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Program Context
The National Resource Center on Children and Families (2016) reported more
than 2.7 million children in the United States had at least one parent who was
incarcerated. Approximately 45% of the children with incarcerated parents
were African American, compared with 28% who were White and 21% who
were Hispanic. In Children of the Prison Boom: Mass Incarceration and the
Future of American Inequality (2013), researchers found 25% of African
American children born in 1990 had a parent in jail or prison by the time the
child was age 14 and this rate had more than doubled since 1978.
In central Texas, it was estimated that more than 8,000 children had a
biological parent who was incarcerated in the four-county area of Travis,
Williamson, Hays, and Bastrop (Pettit, 2017). This figure translated to 1 in 60
minors across the region.
Trauma, stigma, and shame stemming from parental incarceration have longlasting influence on children’s health and social behaviors. Using data from a
national survey of children's health, Turney (2014) found children of
incarcerated parents had high rates of behavioral problems, speech and
language delays, asthma, obesity, depression, and anxiety. They also had
higher rates of attention deficits than those with parents missing because of
death or divorce.
Parental incarceration intensifies additional environmental risk factors. The
Ella Baker Center for Human Rights (2015) reported most families lose income
when a parent is incarcerated thorough job loss and paying fees associated
with the incarceration. Nearly 2 in 3 families with an incarcerated member
were unable to meet their family’s basic needs. Murphy and Cooper (2015)
found more than 50% of the children lived with someone who had a
substance-abuse problem, compared with fewer than 10% of children with no
parental incarceration. Compared with children without parental
incarceration, significantly greater percentages of the children with
incarcerated parents experienced parental divorce or separation (60%) and
witnessed violence in their homes and/or neighborhoods (33%).
Parental incarceration also had lasting effects on children’s educational
outcomes. In multiple meta-analyses, Murray & Farrington (2008, 2009, and
2012) consistently found a significant relationship between parental
incarceration and child anti-social behavior. Murphy and Cooper (2015)
reported children of incarcerated parents were likely to experience low levels
of school engagement. Elementary school aged children of incarcerated
parents also were at high risk of grade level retention based on their teachers'
perceptions of the students' academic proficiency rather than actual academic
achievement (Turney and Haskins, 2014). Finally, children with an
incarcerated parent were 50% less likely to complete high school than those
without an incarcerated parent (Habecker, 2013).
Although children of incarcerated parents do not have one constant story that
describes their experience or its effects, it is clear that they are in great need
of support.

Purpose
Annually, the Seedling Foundation contracts an evaluation of the Seedling
Mentor Program. The purpose of the evaluation is to identify program areas
of strength and challenge and to use the results for ongoing program
development.

Evaluation Methods
Quantitative and qualitative data were collected and included demographic;
state assessment; attendance; discipline; and student, teacher, and mentor
survey data. Academic outcome records were available for mentees
enrolled in Austin(n=483), Del Valle (n= 41), and Hayes (n=20) Independent
School Districts (ISDs), and a matched comparison group from both Austin
and Del Valle ISD’s (n=511).
As in past years, data summaries were provided for survey, attendance,
discipline, and STAAR test results. In 2017, new analyses were added to better
understand program outcomes for Seedling participants. These additions
included:
a) Developing a performance index to show a pattern of improvement
across multiple measures;
b) Summarizing outcomes on additional measures: Social Emotional
Learning (SEL) survey items and STAAR progress measure;
c) Conducting gap analyses to describe Seedling participant group
outcomes in additional detail (e.g., performance of ELL students and nonELL students);
d) Exploring how the proportional enrollment of students at the
elementary, middle and high school levels may influence overall program
results; and
e) Determining whether the ratio of resources influences program
implementation quality (e.g. outcomes for Seedling supported and
satellite schools).
Additional details about the evaluation methodology, survey results, and
academic are provided in the Appendices.

Program Foundation
The Seedling Mentor Program is a school-based mentoring program for
children of incarcerated parents. Since 2006, Seedling staff have actively
developed a theory of change and logic model strongly rooted in the
underpinnings of attachment theory that informs the program model and
mentor training. Seedling’s work also draws upon the most recent research on
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the effects of parental incarceration on children and the outcomes of mentoring. This research is
strongly rooted in theories of resilience, trauma, strain, stigma and labeling, stress proliferation,
developmental systems, grief and loss, adolescent development, social learning, school connectedness
and student engagement.
Because parental incarceration is an adverse childhood experience highly likely to have negative effects
on children’s health, social behaviors, and educational outcomes, researchers (Christmann & Turliuc,
2012) have argued that the development of resilience may assist children to better navigate adverse
circumstances and reduce harmful outcomes. The Harvard Center proposed positive change for children
may occur by “…reducing their exposure to sources of adversity and by designing better ways of building
their coping skills and adaptive capacities”. Thus, the development of resilience was added as a primary
Seedling Mentor Program outcome in 2016-2017.
In summary, the Seedling Mentor Program supports mentee development of positive, close
relationships with nurturing and competent adults with the intent to improve mentee resilience, selfregulation skills, self-efficacy, and school connectedness. The program’s logic is presented below to
illustrate Seedling’s work.
Figure 1
Seedling Mentor Program Logic Model
Seedling Resources
ü Private & public
funding
ü Knowledgeable
program staff
ü Research
literature
ü Community /
agency
partnerships
ü School
partnerships

Mentors
ü Recruitment
ü Screening
ü Orientation
ü Training
ü Support

Match Support

Match
Student
Identification
ü School referral
ü Caregiver referral
ü Self referral

Mentoring
Relationship
ü School-based
ü Child-centered

Primary
Outcomes
• Long-lasting
relationship
• Positive
attitudes
• Resilience
Secondary
Outcomes
• Attendance
• Discipline
• Academic
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Seedling Participants
In 2016-2017, the Seedling Mentor Program served 591 children attending 116 schools in central Texas
(Figures 2 through 5). Of these mentees, 158 were new to the program in 2016-2017. Mentees attended 38
designated schools and 78 “satellite” schools. In all, 8 school districts (i.e., Austin, Bastrop, Del Valle, Elgin,
Hays, Manor, Pflugerville, and Round Rock) and 14 charter schools were supported. The satellite schools did
not have a designated school contact; however, mentors who continued the mentoring relationship after a
child had moved into a non-Seedling program school still received training and support from Seedling
Mentor Directors.
Figure 2
With a slight decline in 2016-2017, the number of
mentees and mentors has increased dramatically
since 2010-2011.

623

591

610

577

2015-2016

2016-2017

369

Figure 3
Most children served by the Seedling Mentor
Program were Hispanic and economically
disadvantaged.

328

2010-2011

Figure 4
Seedling mentees ranged from 5 to 19 years old
with an overall average of 11 years.
AGE
19
18
17
16
15
14
13
12
11
10
9
8
7
6
5
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Figure 5
Most Seedling mentees were in elementary school
during the 2016-2017 school year.

