. V. A
. 'I"’"vr ‘ . “'..v;
FINAL REPORT .

o 7 4




ACKNOWLEDGEMENT OF COUNTRY

The Social Outcomes Lab (SouLab) would like to acknowledge and pay respect
to the Traditional Custodians of the lands across Australia and Elders past and
present.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

Soulab would like to thank the team at Raise Foundation for their ongoing
support and contribution to the evaluation. In particular, we would like to thank
Lucy Snowball for managing the project and providing support to ensure that
the evaluation ran smoothly and that we obtained the needed inputs.

We would like to acknowledge the schools that contributed to this evaluation
and were generous with their time and efforts despite their numerous
commitments. We would also like to acknowledge the mentors who took the
time to participate in interviews and focus groups with us and provided valuable
feedback.

We would like to acknowledge the contributions of the Raise Foundation’s
Research Advisory Council (RAC) and the Evaluation Advisory Group (EAG) in
informing the benefit-cost conceptual model. We would like to acknowledge the
contributions of the University of Melbourne, which undertook the outcome
evaluation component of the independent evaluation.

Finally, we would like to acknowledge the support and input from Raise
Foundation’s CEO, Vicky Condon, and Chairperson of the Board, Leon Condon.

SUGGESTED CITATION

The Social Outcomes Lab (2024), Raise Independent Evaluation — Economic
Evaluation, Report prepared for Raise Foundation, March 2024.

RELIANCES AND LIMITATIONS

The professional analysis and advice has been prepared by Soulab for the
exclusive use of the party to whom it is addressed and for the purposes
specified. In conducting the analysis, SoulLab has endeavoured to use what it
considers the best information available at the date of publication. Soulab shall
not be liable in respect of any claim arising out of the failure of a client
investment to perform to the advantage of the client to the degree suggested or
assumed in any advice given by Soulab.



Glossary

The glossary below is intended to assist readers in understanding some of the more
technical terms or abbreviations used in this report.

Term or Abbreviation

Definition

Additional Raise
group/cohort

BRS

Connectedness subscale

Control group

Control schools

Difference-in-difference

Discount rate

EAG

EPOCH

Evaluation participants

ICSEA

Indexation rate

A group of intervention students (Raise mentees) for which student
attendance data is collected, from control schools that took part in
the Outcome Evaluation.

Brief Resilience scale - a validated measure for resilience in
adolescents.

A subscale from the EPOCH scale that refers to one’s ability to
establish relationships with others and believe one is cared for,

loved, esteemed and valued.

A group of students that did not receive intervention (did not
undertake Raise youth mentoring program).

The schools that took part in the Outcome Evaluation and
outcomes data was collected for students from those schools in
the control group.

A technique used to compare the changes in outcomes over time

between an intervention and a control group.

A rate applied to calculate the present value of the future benefits.

Evaluation Advisory Group of Raise

Engagement, Perseverance, Optimism, Connectedness and
Happiness scale - a validated measure for wellbeing in students.

A group of students that took part in the Outcome Evaluation.
Can be divided between control and intervention students.

Index of Community Socio-Educational Advantage. ICSEA

provides an indication of the socio-educational backgrounds of
students.

A rate applied to a value to adjust for inflation in the future.



Glossary (cont’d)

Term or Abbreviation

Definition

Intervention group

Matched control group/
Matched intervention
group/ Matched cohort

Mean difference/
Difference in means

MH, MHD

Net benefit

RAC

SC

SROI

Supplemented Raise

Total cost per program,
cost of program delivery

UoM/University of
Melbourne

A group of students that received the Raise Youth Mentoring
program.

A subgroup of students from control group or intervention group
or from both groups that are similar between each other. For a
cohort to be matched, students from control group and
intervention group have to have similar characteristics. Matching
intervention and control students is done through statistical
technique explained in more detail in the Outcome Evaluation
Report.

A difference between the means of two groups

Mental Health, Mental Health Disorder

The calculation of benefits after deducting costs

Research Advisory Council of Raise

School Counsellor

Social return on investment - a method that aims to capture social,
economic and other broader returns from an intervention. SROI in
this report captures benefits for Raise youth mentoring program
mentees that flow from improvement in their mental health and
school attendance. SROI is calculated as a ratio, benefits over
costs.

A group of intervention students (Raise mentees) for whom
student attendance data is collected. These students come from
schools with identical characteristics to the control schools, but
did not participate in the Outcome Evaluation.

The full cost for one program to be delivered, including direct and
indirect costs.

The University of Melbourne, Faculty of Education; educational
and research organisation commissioned by Raise to work on the
Outcome Evaluation component of the Independent Evaluation.
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Executive Summary




The Social Outcomes Lab (Soulab) and the University of Melbourne (UoM) were
commissioned by the Raise Foundation (Raise) to undertake an independent evaluation of
the Raise youth mentoring program. The evaluation was funded by the Australian
Government Department of Health and Ageing.

