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Purpose and remit of the audit 
 
The report presents initial findings, based on a short audit of mentoring 

provision in Stoke on Trent schools and colleges. The time-frame for data-

collection was very short and, as such, it is important to emphasise that this 

piece of research does not claim to have captured data which reports on the 

impact of mentoring provision in individual educational settings. However, even 

based on a modest sample, it is reasonable to draw some overall conclusions 

on the general provision and make informed recommendations (taking into 

account available educational research on the benefits and limitations of 

mentoring in educational settings) to guide existing and any planned mentoring 

interventions. The term ‘mentoring’ is used and applied in a number of different 

ways and no single definition is adopted by all settings. This is important to 

bear in mind when reviewing the data from both the questionnaire and from 

interviews and follow-up conversations. 

 

Data was captured through responses of an electronic questionnaire and 

focused interviews with groups of Year 7 students in two different secondary 

academies [one, 11-16 and one, 11-18]. Telephone conversations were also 

conducted to provide additional detail arising from the information that 

respondents provided via the questionnaire. 

 

The 11-question, electronic survey, was distributed by the Local Authority to 

100 headteachers/principals on 22/3/18. To encourage a greater number of 

responses, the LA, repeated the distribution two more times [29/3/18 and 

19/4/18]. It is highly probable that the timing of the project [which spanned the 

two-week Easter school vacation] had impact on the number of responses 

made to these calls. 
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The questionnaire was distributed to 100 recipients and the following table 

(table 1) identifies the educational settings covered and the responses received 

during the data-collection period [22/3/18-24/4/18]. 11 of the individual schools 

formed part of a Multi-Academy Trust [or MAC]. 

 

 Electronically 
Distributed 

Returned 
% 

Return 
 

Nursery 6 0 0  
Primary 71 14 20  
Special 4 1 25  
Secondary 14 5 36  
PRUs 2 2 100  
Studio School 1 1 100  
Colleges 2 0 0  

Totals: 100 23 23%  
 

[Table 1] 
 

Although a return rate of 23% was less than hoped for, this is not unusual for 

responses to electronic surveys (which would typically be around 25-28%). The 

research lead did speak to a number of respondents and individuals explained 

that they were being asked to respond to a range of other electronic surveys 

and that capacity/work-load was a likely contributory factor explaining the 

response rate. The research lead received data from one special school outside 

of the data-collection period. This factor is reflected in the following report. 

 

The following eleven questions were asked of respondents: 
 

1. By year group (if possible) please indicate the number of 

children/students currently receiving mentoring support. Please state the 

form of mentoring being provided.  

2. How are individual children/students selected to receive mentoring 

support? 
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3. How frequently do mentoring sessions take place for individual/groups of 

children?  

4. What is the typical duration of a mentoring session?  

5. How are staff/external agencies selected to provide mentoring support? 

6. Do any of the sessions take place outside of your 

School/Academy/College environment? Please provide brief details. 

7. How are details about the content/focus of mentoring sessions recorded? 

8. How is the impact of mentoring measured in your 

School/Academy/College? 

9. Do School/Academy/College staff, who provide mentoring support, 

receive protected time to carry out this work? Please give brief details. 

10. Do School/Academy/College/staff, who provide mentoring support, 

receive any CPD/Training in support of their work? Please give brief 

details.  

11. Have any forms of mentoring been formally evaluated? If so please give 

outline details.  

 
▪ If you have any additional comments to make please provide them 

below. 

 

Questionnaire Responses 
 
In the following section of the report, responses to each of the eleven survey 

questions are provided (with contextual information/additional detail, narrative 

form, where appropriate). 

 

Question 1 sought to identify the ‘types’ of mentoring provision available to 

children and young people. The electronic survey provided five common types 

of mentoring types (respondents clicked on buttons to make their responses). 