10
11
10
25
53
76
88

Elementary
64%

Middle
30%

High
6%

80
73
79

Source. Student enrollment records, 2016-2017

45
27
10
1
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Seedling Mentor Program results often differed by school level in past evaluations, and researchers
have long documented declines in student academic and personal outcomes as they transition from
elementary into middle school. An example of such was explored in an article titled “The Middle School
Plunge: Achievement Tumbles When Young Students Change Schools” where researchers (West and
Schwerdt, 2012) found students transitioning into middle school experienced significant drops on test
scores relative to those who remained in K-8 schools. Declines in achievement ranged from 3.5 to 7
months of expected learning over the course of a school year, and Black students suffered the largest
declines compared with other student groups. Principal surveys from that study also indicated that
school climate and student discipline worsened in the middle grades. So, the 2016-2017 program
evaluation explored how the proportional enrollment of students at the elementary, middle, and high
school levels changed over time in an effort to provide an additional context for program results.
A longitudinal analysis of mentee age and school level revealed relative stability in the overall
proportions of mentees at each school level being served by the program. Although, there was a
significant decrease in the proportion of mentees in elementary school, declining from 70% in 20122013 to 64% in 2016-2017. Analyses of program results did not find the changes in overall proportions of
mentees at each school level to be a significant factor in program results over time.
Figure 6
There was a significant decrease in the proportion of mentees served by Seedling who were in
elementary school compared with those in middle, and high school over the past five years.
*

Source. Seedling Mentor Program records, 2012-2017
*Statistically significant at p <.05
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Program Participation
Seedling Matches
How long did Seedling mentoring relationships last?
As in past years, the Seedling Mentor Program had a high mentor return
rate of 71% in 2016-2017 (Looby, 2016). Seedling staff supported 577
mentors who mentored one or more children during the school year (Figure
2). In 2016-2017, 77% of mentors served for more than one year, a
significant increase from 71% the year before. Overall, mentors spent an
average of almost four years (3.7) supporting the program. Mentor years of
service ranged from one to 12 years. The average commitment of Seedling
mentors was above the national average of 14 months (Mentoring.org,
2013).
Using methodology defined by MENTOR, the National Mentoring
Partnership (2016) to calculate average match length for all active and
inactive relationships lasting across school years, the average length for
Seedling mentoring relationships within the 2016-2017 school year was 2
years and 6 months (Figure 7). This was an increase of eight months,
compared with the average of 1 year, 10 months in 2015-2016. At the end of
the school year, active mentoring relationship duration ranged from two
months to 10 years, 7 months. A significantly greater proportion of Seedling
mentees had been in the program for more than one school year (71%). The
national benchmark for length of mentoring relationships to which programs
aspire is 12 months.
Figure 7
Seventy-one percent of Seedling of mentees participated in the program for
more than one year.

Source. Seedling program records, 2016-2017
*Statistically significant at p <.05

Page 7

Were there differences in Seedling program participation for various student groups?
In 2016-2017, program participation patterns were explored for Seedling mentees based on their
demographic characteristics and whether the Seedling Foundation supported a program contact on
the school campus. Mentee participation length differed significantly between Seedling supported and
satellite schools, with average length of program participation lasting almost 4 years (3.7) for mentees at
satellite schools compared with an average of 2 years for mentees attending Seedling schools (Table 1).
Anecdotal records suggested mentoring relationship quality may have influenced a mentor’s decision to
continue mentoring as the mentee moved to a new school not formally supported by Seedling.
Table 1
Mentee participation length differed significantly between Seedling supported and satellite schools.
Seedling School
Type

Average
participation
length

n

Less than 3
months

3 to 12
months

12 to 24
months

More than
24 months

Seedling

409

2.0

10%

17%

26%

47%

Satellite

135

3.7*

0%*

35%*

10%*

55%*

Source. Seedling program records, 2016-2017
Notes. Average reported in years and months. *Statistically significant at p <.05

Participation length also differed for White mentees who participated for significantly shorter periods of
time compared with mentees who were Black or Hispanic (Table 2). There were no significant
differences in the length of program participation for students who were English language learners
(ELLs), who received special education services or who were categorized as economically disadvantaged.
Table 2
White mentees participated for significantly shorter periods of time compared with mentees who
were Black or Hispanic
Race/Ethnicity
Black
Hispanic
White

Average
participation
length

n

Less than 3
months

3 to 12
months

12 to 24
months

More than
24 months

84

2.5

12%

14%

19%

55%

382

2.5

7%

22%

20%

51%

21

1.5*

9%

33%*

29%*

29%*

Source. Seedling program records, 2016-2017
Notes. Average reported in years and months. *Statistically significant at p <.05

Additionally, participation length differed significantly among mentees in elementary (1 year, 8 months),
middle (3 years, 1 month), and high school (5 years, 5 months). However, these differences appeared to
be a function of mentee age, as most of those who were newly identified were in elementary school. A
review of mentoring match closure records revealed mentee mobility (24%), mentee disinterest (20%)
and mentor job responsibilities (20%) were the primary reasons for match termination. Of the 223
matches that ended in the 2016-2017 school year, 11% ended prematurely (i.e., less than three months)
and 56% of them lasted 12 months or more.
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Program Implementation
Close mentoring relationships typically are developed when the mentor
maintains a youth centered approach (Herrera, et al., 2013). Mentors should
actively consider the child’s preferences and not be concerned with achieving
particular outcomes (e.g. academic improvement) at the price of developing a
positive connection, especially at the beginning of the relationship. Successful
mentoring relationships may be deepened when the mentor and mentee engage in
enjoyable and meaningful activities led by the child.
Mentor and School Contact survey results indicated effective program
implementation with a child-centered focus (Appendix D). Overall, survey
responses were highly positive and consistent with survey results from previous
years (Looby, 2009-2016).
Throughout the year, Seedling staff provided an overall program orientation,
specialized training sessions, and focused support materials for new mentors.
Seedling staff provided monthly training sessions on a variety of topics and
personalized outreach to all mentors (e.g., phone calls, emails, meetings). Overall,
166 mentors attended one or more training events and filled a total of 371 training
spots. Seedling staff also published a monthly online newsletter, Mentor Minute,
containing suggestions for activities, supporting articles, and other information.
Mentors were encouraged to seek assistance from Seedling Mentor Directors and
School Contacts throughout the year. Consistent with the prior school year, the
majority of mentors reported their Mentor Director (85%) and/ or their School
Contact (75%) to be helpful overall. Most mentors (60%) requested assistance from
the School Contact, and 49% of them contacted their Seedling Mentor Director for
help.
The Seedling Mentor Program model expected mentors to meet weekly with their
mentees and engage in child-focused activities. Eighty-eight percent of mentors
met weekly with their mentees and engaged in child-focused activities (Figures 8
and 9).
Figure 8
Of the mentors (12%) who met their mentees less than once a week, most met
with their mentees 2- 3 times a month.

Three times a month
Twice a month
Once a month
Less than once a month

2016
31%
54%
11%
3%

Source. Seeding Mentor Survey, Spring 2017

2017
37%
39%
16%
8%

Work commitments
Mentee mobility
Reasons

Mentee disinterest or
absence
School scheduling
conflicts

Effective
Implementation
What does effective mentoring
program implementation look
like?
MENTOR’s Elements of Effective
Practice for Mentoring™
provides research-informed
Standards for building and
supporting quality youth
mentoring programs. MENTOR
advises that training should
provide mentors with the
knowledge and skills needed to
develop an effective relationship
which will influence the length
and quality of the relationship.
The matching process should
consider individual
characteristics about the mentor
and mentee to foster an
enduring relationship. Once
matched, monitoring and
support is critical to create
satisfying mentoring
relationships by providing
ongoing advice, problem-solving,
training, and access to resources
for the duration of the
relationship. As a result, many
studies show quality mentoring
relationships have significant
positive effects on young people
in a variety of personal and
academic ways.
For more information about
effective mentor program
implementation go to
http://www.mentoring.org
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Figure 9
Mentors provided child-focused activities for mentees.