The evaluation includes a process, outcome, and economic evaluation. The University of
Melbourne was commissioned to undertake the outcome evaluation, and SoulLab was
commissioned to undertake the process and economic evaluations. This report contains
the findings of the economic evaluation.

About the Raise Youth Mentoring program

Raise's early intervention mentoring program aims to equip young people (years 7 to 9)
to navigate through adolescence, believe in themselves, and pursue a purposeful life.

The key focus areas for mentees’ outcomes are mental health support, social and
emotional well-being and school engagement. The program connects young people with
mentors in a school setting that follows through a guided mentoring program. The
diagram below provides an overview of the outcomes that the program is seeking to
achieve.

About this evaluation

The purpose of this evaluation

is to understand the Long torm helth 9
effectiveness and magnitude of Employability
impact that the Raise program School belonging
is making in improving Res...enceq 9
outcomes for young people. Hops for future 9
Declining
The economic evaluation asks P 9 o soial
) ) angagemant
the following questions: ° isregard  Poor 9
. euucutmn health  employment

A What is the economic value rase 9 9 9

of the program’s benefits to 9 |

society compared to not Risk } I

factors

doing the program?
A Is the return on expenditure

adequate to justify
investment in the program?

RAISE Independent Evaluation The Social Outcomes Lab | 7



Key findings
01

The program reveals a
positive social return on
investment of $4.37 for each
dollar invested in the
program under the high

= AN

program results in a positive
return on investment. Each dollar
invested in the program generates
four times the return in benefits and
avoided costs to the economy in the
high scenario. The base scenario
showed a return of $2.80. The
differences in scenarios represent
different assumptions on the social
discount rate. 03

02

The key sources of benefits
are from improved mental
health and school attendance
of mentees

Improvements in mental health
outcomes lead to lifelong reductions
in health service system usage.
Improved school attendance results in
an increase in the likelihood of year 12
completion which results in lifelong
improvements in economic, health,
and safety outcomes.

04

56% of economic benefits
are due to direct
improvements in mental

health AUESIMESging and

resilience lead to improved mental
health outcomes. These are key
desired outcomes of the program and
lead to the largest share of total
benefits.

RAISE Independent Evaluation

36% of economic benefits are due to
improvements in attendance rates

Attendance data was collected from
schools and showed that those
students who went through the
program had improved their
attendance rates compared to the
control group.

05

Ongoing evaluation and
monitoring will benefit from
ongoing collection of
attendance and mental
health data

Schools are co-operative in providing
data to Raise. As Attendance and
mental health outcomes are critical
data inputs to determining economic
return, collecting this data on an
ongoing basis will be beneficial.



Key Stats

$4.37

Social Return on Investment (SROI) per mentee (high

scenario). SROI in the base scenario is $2.80.

3,223

Program delivery cost per mentee

$24.3m

Estimated net lifetime benefits for Raise
mentees in one year (2,238 mentees) under

the high scenario

RAISE Independent Evaluation

$10,861

Net benefits per mentee over their lifetime

(high scenario)

$121.5m

Estimated net benefits over the next five years
of the Raise program (assuming the same
number of mentees annually)

under the high scenario



Economic analysis - summary

The table below presents a summary of the economic analysis.

Mentee Benefits

Mentee benefits

Benefits per mentee, per program delivered

From MH improvement pathway

From improved attendance pathway

Benefits per program delivered (12 mentees)

School Benefits

Benefits for school, per program, per mentee

Benefits for school, per program delivered

Total Benefits
Per program delivered

Per mentee

Costs

Total cost of program delivery

Total cost of program delivery per mentee

Net benefits

Per program delivered

Per mentee

SROI

Lifetime benefits over one year

Lifetime benefits over five years

Base - 1y

139
81

Base - 1y

695

8,334

Base - 1y
10,968
9,013

38,677

3,223

Base - Lifetime

$ 5,087
$ 3,231

99,827

Base - Lifetime

$ 695

$ 8,334

Base - Lifetime

$ 108,161
$ 9,013
$ 38,677
$ 3,223

Base - Lifetime

$ 69,484
$ 5,790
2.80
$ 12,958,832
$ 64,794,158

Low - Lifetime

$ 3,498
$ 1,933

65,164

Low - Lifetime

$ 564

$ 6,772

Low - Lifetime

$ 71,936
$ 5,995
$ 38,677
$ 3,223

Low - Lifetime

$ 33,259
$ 2,772

1.86
$ 6,202,796
$ 31,013,982

High - Lifetime

$ 8,027
$ 5,189

158,590
High - Lifetime
$ 868
$ 10,416
High - Lifetime
$ 169,006
$ 14,084
$ 38,677
$ 3,223
High - Lifetime
$ 130,329
$ 10,861
4.37
$ 24,306,355

$ 121,531,773

The table above presents three different scenarios. These scenarios represent the
application of different social discount rates in accordance with NSW treasury

guidelines. Details are presented in Section 5 of the report.

RAISE Independent Evaluation
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Key Recommendations

RAISE Independent Evaluation

Incorporate collection and monitoring of
attendance data from schools as part of
the regular monitoring and evaluation
activities.