An open box allowed respondents to identify types of mentoring that did not 

align with these more common forms. Two of the 22 survey respondents did 

not complete this question. One of these was a Primary School where the 

respondent indicated that no mentoring provision was taking place in their 

setting. 
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The following table (table 2) displays the responses to the question: What 

forms of mentoring are currently provided in your School/Academy/College? 

 

  Group Peer Careers Online External Other 

                

No of 
responses 21 18 17 5 0 9 4 

% of total 
Responses 91.30 85.71 76.61 23.80 0 42.85 19.04 

 
[table 2] 

 
Both group and peer mentoring were common types being provided across the 

range settings (excluding Nursery settings). Careers-focused mentoring was 

provided at each of the five High School/Academy schools and this was (in the 

sample of five) principally aimed at Year 11 students. 

One respondent identified the provision of ‘Therapeutic 1:1’ and ‘Emotional 

Coaching’ which was delivered by the Assistant Head/Inclusion Team in their 

setting (this was an 11-16 Academy]. 

In just over a third of the settings, mentoring provision was provided by a 

range of external providers. Respondents named the following providers: (table 

3). 

 

Catch 22 Supporting children and young people in 
unhealthy relationships, victims of child sexual 
exploitation and children missing from home.   
https://www.catch-22.org.uk/ 
 

Youth Offending Team Youth offending teams work with young people 
that get into trouble with the law.  They look into 
the background of a young person and try to 
help them stay away from crime. Based in 
Marsden Street, Stoke on Trent. 
  
https://www.gov.uk/youth-offending-team 
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YPDP Young People’s Drug Project: A collaboration 
between the Artemis Project Board and Active 
Mind Solutions is supported by the West Midlands 
Children and Young People's Forum. Supports 
young people to address substance abuse and 
addiction. 
 
https://www.artemis-
online.org.uk/resource.php?id=1848 

STAR Specific School-based mentoring programme 
[secondary academy in Stoke on Trent] 
 

Lifeline This has now changed to ‘Change Grow Live’. 
They provide help and support to adults, children, 
young people and families. Services cover a wide 
variety of areas including health and wellbeing, 
substance use, mental health, criminal justice, 
domestic abuse and homelessness. In 
Staffordshire they operate as T3 Young Person’s 
Substance Misuse Service.  they don’t have a fixed 
address but go to visit schools.  
 
https://www.changegrowlive.org/young-
people/t3-staffordshire 
 

Younger Minds [2] Supporting young people who are experiencing 
emotional difficulties. These could be family 
arguments, bullying, worrying about school and/or 
exams, feeling depressed or sad, feeling 
anxious, worries about sexuality, being abused or 
neglected, self-harming behaviour and much 
more. Based on Marsh Street, Hanley.  
 
http://nsmind.org.uk/ 
 

Changes This service provides an opportunity for those 
suffering from mental distress to move from 
isolation, withdrawal and dependency to 
becoming active and contributing members of 
their immediate and wider community. Based in 
Booth street, Stoke on Trent. 
 
http://www.changes.org.uk/ 
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NSPCC National Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to 
Children. Keeping children safe from abuse.  
 
https://www.nspcc.org.uk/ 

Dove [2] Providing services to people in the community 
from the age of 4+ who are experiencing issues 
relating to bereavement, loss or life-changing 
illness. Based at the Dudson Centre, Hanley.  
 
https://www.thedoveservice.org.uk/ 
 

D.Hyner David Hyner is a motivational speaker. Focusing 
on: raising attainment, self-confidence, aspiration 
and self-esteem. Has worked with Yr11 students 
in one local 11-16 school. 
 
https://www.stretchdevelopment.com/education/ 
 

Diamond Families A community interest company working in the 
community to improve the life chances of 
children. The service offers a range of services, 
evidence-based programmes and guidance to 
children, families and professionals. A multi-
disciplinary approach captures what is needed to 
improve a challenge. We offer weekly training 
sessions for children and adults and have a menu 
of "free" workshops to offer guidance on 
emotional health and special educational needs. 
Based in Roslyn Road, Stoke on Trent.   
 