Implementation
Feedback

Top 3 Mentoring Activities

88%

Talking/listening
Playing games/ art or craft activities
Discussing problems/processing
feelings

What did mentors and school
contacts say about program
implementation?

74%
37%

Source. Seeding Mentor Survey, Spring 2017

Overall, survey responses from School Contacts were highly positive and
indicated effective program implementation (Appendix D). Most School Contacts
were very satisfied with their communication with their Seedling Mentor Directors;
reported the Seedling School Contact Guide supported their efforts in
implementing the Seedling Mentor Program on their campuses; prepared their
mentees for the mentoring experience by meeting with them personally; and were
very satisfied with the quality of mentors recruited by the Seedling Mentor
Program. School contacts reported multiple ways they monitored match
relationships that were based on the needs of mentors and mentees.
Figure10
As School Contacts monitored Seedling mentoring relationships, they reported…
Hearing from mentors when they have a
problem or concern

89%

Hearing from mentees when they have a
problem or concern

80%

Regular check in with mentees

74%

Mentor, Spring 2017

“My school contact was my
primary contact. She was
always available and ready
to help with everything.
Many times I met with
mentee in her office and she
was encouraging and very
sensitive with both of us.”
Mentor, Spring 2017

“They [mentors] are VERY
caring individuals, very well
trained and prepared!”
School Contact, Spring 2017

Observing mentors and mentees meeting
together

60%

On-going communication with Mentor Directors

51%

Regular check in with mentors

51%
49%

Feedback from teachers
Conversations with mentee's caregiver

“The School Contact and
the Counselor were both
attentive, supportive of the
relationship, interested in
the relationship, and
available to me. Much
appreciated!”

17%

“I really think that all of the
mentors receive excellent
training and take their
volunteer work very
seriously. I really appreciate
the consistency that they
provide for the students.”
School Contact, Spring 2017

Source. Seeding School Contact Survey, Spring 2017
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Relationship Quality
In The Role of Risk, Herrera, DuBois, and Grossman (2013), emphasized
that the development of quality mentoring relationships was critical to
creating beneficial outcomes for the children. Through caring
relationships with adults, mentees may begin to adopt increasingly
positive attitudes and develop cognitive and social skills they can apply
to other important relationships and endeavors. In support of this view,
studies suggested that the quality of the mentoring relationship led to
stronger and longer-lasting mentoring relationships that may be linked
with other favorable outcomes for youth (Grossman, Rhodes 2002;
Herrera et al. 2007; Rhodes, DuBois 2006).
Analyses of Seedling mentor and mentee surveys found evidence of
quality mentoring relationships for most Seedling mentees in 20162017. Overall, 93% of mentees reported high quality relationships
evidenced by a score of three or greater on the mentee survey. Most
mentees (88%) reported feeling close to their mentors and their
mentoring relationships were youth-centered (93%), satisfying (81%),
and emotionally engaging (93%). In alignment, 92% of mentors
reported their relationships with their mentees were excellent or good.
Analyses also explored whether Seedling mentees perceived their
mentoring experiences differently based on their demographic
characteristics and whether the Seedling Foundation supported a program
contact on the school campus. High school level mentees had significantly
higher ratings of youth-centeredness and emotional engagement
compared with elementary and middle school mentees (Figure 11).
Mentees who were English language learners had significantly higher
ratings of emotional engagement (3.8) than did mentees who were not
ELLS (3.6). There were no significant differences in relationship quality
ratings based on ethnicity, economic disadvantage status, receiving special
education services, or attending a Seedling or satellite campus.
Figure11
Seedling mentees at every school level had high ratings of mentoring
relationship quality indicated by a rating of three or higher.
3.4 3.3 3.6

Closeness

3.7 3.6 3.9*

3.4 3.2 3.5

Youth-centered
EL

Satisfaction
MS

HS

3.7 3.6 3.9*

Emotional
engagement

Source. Seedling Mentee Survey, Spring 2017
Note. Ratings of three or higher were considered positive. *Statistically significant at p <.05
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Seedling mentee and mentor survey responses were matched on
corresponding questions about relationship quality. They had high levels of
agreement about the quality of their mentoring relationships (Figure 12).
However, a significantly greater proportion of Seedling mentees highly rated
their mentoring relationship than did their mentors. Mentee and mentor
agreement about their relationship quality did not differ depending on mentee
demographic characteristics, school level, or Seedling supported school status.
This difference was even greater between mentees who had participated in
mentoring for more than two years (Figure 13).
Figure 12
Seedling mentees and their mentors had high levels of agreement about the
quality of their mentoring relationships.
Mentor reports an
excellent or good
relationship
Mentee feels close to
their mentor

86%

93%*

Source. Seedling Mentee Survey, Spring 2017
Note. *Statistically significant at p <.05

Figure 13
The greatest difference in agreement about the quality of their mentoring
relationships occurred between mentees who had participated for more than
two years and their mentors.

Mentor reports an
excellent or good
relationship

75%

Mentee feels close to
their mentor

97%*

Source. Seedling Mentee Survey, Spring 2017
Note. *Statistically significant at p <.05

Ninety percent of teachers reported that their students looked forward to
meeting with their mentors each week. In open-ended comments, they
described consistent, positive role models who were caring and supportive.
One teacher wrote, “[My student] is always happy to see her mentor and looks
forward to their time together. Her affection toward her mentor is genuine.
Her experience with the program has been a very positive one.”

Connecting Survey
Responses
How were mentee, mentor,
and teacher survey responses
linked?
In 2016-2017, mentee surveys
captured a unique student
identification number allowing
their survey responses to be
linked with those of their
mentors and teachers. The
mentee survey response rate
was 83%. The Seedling Mentor
Survey response rate was 57%,
and the Teacher Survey
response rates was 64%.
Results from each survey
collection were determined to
represent each group at a 95%
confidence level and 5% margin
of error or less. Results from
each of the surveys can be
found in Appendices B-D.
Almost half of mentee survey
respondents (48%) could be
linked with the survey
responses of their mentor. The
margin of error associated with
the mentee/mentor response
analyses was estimated at
7.71% with a confidence level
of 95%.
Only teachers of elementary
mentees were surveyed,
however only 25% of mentee
survey respondents could be
linked their teacher survey
responses. The margin of error
associated with the mentee/
teacher response analyses was
estimated to be greater than
10%, and thus not reported.
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Mentoring Relationship Outcomes
School Contacts, teachers, mentors, and mentees responded to survey
items on mentoring outcomes (Appendices B through E). Key findings
from the mentee survey are described in this section of the report.
In 2016-2017, most mentees rated survey items pertaining to hope,
academic self-confidence, and social emotional learning significantly
higher (i.e., score of 3 or higher) than they did items pertaining to social
acceptance and resilience (Figure14). Significantly lower percentage of
elementary school mentees had positive ratings of resilience than middle
and high school mentees. Significantly lower percentage of high school
mentees had positive ratings of social acceptance than elementary and
middle school mentees (Figure 15).
Figure 14
Most mentees highly rated survey items pertaining to hope, academic
self-confidence, and social emotional learning (SEL).