As the key drivers of benefits of the program
were identified as mental health outcomes
and improved school attendance, monitoring
these indicators may assist Raise in the
continuous improvement of its program and
SROI over time.

Add a validated instrument to existing
tools that will more accurately capture
mental health outcomes

While there are strong demonstrated links
between the outcomes measured by Raise
and mental health outcomes, greater accuracy
can be achieved in measuring economic
benefits if a validated instrument for mental
health was included in future data collection
tools.

Analyse trends and patterns in changes
in mental health and attendance
outcomes by mentee characteristics to
consider further targeting or refinement
of the youth mentoring program

With greater understanding of factors that can
influence mental health and school attendance
rates, Raise may be able to further tailor the
program to sustain or improve impact.

11



Overall conclusion

Soulab’s independent economic evaluation concludes that the
Raise program generates a positive social return on investment:

A The program generates a social return on investment
(SROI) of $4.37 per dollar invested in the program
(high-scenario). This SROI is primarily driven by
improvements in school engagement and mental
health outcomes that lead to improved productivity
and avoided costs. The SROI is $2.80 in the base
scenario and $1.86 in the low scenario in the
sensitivity analysis.

A The program resulted in an improvement in school
attendance rate of 1.05% (compared to the control
group). Attendance rate is a key predictor of
outcomes for various other life outcomes such as
employment, health and safety.

Mental health outcomes improved by an additional
2.2% for those who participated in the Raise program
compared to the control group.

RAISE Independent Evaluation
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Project Overview

The Raise program has been funded by the Australian Government Department
of Health to undertake an external evaluation of the program. Raise has
commissioned The Social Outcomes Lab (SOULAB) and the University of
Melbourne to undertake this evaluation. SOULAB is undertaking the process and
economic evaluation while University of Melbourne is undertaking the outcome
evaluation, while working jointly as a team to ensure that the different parts of the
evaluation leverage the findings of the others.

Evaluation Components

& 14 :
{o} MR
Process evaluation Outcome evaluation Economic evaluation
Review implementation Analysis of the impact that the  Quantification of the costs and
processes using a business program has had on the life benefits of the program
process model framework. outcomes of the young (benefits observed from the
people going through the outcomes analysis):
program. Benefit-cost analysis
Return on Investment
calculation
Project Timeline
{c} >
. @ e
Jun A Dec
Evaluation framework Process
Instrument design evaluation
Data collection logistics findings
Sy
O o ﬂ ﬁﬂ = —O
/41\\/H\/4_[\\IH\/\ N
Feb A o oY q
Outcome Evaluation Etcome an
data collection Ecolnomlc
commences valuation
findings
4. =
March
Final Report
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About Raise Youth Mentoring program

Raise's early intervention mentoring program aims to equip young people (years 7
to 9) to navigate through adolescence, believe in themselves and pursue a
purposeful life. The key areas of focus for mentees’ outcomes are mental health
support, social and emotional well-being and school engagement.

Specifically, the key outcomes that the Raise program seeks to impact are:
A School belonging
A Resilience

A Asking for help

A Hope for the future

About this evaluation

The purpose of this evaluation is to understand the effectiveness and magnitude
of impact that the Raise program is making in improving outcomes for young
people. The evaluation has used a range of data sources to determine the
effectiveness of the program, as shown below.

Outcome evaluation
(University of Melbourne)
A Analysis of outcomes data before and after
the program, compared to a control group
otikK2asS GKIFIG RARYyQU

Economic evaluation

A Constructed economic model and populated
with outcomes data and school attendance,

Process evaluation

A Review against implementation indicators

Data Sources

A Uni of Melbourne outcomes survey
A Outcomes data collected by Raise

A Focus groups with students

A Analysis of Raise administrative data
such as program attendance

A School attendance datzollected
from schools

I%@ A Interviews and focus groups with

(S

Raise staff and stakeholders such as
schools and mentors

The economic evaluation asks the following questions:

A What is the economic value of the benefits to society compared to

A

alternatives?

s the return on expenditure adequate to justify investment in the program?

This report presents the findings of the economic evaluation.

RAISE Independent Evaluation

The Social Outcomes Lab | 15

15



PART 03

Methodology

raise e



Overarching approach

The first key step of the economic evaluation entailed the development of a
conceptual framework for the benefit-cost analysis. This framework formed the basis
of the evaluation in that it articulated how Raise’s programs ultimately generated
benefits and to whom. The conceptual framework was developed through a review
and understanding of the program, a literature review as well as iterative testing and
refining with the Raise team, Raise’s Research Advisory Council (RAC) and Evaluation
Advisory Group (EAQG).

Once the conceptual framework was finalised, the relevant inputs were gathered and
a benefit-cost analysis model was developed.

