to complete the EQUIP
self-assessment. 6 respondents reported that their program was ready or prepared to engage in
the EQUIP process, and 9 out of the 10 respondents reported concerns. 5 participants reported
having concerns about their program’s documentation and 3 reported concerns about the
perceived applicability of the self-assessment. Programs talked about documentation and the
length of time required to complete the assessment, particularly with the first assessment:
“Completing the first time was definitely a more daunting task than we kind of
anticipated. Yeah. I think just like though I understood the concept of what the EQUIP
assessment was going to be, I don't think I realized the full in-depth-ness it was going to
be.”
“I think that what the biggest struggle with EQUIP for us, especially maybe the first time
that we had to fill it out, was that there are many things that we're doing that are not
necessarily documented. So a lot of the Standards and the Benchmarks of EEPM we felt
like we were fulfilling. But not in a way that is documented enough to qualify to meet the
standards of EQUIP.”
Programs completed the EQUIP self-assessment 3 times (once per year for each year of the
project). Some programs had concerns related to staff turnover and having different people
complete the assessment each year:
“As long as it's the same person doing it every time...But what often happens in programs
like ours is staff turns over. And then it's a huge learning curve, and people stress out
about it. So I have been intentional about handling each of my program directors as they
come on board or leave me to make sure that it gets done.”
12 out of 16 interviewees were asked about the usefulness of completing the EQUIP self-

assessment and all 12 indicated that completing the assessment was useful. Participants noted

that, as they were completing the assessment, they were learning more about their own
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program’s practices. Some interviewees also reported wanting to have timely feedback about
their program’s adherence after they completed the EQUIP assessment. One participant stated:

“I feel like in completing EQUIP, it kind of gave you a wakeup call onto where you
really are, sometimes in a bad way because it's like, "Oh, I thought we had it together." It
kind of scares you a little bit because it's like, "Oh, we still have work to do." But in the
same sense, you know where your growth level is. It was very helpful to see how far
you've gone from where you've come.”

Another participant stated:

“[IInitially it definitely gave us something to go back and look at and determine as a
team, okay, what did we upload? Are there things we're missing? What can we clearly
see might be the issue? But I think if we just had a little more feedback... I think that that
would have helped us really see the assessment, and be able to make very direct program
changes.”

Providing Web-Based, Pre-match Mentor Training

11 out of 16 interview responses were asked about their readiness to provide mentors
with asynchronous (on demand), web-based training courses. Only 4 programs reported that they
were ready to implement web-based training and 10 out of the 11 programs reported concerns
about their program’s preparedness to implement the trainings. 4 participants reported
accessibility issues, particularly related to internet access in rural areas, and 3 participants cited
mentor resistance to new trainings. One participant stated:

“And so sometimes mentors were a little hesitant to want to take the online training
because they sat through a two-hour in-person training...I know when I talked to
[redacted], they encouraged their folks to do the online training first and then come to the
in-person...because then they have some baseline understanding and knowledge of things
or at least the first one. And so trying to get people to do that and the way that we recruit
mentors, and then the way that they come to their trainees was really difficult...I had
some people who were like that was amazing. That was awesome. Even [a] social worker
who does mentoring who was like I'm so thankful for this. It was so good to be able to
have that additional stuff, and then other mentors were like, ‘I don't have time for this.
That's not what I signed up for. If it means I can't be a mentor then I'm not going to
mentor you.””
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