Academic self-confidence

88%

Social-emotional skills

86%

Hope

75%

Social acceptance
Resilience

50%
31%

Source. Seedling Mentee Survey, Spring 2017
Note. Questions pertaining to resilience were asked on the survey for the first time in
Spring 2017.

Figure 15
There were significant differences in the ratings of elementary and high
school mentees.
85% 85%

79%*

92%

91%

100%

82%

66% 64%
51% 52%
26%*

36% 35%

Resilience

43%*

Social
acceptance

Hope
EL

MS

SEL

Academic selfconfidence

HS

Source. Seedling Mentee Survey, Spring 2017
Note. Questions pertaining to resilience were asked on the survey for the first time in
Spring 2017. *Statistically significant at p <.05
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An analysis of outcomes for mentees by the length of their mentoring
relationships revealed significant differences in responses to survey items
pertaining to hope and academic self-confidence (Figure 16). There were no
significant differences in mentee survey responses based on demographic
characteristics or Seedling program or satellite school enrollment.
Figure 16
There were significant differences in the percentages of mentees with
positive ratings of hope and academic self-confidence based on the length of
time they participated in the mentoring program.

99%

91%

94%

74%

86%

57%* 52%*
33%*
Hope

Academic self-confidence

Less than 3 months

3 to 12 months

12 to 24 months

More than 24 months

Source. Seedling Mentee Survey, Spring 2017
Note. *Statistically significant at p <.05

Survey items in the area of academic self-confidence and SEL were answered
by all students across the district on the Austin ISD Student Climate Survey. An
analysis of Seedling mentee responses and those of the matched comparison
group was conducted. No significant differences were found between Seedling
mentees and the match comparison group.
Mentees also responded to items asking if there were changes in their
behaviors as a result of their mentoring experience. There were no significant
differences among mentee responses based on program participation length,
mentee demographics, school level, or satellite school enrollment.
Figure 17
Eighty percent of mentees reported they were more interested in doing
things since they started meeting with their mentor.
Since you have started meeting with your mentor, have there been positive
changes in your...

Interest in doing things

80%

Mentee Thoughts

The best thing about my
mentor is…
“She helps me share my feelings
and gives me confidence.”
“He is always here for me when
I need him, and he keeps me
focused in school.”
“She is funny and likes to share
stories with me and listens to
mine.”
“…that she has been with me
for so long, and she still comes.”
“…that he is very nice and he
gives me advice and he's funny
with me.”
“…that we have fun, we read
book, and we play games.”
“She listens when I have any
kind of feeling or opinion.”
“…that when things happen and
I tell her, I can always trust her.”
“How he understands all my
problems without judging me.”
“She shows me how to deal
with anger.”
Mentee Survey, Spring 2017

Relationships with others

76%

Ability to talk about
feelings

74%
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Across the past three school years, the percentage of Seedling mentees who indicated they will go to
college differed significantly. However, an analysis of college aspirations based on the length of time
mentees participated in the Seedling Mentor Program revealed significantly greater percentages of
Seedling mentees in mentoring relationships lasting over a year were planning to go to college. In
comparison, 74% of all students in Austin ISD in 2016-2017 planned to go to college (Lamb, 2017). There
were no significant differences among mentee college aspirations based on mentee demographics,
school level, or whether they attended a Seedling program or satellite school.
Figure 18
Seventy percent of all mentees in Spring 2017
were planning to enroll in college after high
school, a significant decrease from the prior
year.

Spring 2015

74%

Spring 2016

Spring 2017

Figure 19
Significantly greater percentages of mentees in
mentoring relationships lasting over a year were
planning to go to college.

80%

70%*

Source. Seedling Mentee Survey, Spring 2017
Note. *Statistically significant at p <.05

What does the research say about how youth may experience the mentoring relationship?
Researchers have found mentees who rated their relationships as youth centered (e.g., their
mentor took their preferences and interests into account), who were emotionally engaged with
their mentors, and who were satisfied with their mentors were more likely to show improvement
in their behaviors and attitudes than were youth with less favorable impressions. (NREL, 2002).
When mentoring relationships were characterized by feelings of closeness, they were likely to last
longer and lead to better outcomes for the mentees (Dubois and Karcher, 2013). Hope, engagement,
and feelings of well-being have been strong predictors of academic success (Gallup, 2012).
While preparation for college was not a focus of Seedling mentoring, assisting mentees to develop
positive attitudes towards school was a program objective with the intent that the children may have a
clear understanding of the critical need for education to achieve their long-term goals. The National
Association for College Admission Counseling (NACAC) found encouraging positive attitudes about
postsecondary education was essential in developing college and career readiness at the high school
level. This process is especially important for low-income students and students who are the first in their
families to consider attending college.
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Mentee Academic Outcomes
Bayer, Grossman and Dubois (2015) found that mentee perception of
closeness in the mentoring relationship influenced their academic
outcomes. If mentees reported their relationship to be at least “somewhat
close,” they were more likely to experience positive academic outcomes
compared to students who were not matched with mentors. Additionally,
relationship closeness was a stronger influence than both match status and
match length as predictors of academic outcomes. Academic outcomes may
include school attendance, disciplinary actions, and academic achievement
overall.
To holistically describe this overarching concept of academic improvement or
achievement, mentee academic outcomes were explored through the
development of an index. An index is composite measure of variables, or a
way of measuring a construct using more than one measure. Each item
going into the index was validated and the validation process was repeated
to ensure the index itself was measuring what was intended.
In each academic area (i.e., attendance, discipline, STAAR reading and STAAR
math), data were analyzed to determine whether the mentee had a positive
outcome. Then, a total score was assigned based on the accumulation of
positive academic outcomes. The total score ranged from zero to four and
indicated the number of areas where a mentee achieved a positive academic
outcome. A positive outcome in attendance was defined as having an
improved attendance rate from the prior school year or an attendance rate
greater than 90%. A positive discipline outcome was defined as having either
no disciplinary incidents during the school year or a decrease in disciplinary
incidents from the prior school year. Positive STAAR assessment outcomes
were defined as having met the STAAR passing standards and/or progress
measures in reading and math in spring 2017.
Overall, the academic outcomes of Seedling mentees were similar to the
matched comparison group in the 2016-2017 school year (Table 3).
However, academic outcomes differed significantly among mentees based on
the length of the mentoring relationship and between mentees at the
elementary and middle school levels (Figures 20 through 23). There were no
significant differences in academic outcomes found for mentees who were
ELLs or enrolled in Seedling satellite schools. Detailed information provided
in Appendices F-H.
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Table 3
The academic outcomes of Seedling mentees were not significantly different from the matched
comparison group in most instances.
Percentage of Students with Positive Outcomes

Seedling

73%

83%

53%

53%

Average
number of
positive
outcomes
2.5

Comparison

77%

87%

51%

47%

2.6

Attendance

Discipline

STAAR Reading

STAAR Math

Sources. District attendance, discipline, and STAAR assessment files, 2016-2017
Notes. The total score ranged from zero to four and indicated the number of areas where a mentee achieved a positive
academic outcome.

Figure 20
The percentage of Seedling mentees participating less than three months who experienced positive
academic outcomes in each area differed significantly from those participating for longer periods.