Initial analysis

=

Literature review

B0

Mapping socio-
economic impact

e

Developing
conceptual model

Calculation

Program delivery costs :
Economic costs

Other costs

Identifying benefits

Benefit-cost
analysis
Benefits to mentees

Benefits to mentors Direct and
indirect

economic

_ benefits
Benefits to schools

Benefits to broader society



Program Impact

Raise's early intervention mentoring program aims to impact young people (years 7
to 9). It intends to equip mentees to navigate through adolescence, believe in
themselves, and pursue a purposeful life. The program intends to improve outcomes
for mentees; however, this translates to improved outcomes for mentors and schools

as well.

Mental health support, social and emotional wellbeing and school engagement are
the key three focus areas for mentees' outcomes. The program impact for mentees is
measured against four key outcomes:

A Asking for help A School belonging

A Resilience A Hope for the future

-

Young people
are able to
navigate
challenges,
believe in
themselves
and others,
and are
equipped to
shape a
purposeful life

Mentees

Participants

mm

Source: Adapted from Raise Annual and Evaluation Report 2022

RAISE Economic Evaluation The Social Outcomes Lab | 18



Program Impact (cont’d)

The table below describes the benefits and the quantification method as captured in the
benefit-cost analysis.

Description of benefits Quantification method

Improvements in mental health are estimated
through the results of the Connectedness
subscale scores (EPOCH scale) and the
resilience scores (BRS scale) captured in the
outcomes survey. Students in the control group

This group represents the largest beneficiaries of the were matched with mentees who had
program. There are two key pathways through which completed the outcomes survey and had similar
mentees receive benefits through the program: characteristics. The benefits of improved mental
<l 1. mproved mental health health result from avoided costs to the health
I’ 2. Improved school attendance leading to increased system. A benefit transfer technique was
%C) likelihood of completing year 12. applied to estimate the avoided costs.
Improved school attendance flows onto a range of Improvements in school attendance data were
outcomes that continue over a young person's lifetime, captured by collecting attendance data from
including health, economics, safety, and housing. schools that received the Raise program and
had similar characteristics to schools in the
control group. A benefit transfer technique,
leveraging Lamb et al., 2017, was applied to
estimate the impacts of year 12 completion on
various life outcomes.
Schools benefit from Raise’s mentoring program by
extending the reach of their well-being teams. Schools
participating in Raise’s mentoring program note A .the Avoided costs from reduced usage of well-
8l program helps build individual and collective well-being bei
5 . eing teams or other mental health supports
. at the school, helps students cope with challenges, and during the Raise broaram was estimated usin
Ssll cncourages student engagement with school (Raise, h |g te of ph g| I d esti tgd
M 2023). Schools also benefit by freeing up time for other jourly rate of @ SCheo’ counserior and estimate
. . . time that was diverted due to the program.
students with the well-being officers or other mental
health professionals during the time that mentees are in
the program.
Mentors, that are volunteers engaged with Raise,
undertake training to prepare for their mentoring roles. Volunteer mentors’ in-kind contributions to the
Although Raise has different groups of mentors program are a highly important segment of
(corporate, mentors on studies, community mentors), they program delivery. Some literature exploring
all note improvements in their listening and volunteer cost-benefits suggests that their
communication skills, parenting skills, relationships with  individual benefits outweigh the costs of
friends and family, as well as improved mental health volunteering (see pages 28-29), which we adopt
literacy (Raise, 2023). as an assumption. The benefits that volunteer
Moreover, mentors note improvements in their confidence mentors experience from Raise’s program are at
to mentor a young person outside of the program, better least equal to their costs (the value of their
understanding of youth issues and higher levels of time), and because of this, we cost them zero.
empathy for young people (Raise, 2023).
Broader societal benefits can be a result of the skills and
knowledge improvements of mentors, who are trained to
%‘ better communicate on their workplace and within their
S families. Moreover, the mentoring experience of
g volunteers can impact sl pro.duct.lwty elte wellbgmg of Impacts to broader society are not quantified.
3 can provide them with appropriate job opportunities for
g mentors currently doing their studies (Raise, 2023).
&4 Society can also benefit from mentees who have been

through the program and are ready to return as mentors
and give back to society.



Benefit-cost analysis conceptual framework

Mentees
Changes in Savings and benefits
Raise Key behaviours/
outcomes
Outcomes Employment

School -
belonging
. i

Reduced crime
Achieving
minimum >
Asking for literacy and
help numerical
performance

Hope for
the future

Improved
mental health
School >
completion

Sources: Hancock et al. (2013), TSF (2018), Lamb et al. (2017), Mitchel et al. (2022)

Schools

Benefits per Reduced likelihood of

school seeing school counsellor

Net benefits -

Cost incurred
per school

RAISE Independent Evaluation The Social Outcomes Lab | 20
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Mentee outcomes data

Overview

This evaluation leverages a result dataset built by the University of Melbourne from
the data they have collected during the Outcomes Evaluation and supplemented with
data on Raise mentees (listed in the table below). The result dataset provides
individual-level pre-program and post-program results for the scales and subscales
used in the survey instrument.

Descriptives of the result dataset are presented below.