http://www.diamond-families.org.uk/ 
 

 
[Table 3] 
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Question 2, asked respondents to indicate the number of children/students 

who were currently receiving mentoring support (table 4). By Year group (if 

possible), please indicate the number of children who are currently receiving 

mentoring support in your setting. 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Overall total: 363 

 [Table 4] 
 

 

A high degree of caution needs to accompany any analysis of this data set. This 

is, in part, due to the sample size but also due to the nature of how different 

schools interpret and use the word mentoring. Here, there is considerable 

variety. This was more fully exposed through the responses that students made 

in the two group interviews (detail in forthcoming section of the report). 

Furthermore, one Pupil Referral Unit indicated that, “All students in the unit 

receive mentoring”. A colleague, in one Primary School setting stated that, “All 

children, in reception, receive mentoring” and, in academy [11-16], “All Year 11 

students receive mentoring”. Thus, for a more secure and precise picture of 

provision, an extended research project, would be required to establish more 

formal definitions/understanding of what ‘mentoring’ comprises within the 

school/college setting. 

 

Year Group 
No of 
mentees 

 
Year Group 

No of 
mentees 

Reception 9  Y7 0 

Y1 10  Y8 5 

Y2 24  Y9 5 

Y3 3  Y10 9 

Y4 50  Y11 132 

Y5 34  Y12 28 

Y6 34  Y13 20 

     

Total 164  Total 199 
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Question 3 asked respondents to indicate the general criteria by which 

individuals (or groups) are identified to receive mentoring interventions. This 

was, deliberately, left as an ‘open question’, with the aim of capturing the full 

range of triggers for referral. Table 5 gives the quantitative responses to the 

question: How are individual children/students selected to receive mentoring 

support? 

 

Referral trigger 
No of times 

mentioned by 
respondents 

Initial Assessment 2 

Teacher Referral 12 

Behaviour Monitoring 9 

Parental Request 8 

Crisis 2 

Personalised Targets 5 

Self-referral 2 

External Agency 3 

Safeguarding Concern 1 

Boxall Profile 2 

Child 'Worry Box' 1 

 
[Table 5] 

 
Perhaps, not unsurprisingly, referrals made by teachers, was the most common 

response and referrals triggered from behaviour monitoring (including the rates 

at which children were being secluded, within school, owing to their disruptive 

behaviour). One respondent referred to ‘Pupil Premium’ as a trigger for 

mentoring. The Boxall profile is a two-part checklist and provides a framework 

for the precise assessment of children who have social, emotional and 

behavioural difficulties [SEBD] and are failing at school. It helps teachers to 

plan focused intervention for those children whose behaviour seems to make no 

sense. The profile provides the teacher with insights and suggests points of 

entry into the child’s world focusing on what lies behind the behaviour that the 
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child is exhibiting. Referrals made, at the request of parents, are relatively high 

and came from parents from children in both primary and secondary settings. 

 

In Question 4 and 5 (tables 6 and 7), respondents were asked to state the 

general frequency of mentoring sessions for individual and groups of pupils and 

to indicate the typical duration of individual sessions. 

 

Frequency of Mentoring 

No of times 
mentioned 

by 
respondents 

Daily 7 

Weekly 8 

Other 6 

    

"Other"   

Sliding-Scale 3 

2 sessions each week 1 

 
[Table 6] 

 
      
         
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
[Table 7] 

 
  

Duration of 
mentoring [minutes] 

No of times 
mentioned 

by 
respondents 

5_10 1 

10_15 1 

10_20 2 

15 1 

20 1 

20_30 4 

30 5 

45 3 

30_60 2 

Sliding-scale 1 
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The responses show a wide variation in practice although and this will reflect 

both the type of mentoring provision taking place and the intensity of provision 

required to address the general need that has been identified, for both 

individual and groups of students. However, most mentoring sessions are short 

in duration and generally last up to 30 minutes. 