67%*

83% 79%

69%

83% 87% 83% 80%

40%

45%

57%

26%*
Attendance
Less than 3 months

Discipline

56%

24%*

STAAR Reading

3 to 12 months

41% 45%

12 to 24 months

STAAR Math
More than 24 months

Sources. District attendance, discipline, and STAAR assessment files, 2016-2017
Note. *Statistically significant at p <.05

Figure 21
The percentage of Seedling mentees participating less than three months who experienced positive
academic outcomes overall differed significantly from those participating for longer periods.

More than 24 months

23%

12 to 24 months

21%

22% 18%
34%

35%

13%

31%

No positve academic
outcomes
Positive outcome in 1 area
Positive outcome in 2 areas

3 to 12 months
Less than 3 months

6%
36%*

58%
43%

5% 28%
7%14%

Positive outcome in 3 areas
Positive outcome in all 4
areas

Sources. District attendance, discipline, and STAAR assessment files, 2016-2017
Note. *Statistically significant at p <.05
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Figure 22
The average number of positive outcomes for Seedling mentees participating less than three months
were significantly lower than those participating for more than 3 months.

More than 24 months

2.6

12 to 24 months

2.5

3 to 12 months

2.5

Less than 3 months

2.0*

Sources. District attendance, discipline, and STAAR assessment, 2016-2017
Note. *Statistically significant at p <.05

Figure 23
The average number of positive outcomes for Seedling mentees in middle school were significantly
greater than those in elementary school.

2.9 *
2.5

Number of positive academic
outcomes for Seedling mentees in
elementary school

Number of positive academic
outcomes for Seedling mentees in
middle school

Sources. District enrollment, attendance, discipline, and STAAR assessment files, 2016-2017
Note. *Statistically significant at p <.05
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Discussion and Conclusion
Overall, mentees experienced a high rate of success when considering the
primary purposes of the program (Figures 24 and 25). Of the mentees who
were included in the evaluation study, 93% reported they were close to
their mentor and experienced a high quality mentoring relationship. Eightyfour percent experienced positive personal outcomes as measured by an
overall rating of greater than three on items pertaining to hope, social
acceptance, resilience, social emotional learning, and academic selfconfidence. Over half of all mentees had positive academic outcomes in at
least three areas that included attendance, discipline, STAAR reading and
STAAR math outcomes. There were no significant differences in overall
program outcomes based on mentee demographic characteristics, length of
program participation, or Seedling or satellite school enrollment.
Figure 24
Most mentees experienced positive outcomes related to the primary
program objectives.

Closeness

93%

Relationship Quality

93%

Personal Outcomes

84%

Academic Outcomes

60%

Sources. Seedling program records and surveys; District enrollment, attendance, discipline,
and STAAR assessment files for Seedling mentees, 2016-2017

Figure 25
Looking across all measures, 71% of mentees experienced success in at
least three program areas.

38%

33%

23%
1%

5%

No positive Positive
Positive
Positive
Positive
academic outcome in outcome in outcome in outcome in
outcomes
1 area
2 areas
3 areas
all 4 areas
Sources. Seedling program records and surveys; District enrollment, attendance, discipline,
and STAAR assessment files for Seedling mentees, 2016-2017
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APPENDICES
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Appendix A: Description of Statistical Analyses
A variety of qualitative and quantitative data were used in this evaluation study. School Contacts,
teachers, mentors, and mentees completed program surveys designed to determine the quality of
program implementation, describe mentoring relationships, and identify mentee outcomes. Student
attendance, discipline, and state assessment data also were used to determine outcomes for program
participants.
Academic outcome records were available for mentees enrolled in Austin(n=483), Del Valle (n= 41), and
Hayes (n=20) Independent School Districts (ISDs), and a matched comparison group from both Austin
and Del Valle ISD’s (n=511). Survey data presented in this reported included a stratified random sample
of all Seedling mentees attending Seedling supported and satellite schools.
A variety of data analyses were employed in this evaluation and are described below.
Descriptive statistics. Descriptive statistics is the term given to the analysis of data that helps describe
or summarize data in a meaningful way that enable patterns in the data to emerge. Descriptive statistics
are very important in providing a visual picture and interpretation of the data. Some descriptive
measures that are commonly used to describe a data set are frequencies, percentages, means, medians,
modes, and minimum or maximum values of the variables. Descriptive statistics do not, however, allow
us to make conclusions beyond the data we have analyzed or reach conclusions regarding any
hypotheses we might have made.
Inferential statistics. Inferential statistics are concerned with making predictions or inferences about a
population from observations and analyses of a sample. Inferential statistics enable us to reach
conclusions that extend beyond the immediate data alone. The following analyses were utilized in this
study:
T-tests. The t-test is a statistical test that is used to determine if there is a significant difference
between the mean or average scores of two groups. A t-test asks whether observed differences
between the outcomes of interest for the student groups were greater or lesser than would be
expected only by chance.
Analysis of variance (ANOVA). ANOVA also refers to statistical tests used to analyze the
differences between group means. Doing multiple two-sample t-tests would result in an
increased chance of committing a type I error. A type I error leads one to conclude that a
supposed effect or relationship exists when in fact it doesn't. For this reason, ANOVAs are used
in comparing three or more means (groups or variables) for statistical significance.
Correlations. Correlation refers to statistical tests that indicate whether two variables are
related. The correlation may be positive or negative. If it is positive, then the two sets go up
together. If it is negative, then one goes up while the other goes down. Correlation does not
mean that the relationship is causal. It is very possible that there are other factors involved.
Z-Tests for the difference between proportions. The z-test test is used when the variable is
categorical (e.g. Seedling or non-Seedling) to answer the question of whether the groups in
question differ significantly based on a single characteristic (e.g. attendance, discipline).
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Appendix B: Seedling School Contact Survey, Spring 2017
To elicit feedback on program implementation and outcomes for the 2016-2017 school year, the School
Contact at each Seedling supported school was asked to complete a program survey. Ninety-two
percent of the School Contacts (N=38) completed a survey. This response rate was determined to be
representative of the group at a 95% confidence level.

Survey Results
1. Most School Contacts were very satisfied with their communication with their Seedling
Mentor Directors, however there was a significant increase in those who reported to be
somewhat satisfied.
How satisfied are you with the communication between you and your Seedling Mentor Director?
2015

2016

2017

Very satisfied

87%

92%

77%

Somewhat satisfied
Not satisfied

10%
3%

8%
0%

20%*
3%

2. An increasing percentage of School Contacts reported the Seedling School Contact Guide
supported their efforts in implementing the Seedling Mentor Program on their campuses,
and 100% said the roles outlined in the guide were manageable.
Does the Seedling School Contact Guide support your efforts in implementing the Seedling Mentor
Program on your campus?
2015

2016

2017

Yes

72%

84%

89%

Somewhat
No
Unsure, I did not use it.

18%
3%
8%

5%
0.%
10%

9%
0%
3%

3. School Contacts provided information about the methods and sources of information they
used in identifying prospective mentees.
a. As in years past, School Contacts (81%) reported they identified eligible participants
most often through referrals from teachers and other school staff. Consistent with
practices in past years, student referrals generally occurred after program information
was presented to groups or distributed in print (e.g. emails, flyers, letters, etc.).
b. Students or parents also may have self-identified as being eligible for program
participation.