Type Control group Control group

Raise mentees| Matched |Non-matched

BRHS 13 27 17

oo | | e
e A R

LSC 10 1 5
group NCHS 12 y

/
Vierlr & MBHS 18 2 105
__ NHS 14 / /
BRI < 13 / /
_ COHS 12 / /

I T

Gender
gen CHS 9 / /
“ NBSC v 9 .
@ | o3 AR s y N

O I T T

Deriving differences in means

Female

=<

In the Outcome Evaluation report, the authors indicate statistically significant odds of

Raise mentees having improved scores compared to a matched control group for two

areas (Quach & O'Brien, 2024; p.36):

A Connectiveness (subscale of EPOCH scale — Engagement, Perseverance, Optimism
Connectiveness and Happiness);

A Resilience (Brief Resilience Scale).

Based on the result dataset, we explore the mean difference between pre-program

and post-program between Raise mentees and the matched control group.

RAISE Independent Evaluation The Social Outcomes Lab | 22
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Mentee outcomes data

Deriving mean differences (cont.)

The results of the difference-in-difference analysis are presented in the tables below.
We find the positive mean difference between Raise mentees and the control group

pre-program and post-program delivery.

Matched cohort:

Difference in difference for student connectedness (EPOCH, Connectedness subscale)
Difference
(M post - M pre)

0.06

Cohort Mean (M pre) Mean (M post)
Control group 3.84 (n=276) 3.89 (n=83)
Raise mentees 3.70 (n=153) 4.03 (n=118)

Difference-in-difference

Matched cohort:

Difference in difference for Resilience (Brief Resilience Score)

Cohort Mean (M pre) Mean (M post)
Control group 3.105 (n=83) 3.080 (n=83)
Raise mentees 2.894 (n=98) 3.006 (n=119)

Difference-in-difference

RAISE Independent Evaluation

0.33

0.271

Difference
(M post - M pre)

-0.025

0.112

0.137

The Social Outcomes Lab | 23
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Mentee attendance data

Initial attendance insights

To inform the economic evaluation, SoulLab approached the 8 schools participating in
the evaluation to collect individual-level school attendance data for students (control
group and Raise mentees). Considering the small number of Raise mentees in the
original sample, as outlined in the Outcome Evaluation report under Data collection
(Quich & O'Brien, 2024), Raise mentees were supplemented to improve the
robustness of the analysis.

Initial Attendance -

Sample  Attendance Term 1 Attendance Term 3

Cohort size 2023 2023 Difference
Control group 282 92.16% 87.7% -4.46%
Raise mentees 36 88% 83.66% -4.35%

Difference-in-difference 0.11%

Expanding the intervention sample

In close collaboration with Raise, the sample of Raise mentees (intervention sample)
was expanded in two ways:
A We re-approached the 8 schools participating in the evaluation and requested
the student attendance data for all of Raise’s mentees in that school; and
A We identified similar schools to the schools included in the control group, based
on ISCEA, and asked for student attendance data for Raise mentees in their
schools (details are provided in the appendix of this report).

# schools Possible | # schools

METTCEN| (Eeialite Distribution| implementing [ supplement| provided | Distribution | # Raise mentees

groups | Schools

Raise Jelglele] data

A11 0% 2 2
A12 1 13% 18 17 2 10% 25
A13 6 75% 86 80 16 80% 168
Al4 0% 9 9
A15 0% 6
A18 0% 25 25
A19 1 13% 8 7 2 10% 21
A20 0% 4 4
A23 0% 3 3
Ab 0% 1 1
A7 0% 2 2

0% 4 4

o~
(0¢]
o

A8
I
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Mentee attendance data

Expanding the intervention sample (cont.)

A Out of the eight schools participating in the evaluation, six provided individual-level
student attendance data for the rest of the Raise mentees in their schools, resulting
in complete attendance data for 42 mentees (Additional).

A Out of the similar schools invited to provide supplementary attendance data for
Raise mentees at their schools, 20 schools provided student attendance data. This
resulted in complete attendance data for 209 mentees (Supplemented).

In total, 27 schools provided data to inform the analysis regarding the changes in
attendance between students not enrolled in Raise compared to Raise mentees. The
expansion of the sample increased the sample of Raise mentees from 36* (with
complete student attendance data) to 295.

The comprehensive sample for analysing changes in attendance data is presented in
the table below.

Sample for attendance data analysis

Control group 418 418
Evaluation participants

Raise mentees 44 7
Additional Raise mentees 42 6 295
Supplemented Raise mentees

K N O 2

* The difference between 36 Raise mentees mentioned here, and the 44 presented in the table below is
due to the additional consents from students to take part in the outcome evaluation, for which we have
collected attendance data at a later stage.

RAISE Independent Evaluation The Social Outcomes Lab | 25
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Mentee attendance data

Understanding the attendance dynamics

In this segment of the report, we present a breakdown of attendance rates across
different categories.

Across all the schools involved in this evaluation, the average attendance rate drops
from term 1 to term 3, with a more significant drop between term 1 and term 2 than
between term 2 and term 3.

