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Executive summary 

This report presents the final findings from the independent evaluation of the Mayor’s 

Mentoring Programme, a community based programme which provided mentoring to black 

boys aged 10 to 16 in eight London boroughs. The programme was run by the Greater 

London Authority and delivered by ten local delivery partners (LDPs)1 and a managing 

agent. The majority of LDPs started delivery in early 2013 and supported mentees until 

April 2015. 

Background and context 

In November 2008 the Mayor issued ‘Time for Action’, a strategy to reduce serious youth 

violence. ‘Project Titan’, one strand of Time for Action, aims to build character and 

responsibility in young people. The Mayor’s Mentoring Programme is part of Project Titan. 

To be eligible for support on the programme, boys also needed to be classified as ‘at risk’ 

according to specific criteria set by the GLA.  

The target group was selected for a number of reasons. The focus on a relatively young age 

group aimed to prevent ‘at risk’ young people from getting into serious trouble as they got 

older. The programme targeted black boys as analysis has shown that young black men are 

disproportionately affected both as victims and perpetrators of serious youth violence. 

There was support for targeting within the black community, but also some concern that 

the programme could stigmatise black boys, and that the targeting might mean that boys 

and girls of other ethnicities would be left behind. 

The original grant agreement to deliver the Mayor’s Mentoring Programme was given to a 

consortium of the University of East London (UEL) and the London Action Trust in 2011. 

However, London Action Trust was unable to continue and withdrew from the partnership. 

This left UEL, whose original role was to design and deliver training to mentors, to manage 

the programme solely. Despite a number of strengths in their model, UEL was unable to 

secure enough referrals onto the programme. In addition, centralised training caused 

delays in mentors starting the Programme. As such, the UEL grant was reduced and a new 

round of tendering commenced.  

The re-commissioned programme (phase 2 of the Mayor’s Mentoring programme) 

appointed a new managing agent (Rocket Science) to support a group of 10 Local Delivery 

Partners (LDPs) which all hold individual contracts with the GLA. The LDPs were locally-

focused organisations established in communities with strong existing relationships with 

local people, schools and other agencies supporting young people. The LDPs were paid on 

a payment by results (PbR) basis against six milestones: referral of a young people, training 

                                                 
1 In addition, the University of East London was a delivery provider during the first phase of the Mayor Mentoring 
Programme. However, for the purposes of this evaluation, focus is placed on the second phase of the programme 
which focuses on the 10 LDPs listed in Annex A.  
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and DBS clearing a mentor, starting a mentoring relationship, and sustaining a mentoring 

relationship for 6, 9 and 12 months.  

Aims and methodology 

The aim of this evaluation is to provide insight into the design, delivery and outcomes of 

the mentoring programme. The evaluation employs a mixed method, multi-phased design. 

It includes four waves of qualitative research, mentee and referrer surveys, a mentee survey 

and an analysis of Management Information to explore hard outcomes by both delivery 

model and characteristics of the young people on the programme. 

Overall assessment of the programme2 

The overall objective of the Mayor’s Mentoring Programme was to achieve 1,000 

mentee/mentor relationships. The programme achieved meeting the number of 

relationships by April 2014. In total 1015 matches were achieved during the second phase 

of the programme (in addition UEL had achieved 101 matches in the first phase taking the 

overall total to 1116). Of the 1015 phase 2 mentor to mentee matches achieved, 73% were 

sustained at six months, 58% sustained at 9 months and 53% at one year.   

The Programme did result in positive outcomes for its mentees, including reducing anti-

social behaviour, improvements at home and in school, and better and more confident 

decision making. The programme also encouraged volunteer mentors to continue to 

support disadvantaged communities and individuals. 

The programme was originally intended to support high risk young black boys and reduce 

serious youth violence. The programme evolved to support a broader cohort which 

included, teenage parents, those excluded from school, those who are underachieving and 

who are not reaching their potential cohort, changing the tone to one which focused on 

prevention and early intervention rather than a larger scale real-time reduction in serious 

anti-social behaviour and/or criminal activity.   

Furthermore, the programme shifted from being a primarily community-focused 

programme, to one that utilised local infrastructure (e.g. schools) to support the 

sustainability of matches. LDPs reported some success in engaging local communities in 

supporting their local youth, but would have liked to have achieved further reach and 

embed volunteer-led support in their communities.   

A secondary objective of the programme was to provide robust evidence of the efficacy of 

mentoring as a support mechanism for at-risk youths.  This objective has not been met 

completely. Changes to the management structures, target cohorts and evolving mentoring 

delivery models have reduced the ability to conduct an objective assessment of the impact 

of the mentoring. Further assumptions that underpinned the evaluation with regards to the 

                                                 
2 See Annex (below): “Overall assessment of the mentoring programme”, for a more detailed overall assessment.  
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availability, quality and acquisition of data, did not materialise limiting the ability to which 

impact of programme participation could be measured. Nevertheless, the evaluation was 

able to draw on a range of data sources to provide a grounded assessment of the 

programme. 