 

Question 6 asked: How are staff/external agencies selected to provide 

mentoring support? Again, this was an open question, so as not to restrict 

responses to select a pre-defined category. Table 8, summarises the responses: 

 

How are mentors selected? 
No of times 

mentioned by 
respondents 

Existing staff members with experience 7 

Teaching & Learning grade of colleague  5 

Selected as part of an inclusion team 4 

Based on their relationships with 
children 5 

Led by Local Authority 1 

 
[Table 8] 

 
A variety of approaches are used to identify and select colleagues to carry out 

mentoring provision. However, more experienced staff (including those who 

hold senior positions within their setting) are often selected. It is not surprising 

that these colleagues typically hold TLR (Teaching, Learning and Responsibility) 

points which reflect their professional status within school. A significant number 

of colleagues are also selected based on their reputation for having ‘good, 

positive relationships with pupils’ and, in the sample return, a notable number 

of these colleagues held pastoral roles within their school settings and are also 

members of an established ‘Inclusion Team’. This report will, in the closing 

section, make a recommendation for schools/colleges to formulate clear criteria 

for the selection of staff to role where they routinely provide mentoring 

interventions. 
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Question 7 asked: Do any of the sessions take place outside of your 

School/Academy/College environment?   Please provide brief details. Again, this 

was an open question, so as not to restrict responses to select a pre-defined 

category. Table 9, summarises the responses: 

 
 

  
No of times 

mentioned by 
respondents 

No - all sessions within school setting 14 

    

Yes: Gifted in Maths group - to High 
School 1 

Yes: Life Skills Group 1 

Yes: Family Links 1 

Yes: A local Children’s Centre 1 

Yes: Family Links 1 

 
[Table 9] 

 
The majority of mentoring provision takes place within school/college settings. 

There is clear evidence, from wider educational research, that this can be 

(when managed effectively) a highly productive and successful approach. 

Partly, this is due to the pupil being familiar with both the member of staff 

leading the mentoring but also because they closely identify the mentoring 

intervention with a setting that they know well. Mentoring provision that takes 

place outside of school can be difficult to coordinate and has significant cost 

(including travel) implications. However, the benefits are often significant to 

targeted individuals and small groups of children. 
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Question 8 asked: How are details about the content/focus of mentoring 

sessions recorded? Again, this was an open question, so as not to restrict 

responses to select a pre-defined category. Table 10, summarises the 

responses: 

 

Mentoring Records 
No of times 

mentioned by 
respondents 

Written (online) review documents 5 

Support - contact logs 6 

On session logs 5 

Written by children on a weekly basis 2 

Written by family workers 1 

Boxall Assessment (Nurture Group) 2 

 
[Table 10] 

 
Question 8 sought to identify the main mechanisms for recording mentoring 

interventions and to note whether practice was consistent. The main method 

for recording details of the provision is by way of a written summary/log which, 

in a small number of settings, is also recorded on electronic student information 

systems (databases). Two respondents noted that, in their setting, the mentee 

is responsible for completing the weekly mentoring record. In both cases, the 

setting was a primary school and the focus of the mentoring provision was to 

support improved behaviour for learning. The Boxall checklist is used in the two 

Pupil Referral Unit settings (although this is also routinely used in special 

schools as part of a wider approach to the screening of individual children’s 

needs). 
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Question 9 and 10 (tables 11 and 12) asked respondents to indicate whether 

colleagues providing mentoring support receive protected time to carry out this 

work and whether individuals receive any continuing professional development 

[CPD] training/support as part of their mentoring role. 