The intervention group starts with a lower average attendance rate than the control
group in term 1. This aligns with Raise's aim of offering early intervention for slowly
disengaging students. Between term 2 and term 3, which captures the period when
Raise's program is run at schools, the intervention group maintained the average
attendance rate compared to the intervention group, where further decline in the
average attendance rate can be seen.

Average attendance rates between control and intervention group

inT1, T2, T3
100%
95% 92%
90% o
90% 88% 88%
—
. N% 84%
° °
80%
T T2 T3

—e=—Control group  —@=Intervention group

Control group 92.4% 89.6% 88.4% -2.9% -1.2%
Intervention group 87.7% 84.2% 84.2% -3.5% 0.0%
Additional Raise 80.6% 77.1% 72.7% -3.4% -4.4%
Evaluation participants 921.0% 88.4% 87.6% -2.6% -0.8%
Supplemented Raise 88.4% 84.7% 85.8% -3.7% 1.0%
RAISE Independent Evaluation The Social Outcomes Lab | 26
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Mentee attendance data

Understanding the attendance dynamics

The student attendance data of the initial sample of Raise mentees that took part in
the outcome evaluation (Evaluation_participants) was supplemented by attendance
data from Raise mentees from the same schools that did not take part in the
evaluation (Additional_Raise) and Raise mentees from other similar schools to the
control schools (Supplemented_Raise). Details are outlined in the previous pages in
part 3 of this report.

The average attendance rate across terms in the same schools (the eight schools that
took part in the evaluation) between Raise mentees who took part in the evaluation
and those who did not is quite significant. Raise mentees who did not take part in the
outcome evaluation (Additional_Raise) have a lower average attendance rate in term 1
compared to their peers (81% vs 91%).

Considering that Raise mentees in these schools engage with similar environments,
they are not as successful as their peers (Evaluation_participants) when it comes to
sustaining attendance in terms 2 and 3. This could help inform Raise's policy on
mentee selection in the future.

Average attendance rates across terms for intervention group
mTl T2 mT3

95%
91%
90% 88%  g8% 88%
O,
85% % 2
(o}
81%
80% 77%
75% 73%
70%
65%
60%
Additional_Raise Evaluation_participants Supplemented_Raise
Change between terms for the intervention group
Additional_Raise Evaluation_participants Supplemented_Raise
2.0% 1.2%
q N
0.0% —
-2.0% -0.9%
-4.0% -2.8%
-6.0% -4.3% -4.1%
-5.8%
-8.0%

T1->T2 mT2->T3
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Mentee attendance data

Understanding the attendance dynamics

A breakdown of the term 1 to term 3 in 2023 attendance data by student year,
indicates that students in the intervention group do better.

While students in years 8 and ¢ in the control group manage to sustain the average
school attendance in term 3 compared to term 2, students in the intervention group
are able to slightly rebound in term 3 from the drop in term 2.

Breakdown of average attendance rates across grades and terms

100%
95% 92%
) i 70% 88%
90% B
92%
O,
85% 88% 879
80% 75%
75% 71% 70%
70%
65%
60%
T T2 T3
Year 8 Year 9 Year 10
Breakdown of average attendance rates across grades and terms, control vs.
intervention group
100%
50% 70% 89% 89% 89% 89% " 88%
85% g1% 53%
80% 75%
75% 1% 70%
70%
% I
60%
Year 8 Year 9 Year 8 Year 9 Year 10
Control Intervention

mT T2 mT3

Even if we exclude the cohort of mentees from year 10 (because of their lower
attendance levels), the insights from the previous page are sustained.
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Mentee attendance data

Understanding the attendance dynamics

Average attendance rates between control and intervention students at the same

school
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Program costs

Treatment of monetary and in-kind contributions

Raise engages resources to deliver its program. Three essential resources for Raise
related to mentoring program delivery are its staff, volunteer mentors, and
relationships with schools. Their contribution could be expressed in monetary terms or
in-kind.

A Volunteer mentors’ in-kind contributions to the program are a highly important
segment of program delivery. Some literature exploring volunteer cost-benefits
suggests that their individual benefits outweigh the costs of volunteering (Handy &
Mook, 2011; Lee & Brudney, 2009; Jones, 2016; Gray & Stevenson,

2020). Leveraging this, we assume that the individual benefits that volunteer mentors
experience from Raise’s program are at least equal to their costs (value of their time).
Because of this, we cost them zero.

A Another in-kind contribution comes from Raise advisory bodies. While contributions
regarding know-how and in-kind from volunteer engagement of boards and advisory

bodies are important, they will not be included in the program costing.

A The third category of in-kind program contributions comes from schools. Schools
contribute their spaces so the program can be delivered. Considering this
contribution is difficult to quantify, it will not be included in the program costing.

Monetary costs

Mentor-related costs
(attracting, onboarding,
training)

Staff and admin costs
related to program delivery
and supervision

Curriculum and evaluation
costs

Indirect costs for program
delivery

Fundraising costs

RAISE Independent Evaluation

In-Kind contributions

Volunteer mentors

Contribution from
Raise’s advisory bodies

Schools’ space
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Program costs

Direct and Indirect costs

We have worked with the Raise team to understand program costs and develop a unit
cost of program delivery. The program delivery costs are informed by Raise’s Financial
Statements for 2023 (year ending December 2023), which are subject to audit at the
time of this report.