Mentee and mentor outcomes 

Mentees made better decisions in relation to staying out of trouble as a result of their 

mentor’s influence. Mentees said mentors helped them to control their emotional 

responses to stressful situations or to moderate their emotions. They also said they were in 

detention less. Mentees spoke about maturing which has helped them focus more and 

improve their grades.  

Mentees reported gaining an increased understanding of how grades, behaviour, 

relationships and schoolwork could impact on later life. Mentees found the support an 

important method by which to improve grades and receive extra help with schoolwork. 

Many mentees spoke about their confidence improving as a result of the programme, 

particularly when it came to speaking to new people.  

Mentors joined the programme to help and support mentees, especially young people who 

might not have had that support network in their lives. Many mentioned that their aim was 

to help mentees with their schoolwork and to stay in school. Regarding the outcomes for 

mentors themselves, the majority of them felt that it had been a positive experience, 

although quite a few had mixed feelings about it. Some mentors were also encouraged by 

their experience in the programme to pursue further studies in psychology or reassure them 

that they wanted to become a full time mentor or work as a youth assistant.  

Those who reported being dissatisfied with the programme acknowledged the value of 

mentoring but were not satisfied with the programme structure. Many felt they were not 

given enough time to meet the support needs of their mentees. The lack of support from 

LDPs was brought up by many mentors as one of the negative aspects of their experience 

as mentors.  

There was overwhelming consensus that the paperwork requirements were highly onerous 

for volunteer mentors to be expected to deliver 

Features of successful delivery models 

A number of factors were identified through the evaluation that were associated with the 

successful delivery of the programme.  

Size and focus of the provider 

Larger organisations that embedded the Mayor’s Mentoring Programme within the other 

youth services that they delivered were the most effective at creating and sustaining 
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mentee/mentor relationships. These providers could deliver and support larger scale 

training programmes and had more resources to implement the programme. Larger, 

specialist organisations also had established networks and systems that they could use to 

refer young people into the programme. These organisations had greater capacity to 

support mentors and mentoring service for the young people.  As such, mentees from 

these LDPs had higher satisfaction with the programme than others.   

Preparedness to Payment by results (PbR) 

The programme was to deliver the mentoring contract through a payment on results (PBR), 

outcomes based basis. PbR places a greater amount of risk on the provider to deliver the 

required outcomes in order to receive payment, which some providers, particularly smaller 

organisations, struggled with as they did not have the adequate financial resources to 

cover the upfront costs. The PbR model was favoured by larger, better resourced providers 

and those with more rigorous project management. Providers were broadly content with 

the PbR approach, though there was some evidence that the payment model adopted was 

too heavily weighted towards outcomes, and not enough towards core funding.  

Context of delivery 

The context of delivery also contributed to the effectiveness of mentoring support. This 

included the reputation and experience of the delivery partner, nuances of the delivery 

model, the access to other support and resources and the location of delivery.  

Training and support for mentors 

There was significant variation in the level of training and support provided to mentors. 

Where offered, training and support was well received, particularly among mentors who felt 

well supported. Others who had received less training and support were more critical and in 

some cases felt unprepared to support mentees. However, even when training events were 

arranged, poor attendance by mentors meant those events were unviable and in some 

cases cancelled.  

Lessons for future commissioning 

Through this evaluation, a number of lessons and recommendations for future 

commissioning have been identified. 

Designing programme specifications: Identification of key outcomes from mentoring 

and commission against these measures. A full consultation exercise with the organisations 

delivering mentoring programmes should be carried out to identify immediate and 

intermediate outcomes.  

The role of the delivery setting for future mentoring programmes: Consideration of 

the delivery setting as more than being a location to meet. Findings suggest that delivery 
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location may influence the tone and acceptability of support.  For example, using school 

premises contributed to adding structure to the programme for some young people.  

Creating a knowledge bank on mentor training: More support from the GLA in the 

provision of training to both mentors and also providers that were new to the sector. 

Evidence from the GLA itself recognised that more training could have been offered and 

more could have been done to share learning across the projects.   

Separating evidence from contractual requirements for payment: A review of the 

level of evidence required from LDPs to contract for and evidence payment. Finding 

alternative methods by which to monitor the quality of the support being delivered is 

recommended.  

Ensure that LDPs are supported to deliver under PbR: A minimum size and capacity 

should be specified for an LDP in order to take on the direct management and delivery of a 

PbR contract.  The use of a sufficiently capitalised managing agent who is able to shoulder 

the immediate capital risks of PbR and maintain smaller organisations with interim 

payments to support cash flow is recommended.   

Embedding evaluation requirements into the programme: The burden of evaluation 

and complying with any commissioned evaluation should be recognised in terms of funding 

and capacity. Further simple, clear and rigid management information requirements should 

be provided to LDPs. 
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Annex A: Overall assessment of the 

mentoring programme 

The Mayor’s Mentoring Programme was a community-based mentoring programme for 

black or mixed ethnicity boys aged 10-16, delivered largely by volunteer mentors from 

communities across eight London boroughs3.  The programme ran from autumn 2011 to 

spring 2015.  