4. School Contacts described how they introduced the program to caregivers. School Contacts
introduced the program using a couple of approaches. Most often, they personally contacted
caregivers to tell them about the program (e.g., parent conferences and phone calls). The second
most prevalent practice was to distribute program information in writing through letters, emails, or
flyers.
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5. Fifty-three percent of School Contacts introduced themselves to Seedling match transfers
during the school year. When asked about caregivers who declined the program, 38% of
School Contacts were not sure why caregivers declined the program. Others explained if
a caregiver declined the program, their reasons were often related to the difficult nature
of incarceration.
If caregivers declined the program, what were the most common reasons?
Reluctance to inform the child of the parent’s
true whereabouts

48%

I do not know.

38%

Fear of others finding out, stigmatizing the child

31%

Fear of school interference
Mistrust of the Seedling program or idea

24%
17%

6. Most School Contacts (100%) prepared their mentees for the mentoring experience by
meeting with them personally to talk about what mentors were and the benefits of
having a mentor.
7. Most often, School Contacts used their personal knowledge of the child when matching
them with a new mentor.

Information from student's teacher
Personal knowledge of the student
Student interest survey, Seedling School Contact Guide
Other student interest survey

2015

2016

2017

54%
95%
32%
8%

57%
89%
34%
14%

50%
84%
41%
6%

8. 92% of School Contacts were satisfied with the quality of mentors recruited by the
Seedling Mentor Program. School contacts described mentors as being well-trained, caring,
dependable and great role models.
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9. As School Contacts monitored Seedling mentoring relationships, they reported…
Hearing from mentors when they have a
problem or concern

89%

Hearing from mentees when they have a
problem or concern

80%

Regular check in with mentees

74%

Observing mentors and mentees meeting
together

60%

On-going communication with Mentor Directors

51%

Regular check in with mentors

51%

Feedback from teachers
Conversations with mentee's caregiver

49%
17%

10. Most School Contacts were very satisfied with their Seedling experience in 2016-2017.

Very satisfied
77%

Somewhat satisfied
20%

Not
satisfied
3%

11. School Contacts described the valuable contributions of the Seedling program on their
respective campuses.
Seedling mentors provided consistent and stable relationships for
the children and were positive and caring role models for children
experiencing difficulties and uncertainty in their personal lives.
Seedling mentors contributed to the development of emotional and
mental well being for the children.
The Seedling mentoring experience contributed to the improvement
of student self-esteem, academic outcomes and social skills.

12. When asked for program improvement recommendations, most School Contacts requested
additional mentors to serve eligible students currently on their waiting lists; others needed
additional assistance in identifying eligible participants.
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Appendix C: Seedling Teacher Survey, Spring 2017
Considering school-level structures and resulting teacher-student relationships, only elementary level,
homeroom teachers were asked to complete a survey for Seedling participants. Sixty-four percent of the
teachers responded. This response rate met a 95% confidence level with a margin of error of 5.9%.
Overall, teacher responses were highly positive and were consistent with survey results from previous
years (Looby, 2009 -2016). Results from the survey follow.
1. In my class, the child…
38%

is open and receptive to learning.

30%

participates constructively in class.
does more than is required of him/her.
works only as hard as necessary to get by.

28%
29%

12%

17%

8%

26%

refuses to put forth effort on academic activities. 6% 12%
does the best he/she can.

34%

32%

Almost always

Often

2. As a result of the child’s participation in the mentoring program, his/her academic efforts improved
throughout the school year.

Strongly agree, 19%

Agree, 51%

Disagree,
9%

3. In my class, the child…
respects others’ rights and property.
follows school and class rules.

40%
33%

respects school personnel.
works without disturbing others.

29%
36%

47%
28%

32%
26%

Almost always

Often
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4. As a result of the child’s participation in the mentoring program, his/her classroom behavior has
improved throughout the school year.

Not Sure,
14.97%

Strongly
disagree,
3.59%

Strongly
agree,
18.56%

Disagree,
13.77%

Agree,
49.10%

5. In my class, the child…
expresses feelings appropriately.

16%

33%

trusts and builds relationships with others.

18%

39%

42%

12%
32%

8%
Almost always

is confident in communicating with others.

24%

42%

is popular with others his/her age.

26%

40%

31%
25%

4%
8%

Often
Sometimes
Almost never

has a lot of friends.
finds it hard to make friends.

33%
27%

39%

22%

6%

63%
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6. As a result of the child’s mentoring participation,
his/her classroom interpersonal relationships
improved during the school year.

Strongly
disagree,
4%

Not Sure,
17%

7. in my class, the child looks forward to
meeting with his/her mentor each week.

Strongly
agree,
17%

Disagree,
10%
Agree,
52%

8. As a result of the child’s participation in
Seedling's Mentor Program, his/her overall
disposition improved throughout the school
year.
Strongly
disagree,
3%

Not Sure,
13%

Disagree,
11%

9. I would recommend that the child or children in
my class continue participating in the Seedling
Mentor Program.

Strongly
agree,
23%

Agree,
51%
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10. Open-ended comments provided by teachers were positive overall, and they described
student outcomes as a result of the Seedling Mentor Program. Their comments were
categorized into four major themes.
a. Mentor Quality: Teachers described the importance of having consistent, positive role
models who were caring and supportive of the children.
b. Outcomes for Mentees: Teachers reported the children experienced improvement in
attitude, self-confidence, classroom and social behaviors, and academic skills as a result
of the mentoring relationship.
c. General Program Appreciation: Teachers were grateful for the support provided for
their students. They were complimentary of the hard work completed by program staff
and the mentors. They enjoyed having the mentors engage with the students and their
classrooms in general.
d. Program Improvement: A few teachers expressed concern about the consistency of the
mentor visits, as they did not always visit weekly.
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Appendix D: Seedling Mentor Survey, Spring 2017
Seedling mentors completed a comprehensive survey to provide feedback on program implementation
and mentee outcomes for the 2016-2017 school year. Survey questions focused on program
implementation, mentor program satisfaction, and their perceived student outcomes are summarized.
A web-link to the survey was emailed to 595 mentors with verified email addresses in May 2017, and
57% responded. This response rate was determined to be representative of the group at a 95%
confidence level. Of those responding, 34% were mentors who just completed their first year in the
mentoring program and 66% mentored in previous years.

New Mentors
1. New Mentor Orientation Manual. Thirty percent of new mentors reported they referred to their
mentoring manual frequently or sometimes for ongoing support. Forty-one percent of the new
mentors did not refer to their manuals, because they felt totally proficient. Others reported they did
not refer to the manual because they were too busy (12%), had misplaced it (24%), or “other”
reasons (41%).
2. Mentoring Articles. Seedling staff emailed articles to new mentors to support their mentoring
experiences. Forty-eight percent of the new mentors reported they received and read all of the
articles, and 43% reported the received the articles and read most of them. Two percent of the new
mentors did not read the articles, and 6% did not recall receiving the articles.
Most new mentors reported the articles to be helpful as they began the mentoring match.