 

Do mentors receive protected time 
No of times 

mentioned by 
respondents 

Yes [significant variation in time 
allowance 14 

No 4 

 
[Table 11] 

 

CPD/Training support for mentors 
No of times 

mentioned by 
respondents 

Qualifications in counselling 4 

Assessed through MAC/SEND services 1 

Qualification in mentoring 6 

Level 3 Safeguarding Training 3 

Training provided by CAMHS 1 

Yes to explore/minimal training 5 

 
[Table 12] 

 
It is reassuring to note that, for most mentors, a time-allowance (i.e. protected 

time) is identified and noted on work/staff-loading records. This is particularly 

important not only for the delivery of mentoring provision but also to allow time 

for thorough preparation and follow-up activity after each session (which 

invariably involves recording and disseminating information to relevant 

colleagues within school settings, external agencies and to the parent/carers of 

the mentees). This report will make a recommendation that all mentees 

received protected time to carry out their mentoring responsibilities. 

Overall, mentors are well-qualified to carry out their role and a pleasing number 

of colleagues have achieved formal qualifications in mentoring/counselling. 
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However, some 5 of the 20 respondents noted that CPD activity had been 

limited/non-existent and, where it had taken place, the activity had focused on 

‘exploring what mentoring means in a school setting’. This report will make a 

recommendation relating to staff training, particularly when their role extends 

to providing a counselling service. 

The final question, Question 11 asked: Have any forms of mentoring been 

formally evaluated? If so, please give outline details. Again, this was an open 

question, so as not to restrict responses to select a pre-defined category. Table 

13, summarises the responses: 

 

 

Provision formally evaluated? Frequency 

Through impact evaluation - by teacher 2 

Through Boxall assessment 2 

Through Teaching and Learning Review 1 

Through 'BFL' monitoring 1 

Through 'Emotional Coaching Strand' 1 

    

Not evaluated 12 

 
[Table 13] 

 
Overall, provision for formally evaluating mentoring provision is very limited 

and, in 12 of the 19 settings, evaluation has not yet taken place. This is a 

significant area for development and will be recommended by this report. 

Mentoring provision is, invariably, an expensive resource and schools should be 

evaluating the benefits of the intervention regularly to ensure that the benefits 

justify cost implications given the increasing constraints on overall school 

budgets. 

----------------------------------------------- 

 

 



 
 
 
 
 

 

 
Audit of Mentoring Provision in Stoke on Trent [Stoke on Trent Research School]   

Page 17  

In the ‘Any other comments’ section of the questionnaire, two responses were 

made: 

 

One respondent noted that ...’It would be helpful to read some case studies to 

inform us of effective models’ and a second respondent commented, ‘I believe 

our school provides excellent provision for children with additional needs or 

difficulties and fully support children in and outside the classroom setting. We 

are a strong team which is lead well from SLT and filters through the school 

really well and effectively’. There are many valuable case-studies on which 

colleagues can draw to inform policy and practice in their own settings. The 

studies relate to evaluations of very specific types of mentoring and it is 

important to critically appraise the settings in which the research was 

conducted, before any move to ‘translate’ the practice into another educational 

setting. Stoke on Trent Research School will be very happy to assist colleagues 

by signposting relevant educational research as part of any on-going or planned 

evaluation initiatives. 

 
----------------------------------------------- 

 
 
‘Student Voice’ 
 
An important part of the audit was to ensure that ‘student voice’ was captured. 

Two hour-long group interviews were conducted with groups of Year 7 

students, in two different academy settings [11-16 and 11-18]. The pupils were 

selected by staff in their respective academy and, at the request of the research 

lead, a representative sample of students were selected. The main focus of the 

questions was to elicit the perceptions that students had about ‘what mentoring 

is’, in terms of its purpose and intended outcomes. Furthermore, the researcher 

sought to explore any connections that students had with the provision and to 

note any recommendations that they would make to improve the provision. 
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In the interests of brevity, transcripts of the interviews/quotations from 

students, do not form part of this report. The main points, raised by the 

students, are noted in the following section: 

 

1. Students had a good understanding of what mentoring provision was 

available within their school setting and were able to name a range of 

interventions (some of which were unique to their own school and were 

identified by a well-recognised acronym – that had been devised by the 

school). They were able to identify individual teachers (names not 

recorded on the interview transcripts) who had responsibilities, as 

mentors, in their school setting. Students were less aware of ‘external’ 

providers of mentoring provision. Many students saw ‘to help me with 

my own skill development’ as a significant benefit arising from mentoring 

and acknowledged that experience with mentors had led to them feeling 

more confident about their academic work in school. 