Achievements against objectives 

The overall objective of the Mayor’s Mentoring Programme was to achieve 1,000 

mentee/mentor relationships and sustain these relationships over one year. The 

programme achieved meeting the number of relationships by April 2014. Of the 10154 

relationships achieved, 73% were sustained at six months, 58% sustained at 9 months and 

53% at one year.   

The achievement of the participation target is a key success for the programme.  It was 

made possible through a six month extension to the project to account for delays incurred 

due to a programme re-launch following the first year of delivery, and by extensive support 

of the Greater London Authority (GLA) and managing agent, Rocket Science.   

There was strong evidence that Mayor’s Mentoring Programme did result in positive 

outcomes for its mentees, including reducing anti-social behaviour, improvements at home 

and in school, and better and more confident decision making. The programme also 

encouraged volunteer mentors to continue to support disadvantaged communities and 

individuals. 

The original programme was intended to utilise the capacity of the black community 

through engaging black male volunteer mentors to work with high risk young black boys 

(including those who had some contact with the criminal justice system), providing them 

with positive role models and support in order to prevent these boys from becoming 

involved in crime or vulnerable to youth violence  

During the course of delivery, the programme evolved from a programme working with 

primarily high need groups to one that worked with a less risky cohort.  In so doing, the 

mentoring support appears to have changed in tone, towards supporting educative and low 

level behavioural support needs and away from those most at risk (although some 

providers did continue to work with the most at-risk).  As such, overall the mentoring 

                                                 
3 Further information about the background to the Mayor’s Mentoring Programme can be found in the interim 
evaluation,  CESI (2014) Mayor’s Mentoring Programme evaluation 
Interim report. 
4 This does not include a further 101 matches secured by the University of East London led phase of the Mayor’s 
Mentoring Programme. 
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programme could be best described as one which focused on prevention and early 

intervention.  It is clear that there is a need for this kind of support and that to a great 

extent the mentoring programme was effective at supporting lower risk needs.  In this way 

also, there was some overlap with latterly commissioned GLA programmes such as the 

European Social Fund Youth Programme.   

Around two thirds of mentors were male and over half were black, with nearly four in ten 

mentors (37%) being both black and male. Local Delivery Partners (LDP) claimed that 

ethnicity and gender were not determining factors when recruiting mentors. Instead they 

felt the most important criterion for being a mentor is having an understanding of the 

needs and experiences of the targeted young people. This view was supported by mentees 

who tended to report that the most important factor in building a strong mentoring 

relationships were shared interests, for example, in sport or music. 

The focus of the mentoring moved from primarily being a community-focused programme, 

to one that utilised the infrastructure of schools as a stable basis to develop sustained 

matches.  Overall, LDPs have reported that they have achieved some success in engaging 

local communities in supporting their local youth, but would have liked to further embed 

volunteer-led support in their communities.   

While the delivery of the programme has evolved away from its very challenging initial 

aims, the changes appear necessary to ensure provision was sustainable. Indeed, the 

delivery against the target was achieved through the GLA’s, and more latterly the 

management agent’s, responses to support LDP’s ability to overcome challenges they were 

experiencing. As well as the changes to the eligibility requirements highlighted, other 

support measures included providing project management support, building capacity within 

LDPs to become more commercially aware (including an income modelling tool, developed 

by the management agent) and helping LDPs unfamiliar with funding through a Payment 

by Results model.  

Importantly, the emphasis on the refocusing of provision delivered via relatively small, 

community based organisations meant that as well as the changes to the delivery model 

itself, the GLA had to make structural changes to the programme. These changes included 

appointing Rocket Science as the management agent and changes to the payment model 

to ensure the programme remained financially viable. Two significant changes were 

introduced:  

 Recognising the true resource burden of providing support, LDPs were provided 

an uplift to the unit cost;  

 Increasing some milestone payments to enable LDPs to access funds at an 

earlier point. 

As a consequence of the evolution of the programme, initial assumptions on the process 

and drivers to achieving the desired outcomes have changed. Building on work presented 

in the interim evaluation report, a revised logic map is presented in Annex B of the main 

evaluation report outlining shifts in the outcomes originally intended. The evaluation has 



Final Evaluation of the Mayor’s Mentoring Programme – Executive Summary 

9 

not included any quantification of reductions in youth violence. However, qualitative 

evidence suggests that mentees had observed reductions in their antisocial behaviour, and 

improvements in school performance (both of which may lead to reductions in crime in the 

longer term). There was also evidence of better decision making and avoidance of risky 

behaviour, and understanding of longer term consequences of current action.  

A further objective of the programme was to test the efficacy of mentoring as a support 

mechanism for at-risk youths.  In great part, the number of changes to the management 

structure, changes to the target cohorts, and the number of different and evolving 

mentoring delivery models has reduced the ability to conduct an objective overall 

assessment of what works with regard to mentoring.  Moreover, despite a contractual 

requirement, LDPs did not fully engage with evaluation negating any ability to conduct a 

full impact assessment of mentee outcomes against a counterfactual group.  In view of 

limited data, the evaluation cannot provide a full quantitative assessment of the impact of 

the programme.  

 

 