Extremely
helpful, 31%

Mostly helpful,
41%

Somewhat
helpful, 28%

3. New Mentor Satisfaction. Most new mentors were extremely or mostly satisfied with the support
they received as they began the mentoring process, and 90% reported their mentoring experiences
met their expectations.
Please indicate how satisfied you were with the following activities:
Support from your Mentor Director in the first
few weeks of your match
New mentor orientation

New mentor recruitment (until orientation)

63%

70%

65%

Extremely satisfied

28%

30%

31%

Mostly satisfied
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Returning Mentors
4. How many years have you mentored?
36%
23%

20%
11%

2 years

3-4 years

5-6 years

9%

7-9 years

10 or more years

Seedling Support
5. In 2016-2017, most mentors (60%) requested assistance from the School Contact and 49% of
mentors contacted their Seedling Mentor Director for assistance. Consistent with reports in the
prior school year, most mentors reported their Mentor Director and/ or their School Contact to be
helpful.

85%

75%

Mentor Director

School Contact

6. Most mentors described their campuses as "friendly to mentors”.
Extremely friendly,
70%

Mostly friendly, 26%

Sometimes
friendly,
4%
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7. About 35% of mentors attended monthly training sessions in 2016-2017. Most often, mentors
could not attend training because they could not take the time from work to mentor and to
participate in training.
47%

32%
25%

21%

20%

5%
I cannot attend
sessions during
the lunch hour.

I prefer reading
about the topics
in an electronic
newsletter.

I prefer online
training.

I feel wellI cannot be away I do not think the
prepared and do from work twice
topics are
not require
in one week to
relevant to my
additional
situation.
see my mentee
training.
and attend
training.

8. Of those who participated in the monthly training sessions in 2016-2017, 75% reported they
“definitely” felt more confident in the mentoring experience as a result of the monthly training.
9. Mentors would be more likely to attend a training event if training sessions were…
The training was provided using an online
format.

46%

Training sessions were closer to my workplace.

23%

Training sessions were held on a weekday
evening.
Training sessions were held on Saturday
morning.
The training topics were relevant to my
situation.

21%
17%
16%

21% of mentors
reported they felt
well prepared and
were not likely to
attend additional
training events
during the year.

The Mentoring Experience
10. About 31% of mentors reported meeting their mentee’s caregiver. Most often they met at the
school during lunchtime (13%) or at a school sponsored event (10%). About 4% of the mentors
met caregivers at a Seedling sponsored event.
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11. Mentors rated their relationships with their mentees as…

Excellent
51%

Good
41%

Fair
7%

12. Consistent with results from the prior school year, 88% of mentors reported they met with their
mentee weekly.
13. Of the 11% of mentors who met their mentees less than once a week…

2016

2017

Three times a month

31%

37%

Twice a month
Once a month
Less than once a month

54%
11%
3%

39%
16%
8%

Work commitments
Mentee mobility

Reasons

Mentee disinterest or absence
School scheduling conflicts

14. When mentors spent time with their mentees, they most often engaged in the following:

Talking/listening

88%

Playing games/ art or craft activities

74%

Discussing problems/processing
feelings

37%

Engaging in outdoor activities

16%

Supporting academic development

16%

Reading

15%

Trying out activities suggested in
Future Matters

5%
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15. Mentors believed the time with their mentees was …

50%

30%
15%

5%

0%
Extremely helpful

16.

Mostly helpful

Sometimes helpful Not at all helpful

Do not know

99% of mentors rated their overall experience with the Seedling Mentor Program as excellent or
good.

17. Consistent with prior years, most mentors planned to continue their mentoring relationships in
the next school year.

Yes
80%

No Undecided
8%
12%

18. Of the 8% of mentors in 20156-2017 who were not planning to mentor in the next school year,
17% had not closed the relationship by the end of the school year.
How did you close the mentoring relationship with your mentee?

78%

4%
With a visit

Sent a letter

17%
I did not close the
relationship.
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Appendix E: Seedling Student Survey, Spring 2017
Each year, the Seedling Foundation surveys mentees at the end of the school year. Stratified random
sampling was used to select survey participants for the annual student survey. Of the Seedling mentees
in grades three through twelve, 328 were asked to complete a survey. Overall, there was an 83%
response rate with 56% of the respondents in elementary school, 37% in middle school, and 8% in high
school. The overall response rate was representative of the group at a 95% confidence level.
The Seedling student survey had multiple parts. Part 1 of the survey used questions from the Measuring
the Quality of Mentor-Youth Relationships Survey developed for the evaluation of Big Brothers Big
Sisters agencies. Part 2 of the survey contained questions from Snyder’s Children’s Hope Scale (1997),
the Brief Resilience Scale (BRS) designed by Smith et.al. (2008) to assess the ability to bounce back, and
the Big Brothers Big Sisters Youth Outcomes Survey.
Seedling mentees in Austin ISD and a matched comparison group also completed the district’s Student
Climate Survey that was administered in the spring semester of the 2016-2017 school year. About 48%
of the Seedling mentees and the matched comparison group completed the district Student Climate
Survey. From this survey, questions pertaining to academic self-confidence and social emotional learning
were used to determine student mentoring outcomes.
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Seedling Student Survey, Part 1
Part 1: Mentoring Relationship Quality
Percentages reflect combined ratings of very or sort
of true on a 4 point scale

2015

2016

2017

%

Avg.

%

Avg.

%

Avg.

My mentor helps me take my mind off
things by doing something with me.

95%

3.6

97%

3.7

96%

3.7

Sometimes my mentor promises we will
do something, then we don't do it. +

15%

3.5

15%

3.5

17%

3.4

95%

3.8

98%

3.9

96%

3.8

5%

3.8

4%

3.9

5%

3.8

90%

3.3

90%

3.3

88%

3.3

92%

3.6

99%*

3.8*

97%

3.7

73%

3.1

80%

3.3

75%

3.1

92%

3.6

93%

3.6

92%

3.5

16%

3.4

21%

3.3

17%

3.4

97%

3.8

99%

3.9

95%*

3.7

6%

3.8

2%

3.9

3%

3.8

93%

3.6

89%

3.5

90%

3.5

9%

3.7

10%

3.7

15%

3.5

95%

3.8

96%

3.8

95%

3.7

93%

3.6

95%

3.6

88%*

3.4

My mentor is always interested in what I
want to do.
When I am with my mentor, I feel mad. +
My mentor and I like to do a lot of the
same things.
It helps me when my mentor gives me
advice.
I wish my mentor spent more time with
me.
When I am with my mentor, I feel
important.
I do not tell my mentor some things,
because my mentor might tell someone
else. +
When I am with my mentor, I feel happy.
When I am with my mentor, I feel
disappointed. +
My mentor comes to see me when he or
she is supposed to.
When I am with my mentor, I feel bored.
+
When something is bugging me, my
mentor listens while I talk about it.
My mentor and I are pretty close.

Source. Seedling Mentee Survey, 205-2017
Notes. *Statistically significant at p <.05. +Item was reverse coded for survey reliability purposes. The average rating reported
was normalized to ensure consistent interpretation of results. It is desirable to have an average response rating of at least 3.0
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Seedling Student Survey, Part 2
Part 2: Mentee hope

2015

2017

2016

Percentages reflect combined ratings of most or much of the time on a 4 point scale

I think I am doing pretty well.

92%

90%

88%

I can think of many ways to get the things in life that are
most important to me.

85%

92%*

84%*

I am doing just as well as other kids my age.

83%

81%

77%

When I have a problem, I can come up with a lot of
ways to solve it.

78%

76%

73%

I think the things I have done in the past will help me in
the future.

81%

84%

79%

Even when others want to quit, I know I can find ways
to solve the problem.