Direct Program Delivery Cost

Program direct costs refer to costs directly related to the delivery of the mentoring
program. These could be grouped into three main categories, including:

Marketing and other costs to attract volunteer mentors for the
program costs related to mentor screening, verifying checks (e.g.,
Work with Children Check, Police Check), mentor placements, and
mentor engagement, as well as costs related to creating and
delivering mentor training

Mentor-
related costs

The cost of staff directly involved in program delivery (e.g.
Program Counsellors, Program Area Managers, etc.) and
supervision throughout schools and administrative costs (e.g.,
printing, stationery, catering, etc.)

Program
delivery and
supervision

Curriculum and
evaluation Cost for continuous program evaluations
costs

Indirect Program Delivery Cost
Indirect costs relate to other organisational functions and resources that support the
program'’s operations.

Cost related to staff in supporting and managerial capacity in the
organisation (e.g. finance, IT department, HR) and rent, insurance,
software and licenses.

Organisational
Overheads

Other Costs

This evaluation also considers the cost of Fundraising. The cost of fundraising activities
allows us to capture the full cost of program delivery.

Costs that are not considered part of the full cost of program delivery are once-off costs
during Raise's financial year.
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Program costs

Deriving the cost per program

Annual Costs |Per program | Per student |Per program | Per student
Clesit it 2023 2023 2023 2022 2022

Mentor Attraction $445,664 $2,122 $177 $2,878 $240
Mentor Onboarding $439,658 $2,094 $174 $1,977 $165
Mentor Training $346,360 $1,649 $137 $1,410 $118
Program Delivery & Supervision $3,622,502  $17,250 $1,438 $10,145 $845
Curriculum & Evaluation Expenses $315,595 $1,503 $125 $1,816 $151
Total Direct Cost $5,169,779 $24,618 $2,051 $25,199 $2,100
Organisational Overheads $1,535,612 $7,312 $609 $3,897 $325
Total Indirect Cost $1,535,612  $7,312 $609 $8,370 $697
Fundraising Costs $1,416,745 $6,746 $562 $6,261 $522
Total Cost $8,122,136 $38,677 $3,223 $39,829 $3,319

Underlying assumptions

To derive the cost per program and per student, the following assumptions were
made:

A Number of programs: 210 in 2023 and 180 in 2022

The costs per program result from the total annual costs divided by the total number of
programs in the year.

A Number of mentees per program: 12

The cost per student results from the cost per program divided by 12 mentees.

Distribution of the total cost of program delivery

Raise mentoring program requires that schools participating in the program contribute
around 10% of the overall program cost. The Raise Foundation sources the remaining
funds needed for program delivery from different stakeholders. Because of this, we
assume that the overall program delivery cost is split between Raise and schools.

Cost-taker Share Per program (2023) Per student (2023)
Total cost 100% $38,677 $3,223
Raise 90% $34,809 $2,901
School 10% $3,868 $322
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PART 04

Economic Analysis

raise e



Summary

The table below presents a summary of the economic analysis. Detailed calculations are
presented in the remainder of this section.

Mentee Benefits Base - 1y Base - Lifetime Low - Lifetime High - Lifetime

Mentee benefits
Benefits per mentee, per program

delivered $ $ $ $
From MH improvement pathway $ 139 % 5087 % 3498 $ 8,027
From improved attendance pathway $ 81 $ 3,231 $ 1933 § 5,189

School Benefits Base - 1y Base - Lifetime  Low - Lifetime High - Lifetime

School benefits
Benefits for school, per program, per

mentee $ 695 % 695 % 564§ 868

Benefits for school, per program

delivered $ 8,334 $ 8,334 % 6,772 % 10,416
Total Benefits Base - 1y Base - Lifetime  Low - Lifetime High - Lifetime

Per program delivered $ 10,968 $ 108,161 $ 71,936 % 169,006

Per mentee $ 9013 §$ 9,013 §$ 5995  §$ 14,084
Costs

Total cost of proaram delivery 12 x cost per mentee $ 38,677 $ 38,677 $ 38,677 $ 38,677

Total cost of program delivery per

mentee $ 3223 % 3223 % 3223 % 3,223
Net benefits Base - Lifetime  Low - Lifetime High - Lifetime

Per program delivered $ 69,484 % 33259 % 130,329

Per mentee $ 5790 % 2772 % 10,861

SROI 2.80 1.86 4.37
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Net

benefits

Calculation for net benefits - mentees

The model developed to calculate the benefits for the mentees contains two
main pathways. The first pathway is based on improvement in the mental health
outcomes for Raise mentees, and the second one is improvement in their school
attendance rates, which impacts their likelihood of completing year 12.