 

2. In the vast majority of cases, students valued the provision available to 

them although they were less clear how they might access mentoring 

support if the referral was not made by ‘their teachers’. The term, ‘self-

referral’ was not one with which the students were familiar. 

 

3. Students frequently referred to ‘in-class support’ from subject teachers 

as ‘mentoring’. As research lead, I probed this response by challenging 

the students further. I suggested that this type of in-class support might 

be seen, by many, as an example of ‘really good teaching’. However, the 

pupils did feel that, in some of their classes, the teachers do refer to the 

practice as ‘learning mentoring during class-time’. 

 

4. In both settings, students identified clear differences between academic 

and social/behavioural focused mentoring. They were also clear about 
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how the mentoring provision was triggered. The majority of responses 

related to mentoring aimed at supporting pupils …’to improve their 

behaviour and social skills’. In both groups, pupils identified mentoring 

provision that was aimed at improving school attendance. 

 

5. Students would welcome more access to mentoring provision which 

focuses on behaviour management. ‘Helping pupils to cope with stress 

and anger management’ was raised a number of times and pupils did 

make frequent reference to mental-health issues. Students would 

welcome more provision which is focused on mental-health support. 

However, some students expressed a degree of frustration that access to 

mentoring was directed to those individuals who were disruptive in 

class/experiencing behaviour management challenges. When this was 

explored, pupils stated that, ‘for well-behaved children’ … they would 

appreciate access to additional mentoring provision to support their 

learning, particularly with strategies to cope with tests/exams and with 

managing project work. 

 

Conclusion and Recommendations 
 

The concluding remarks of this report and initial recommendations are informed by 

the responses from the electronic survey, group interviews with Year 7 students, 

follow-up telephone conversations with practitioners in the city and also comments 

made by members of Sub-group 2 and Sub-group 3 of the Stoke on Trent Social 

Mobility Opportunity Area Board. The research lead is aware of successful mentoring 

initiatives (including provision coordinated by the Stoke on Trent Mathematics 

Excellence Partnership, collaboration between both Keele and Staffordshire 

Universities – where undergraduate students support sixth-form students, and also 

by the Careers and Enterprise Company): Details of this provision was not directly 

raised in the survey responses. 
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There is clear evidence of effective mentoring provision in schools/colleges across 

the city and, although provision is widespread, there are different approaches being 

taken and inconsistencies are evident. Mentoring provision, in some settings, is well-

established and is available to significant numbers of individual children/young 

people. However, in a small number of schools, provision is minimal and, in one 

case, absent. 

 

Clear evidence is available, from a broad range of published research, which 

acknowledges the benefits of mentoring provision in schools and colleges. A common 

thread running through case-studies is that the efficacy of programmes is 

significantly enhanced when the ‘analysis of need for mentoring’ is conducted locally 

(at school/college level) and is informed by a detailed analysis of mentoring options, 

so that the most appropriate forms are developed and executed. School/college-

based practitioners are best place to carry out this initial evaluation. It is important, 

at the analysis stage, to factor in resources, particularly the human capacity, that 

individual schools/colleges have in order to deliver specific interventions. The 

evaluation of mentoring intervention is most effective when it is conducted regularly 

and draws upon key performance indicators/targets that are in place before 

mentoring processes are underway. A further common thread, across a range of 

case-studies, suggests that working closely with parents (when appropriate) is very 

beneficial. The management of expectations around the sharing of information and 

expected communication is particularly helpful. Appropriately trained and qualified 

staff are best placed to deliver effective mentoring provision and the 

processes/criteria by which staff are identified to assume mentoring responsibilities 

should be clear and transparent. 