86%

87%

79%*

Part 2: Mentee social acceptance

2015

2017

2016

Percentages reflect combined ratings of very or sort of true on a 4 point scale

I am always doing things with a lot of kids.

89%

86%

I wish that more people my age liked me.

52%

53%

I find it hard to make friends.

34%

36%

I would like to have more friends.

54%

50%

I am popular with others my age.

64%

65%

I have a lot of friends.

82%

83%

Part 2: Mentee resilience

2015

2016

2017

Percentages reflect combined ratings of strongly agree or agree on a 5 point scale

I tend to bounce back quickly after hard times.

64%

I have a hard time making it through stressful events.

54%

It does not take me long to recover from a stressful event.

50%

It is hard for me to snap back when something bad
happens.

46%

I usually come through difficult times with little trouble.

49%

I tend to take a long time to get over set-backs in my life.

44%

Note. Questions pertaining to resilience were asked on the survey for the first time in Spring 2017.
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Since you have started meeting with your mentor,
have there been any changes in your...

2015

2016

2017

Percentages reflect ratings of very positive or some positive changes on a 5 point scale

Interest in doing things
Relationships with others
Ability to talk about your feelings

89%
77%
89%

82%
78%
76%*

Source. Seedling Mentee Survey, 2015-2017

Part 2: Mentee academic self-confidence

2015

2016

2017

Percentages reflect combined ratings of most or much of the time on a 4 point scale

I can do even the hardest schoolwork if I try.

87%

87%

85%

I enjoy doing my school work.

70%

I try hard to do my best work.

94%

92%

98%

I feel successful in my schoolwork.

84%

87%

85%

I can reach the goals I set for myself.

90%

91%

92%

Part 2: Social Emotional Learning

2015

2016

2017

Percentages reflect combined ratings of most or much of the time on a 4 point scale

I use ways to calm myself down.

87%

I don’t give up even when I am frustrated.

90%

I know what people may be feeling by the look on their face.

93%

I get along with my classmates

89%

I say no to friends who want me to break the rules.

90%

I will go to college after high school.

2015

2017

2016

Percentages of mentees who answered Yes

Elementary School

79%

79%

73%

Middle School

67%

87%*

67%*

High School

62%

73%*

62%*

All

74%

80%

70%*

Sources. Seedling Mentee Survey and the Austin ISD Student Climate Survey, 2015-2017
Note. *Statistically significant at p <.05
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Appendix F: Seedling Academic Results Summary, 2016- 2017
Attendance
Average
attendance rate in
2017

Percentage
Chronically absent
(<90%)

Percentage with
Improved
attendance rate in
2017

511

93.3%

27%

38%

77%

537

93.1%

29%

33%

74%

Program
Group

N

Comparison
Seedling

Percentage with
positive
attendance
outcome overall

Sources. District attendance files, 2016-2017
Note. *Statistically significant at p <.05

Seedling
Participation
Length

Percentage with
Improved
attendance rate in
2017

Percentage
with positive
attendance
outcome
overall

Average
attendance rate
in 2017

Percentage
Chronically absent
(<90%)

32

94.9%

36%

43%

67%

3 to 12 months

114

93.4%

19%*

34%

83%*

12 to 24 months

104

95.1%*

23%*

44%*

79%*

More than 24 months

234

91.9%

34%

36%

69%

Average
attendance rate
in 2017

Percentage
Chronically absent
(<90%)

N

Less than 3 months

Sources. District attendance files, 2016-2017
Note. *Statistically significant at p <.05

Seedling School
Level

N

Percentage with
Improved
attendance rate in
2017

Percentage
with positive
attendance
outcome
overall

Elementary school

346

94.2%*

13%

37%

84%*

Middle school

158

92.0%

42%

30%

61%*

33

90.4%

70%

15%*

39%*

High school

Sources. District attendance files, 2016-2017
Note. *Statistically significant at p <.05
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Appendix G: Seedling Discipline Results Summary, 2016- 2017
Discipline
Program Group

N

Percentage with
disciplinary incident in
2017

Comparison

511

15%

4.6

Percentage with positive
discipline outcome
overall
87%

Seedling

544

24%*

5.9

83%

Average count of
disciplinary incidents

Sources. District discipline files, 2016-2017
Note. *Statistically significant at p <.05

Seedling Participation
Length

Percentage with
disciplinary incident

N

Less than 3 months

Average count of
disciplinary incidents

Percentage with
positive discipline
outcome overall

42

19%

2.6*

83%

3 to 12 months

115

17%

7.0*

87%

12 to 24 months

120

22%

4.3*

83%

More than 24 months

267

29%

8.6*

80%

Sources. District discipline files, 2016-2017
Note. *Statistically significant at p <.05

Seedling School Level

Percentage with
disciplinary incident

N

Average count of
disciplinary incidents

Percentage with
positive discipline
outcome overall

Elementary school

346

16%

3.5

90%*

Middle school

158

45%

7.8*

63%*

33

24%

4.2

94%*

High school

Sources. District discipline files, 2016-2017
Note. *Statistically significant at p <.05
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Appendix H: Seedling STAAR Results Summary, 2016- 2017
STAAR Reading
Program Group

N

Comparison

342

Seedling

381

Percentage Met Progress
Measure in 2017

Percentage with positive
STAAR Reading
outcome overall

55%

74%

96%

54%

79%

97%

Percentage Met
Standard in 2017

Sources. District STAAR assessment files, 2016-2017
Note. *Statistically significant at p <.05

Seedling Participation
Length

Percentage Met
Standard in 2017

N

Percentage Met
Progress Measure in
2017

Percentage with
positive STAAR
Reading
outcome overall

Less than 3 months

20

45%

80%

100%

3 to 12 months

62

56%

79%

98%

12 to 24 months

90

52%

72%*

96%

209

55%

83%*

97%

More than 24 months

Sources. District STAAR assessment files, 2016-2017
Note. *Statistically significant at p <.05

Seedling School Level

Percentage Met
Standard in 2017

N

Percentage Met
Progress Measure in
2017

Percentage with
positive STAAR
Reading
outcome overall

Elementary school

228

57%

67%

95%

Middle school

153

50%

98%*

100%*

Sources. District STAAR assessment files, 2016-2017
Note. *Statistically significant at p <.05

Page 40

STAAR Math
Program Group

N

Percentage Met Math
Progress Measure in
2017

Comparison

318

57%

75%

Percentage with positive
STAAR Math
outcome overall
96%

Seedling

339

58%

79%

98%

Percentage Met Math
Standard in 2017

Sources. District STAAR assessment files, 2016-2017
Note. *Statistically significant at p <.05

Seedling Participation
Length

Percentage Met Math
Standard in 2017

N

Percentage Met Math
Progress Measure in
2017

Percentage with
positive STAAR
Math
outcome overall

Less than 3 months

15

40%

73%

91%

3 to 12 months

61

56%

84%

100%

12 to 24 months

78

60%

71%

96%

185

60%

82%

98%

More than 24 months

Sources. District STAAR assessment files, 2016-2017
Note. *Statistically significant at p <.05

Seedling School Level

Percentage Met Math
Standard in 2017

N

Percentage Met Math
Progress Measure in
2017

Percentage with
positive STAAR
Math
outcome overall

Elementary school

202

63%

65%

96%

Middle school

137

100%*

92%*

100%*

Sources. District STAAR assessment files, 2016-2017
Note. *Statistically significant at p <.05
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