Benefits

Savings/productivity
improvement per
young person (per
annum)

Costs

Cost incurred per
person (per annum)

RAISE Independent Evaluatiq

M

Benefits from
improved mental
health outcomes

Benefits from
increased school

attendance

Cost of program
delivery

Number of students

program was delivered
to

Improvement in mental health outcomes

t M1
Increased likelihood of

improved mental health as a
result of improvements in
School Belonging

Increase in School Belonging

Increased likelihood of
improved mental health as a
result of improvements in
Resilience

Increase in Resilience

- /

X
Avoided cost to the health system

Likely reduction in usage of Cost of mental health system
mental health system X usage

Likelihood of completing year 12
Al A2

Increased likelihood of
completing yr 12 resulting from
increased attendance

X
(7 ri N
+>n <
¥
Ab )
Z

Increased school
attendance

+_
k_
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Mentees: Benefits from improvement of
Mental Health Outcomes

Results

The table below summarises the calculation of the avoided cost to the health system
as a result of improvement in mental health outcomes per Raise mentee per year.

Benefits from improved mental health outcomes

0.271 Outcome evaluation data;

M1 Increase in school belonging matched cohort
I likelih fi | health It of
M5 x 'ncreased ikelif ood o mproved mental health as a result o 3.98%  Shochet, 2006
improvements in school belonging
= School belonging effect 1.08% Calculation: M1xM5
M2 Increase in resilience 0.137 Outcome evaluation data;
matched cohort
I likelih fi | health It of
v Increased ikeliood of improved mental health 353 resultof g o150 piin g e, 2021
= Resilience effect 1.13% Calculation: M2xM6
!mprovement in MH outcomes, asa result from improvement o D e
in school connectedness and resilience
M10 Likely reduction in health system usage -5.5% Calculation provided on page 37
A | h
nnual health cost for a young person, per year, per person $2.516 Leetal, 2021; inflated to § 2023
M1 ($2023)

-= Savings from improved MH, per student, per year $138.75 | Calculation: M10 x M11

Benefits from improved mental health outcomes - Lifetime

Savings from improved mental health outcomes, per year $138.75 Calculated

Lifetime period (years) 50 15-65

Discount rate 5% NSW Treasury guidelines
Following MBS indexation.

Indexation rate 3.6% Department of Health and Aged Care
(2024)

Litetime savings per mentee $5 087 Calculated based on the inputs

(50 years, 3.6% indexation, 5% discount rate) ! presented

Low-scenario lifetime savings, per mentee $3,498 Calculated based on the inputs

(50 years, 3.6% indexation, 7% discount rate) presented

High-scenario lifetime savings, per mentee ¢g 027 Calculated based on the inputs

(50 years, 3.6% indexation, 3% discount rate) ’ presented

* Following MBS indexation, based on
https://www.mbsonline.gov.au/internet/mbsonline/publishing.nsf/Content/news-2023-11-01 and
https://www.mbsonline.gov.au/internet/mbsonline/publishing.nsf
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Underlying assumptions and calculations

Relationship between school belonging and mental health outcomes

The survey instruments used during the outcome evaluation included questions from
the Engagement, Perseverance, Optimism, Connectedness and Happiness (EPOCH)
validated scale (Kern et al., 2016). The connectedness subscale from the EPOCH scale
refers to one’s ability to establish relationships with others and believe one is cared
for, loved, esteemed and valued (Kern et al., 2016). Connectedness strongly correlates
with interpersonal skills and school belonging (Zeng & Kern, 2019). In addition,
experts consider connectedness the most suitable synonym for school belonging
(Alink et al., 2023). Based on this, we consider the mean differences on the
Connectedness subscale between the control and intervention group in the survey
pre-program delivery and near the end of the program delivery to reflect changes in
school belonging.

There are several articles suggesting a positive relationship between changes in
school belonging and improvement in mental health for adolescents (Korpershoek et
al., 2020; Marraccini & Brier, 2017; Lester et al., 2013). However, as Koropershoek et
al. (2020) would note, most of the studies explore correlational effects and the
empirical evidence for a causal relationship between school belonging and different
student outcomes is scarcer.

Shochet (2006) finds a relationship between changes in school connectedness and
mental health in adolescents aged 12 to 14. Improvement in school connectedness
has negative predictive link to future mental health problems and increase of
belonging translates in improvements in the functioning of adolescents for 3.98%.
Based on this, we establish the link between changes in school belonging and the
impact on adolescents’ mental health.

Relationship between resilience and mental health outcomes

Another scale used in the survey instrument for the outcome evaluation is the Brief
Resilience Scale (BRS) (Smith et al., 2008), which measures one's ability to bounce
back or recover from stress. In general, higher resilience scores would predict lower
levels of depression, anxiety, and stress in adolescents (Hjemdal et al., 2011).

The link between changes in adolescent resilience and the impact on adolescents’
mental health is informed by the research done by Azipaizu Izaguirre et al. (2021).

Thei found a direct effect of adolescent resilience on life satisfaction expressed in

RAISE Independent Evaluation The Social Outcomes Lab | 37

37