 

A recent report for the Children’s Commissioner strikes an important note of caution 

and warns that despite its increasing popularity, mentoring needs a stronger 

evidence base before being widely rolled out to struggling pupils 

(https://schoolsweek.co.uk/be-cautious-about-mentor-programmes-schools-told/). 
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Initial Recommendations (not in any priority order) 

 

1. Schools/colleges are best placed to evaluate the likely benefits of 

mentoring intervention within their local setting. This should be informed 

by local need, including school improvement priorities, as part of the 

regular review of strategic planning. There is considerable value in 

engaging in professional discussions with colleagues, in other settings, 

where mentoring is deemed to be working effectively. The OA Board 

could consider incentivising such activities. 

 

2. The criteria by which colleagues are identified to carry deliver mentoring 

provision would benefit from greater clarity. These should be made 

transparent and available to all parties [where possible and appropriate]. 

All staff who deliver mentoring provision should receive protected time, 

from teaching and associated responsibilities, to carry out this work 

effectively. The OA Board could consider funding and enabling meetings 

for identified colleagues so that they can build up a collaborative network 

that offers mutual support and sharing of effective practice. 

 

3. The criteria by which individuals and groups of children are identified for 

mentoring would also benefit from greater clarity. These should be made 

transparent and available to all parties [where possible and appropriate]. 

Schools/colleges need to articulate more clearly how students might 

‘self-refer’ to mentoring provision. The Education Endowment Foundation 

(EEF) ‘Implementation - Guidance Report’ could be a useful resource that 

schools can access to enable such activities. 
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4. Mentoring provision would be further enhanced if clear key performance 

indicators and targets were communicated to the mentee [and to 

parents, etc] at the start of the intervention. These should be clearly 

recorded in a format that is accessible to the mentee, staff within the 

school setting, external agencies and parents/carers (when appropriate). 

The adopted format does not need to be complex but should require 

detailed records of mentoring activity, including observations about the 

progress made by mentees. 

 

5. Evaluation of mentoring provision is significantly underdeveloped in 

many settings: Clear processes for the management of specific 

interventions would enhance the impact of provision. The EEF ‘DIY 

Evaluation Toolkit’ is a resource that many schools settings and colleges 

value in this regard. 

 

6. Formal review points should be established to formatively evaluate the 

impact of the provision throughout the entire period of the intervention. 

 

7. Students would benefit if they had a closer involvement in the co-

analysis of the impact of their experience with mentoring interventions. 

The co-analysis approach enables the student to reflect carefully on their 

mentoring experience and evaluate the impact of the mentoring 

intervention. The mentee supports the student through this process by 

posing appropriate questions before agreeing the key points of 

information that will then be formally recorded. 

 

8. It would be beneficial to schools to review the availability of mentoring 

interventions aimed at supporting the mental health of children and 

young people. However, great caution should be exercised when 

providing ‘counselling’ sessions. These should only be conducted by 
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appropriately qualified personnel. Recently published evidence, by Pro-

Bono Economics, looked at the improvement in the mental health of 

4,548 pupils from 251 primary schools across the UK who had received 

one-to-one support from children's mental health charity Place2Be in 

2016/17. They concluded that every £1 spent on one-to-one counselling 

could return society £6.20 in improving future job prospects and cutting 

crime. Again, it is important to emphasise that the services were 

provided by appropriately qualified practitioners. 

 

9. A review of the possible/likely benefits that ‘peer mentoring’ mentoring 

might bring, would be a valuable exercise for schools/colleges to 

undertake. Case-study evidence indicates that ‘older students working 

with younger students’ can prove highly effective and beneficial to both 

mentor and mentee. The OA Board could consider creating an Invitation 

to Tender in relation to supporting such activities. 
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